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lm Comments and Responses to Comments 

1 .I Purpose of Response to Comments Document 

This document, in conjunction with the SCE Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project Draft 
EIR/EIS (May 2006), constitutes the Final EIR/EIS on the Proposed Project. The Final EIR/EIS has 
been prepared pursuant to CEQA Section 21000 et seq., California Public Resources Code, and in 
accordance with the Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA Section 15000 et seq., California 
Code of Regulations, Tit. 14. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) describing the Proposed Project was 
published on October 18, 2005. The Final EIR/EIS will be used by the CPUC as part of its CPCN 
approval process, which includes selecting project alternatives, adopting mitigation measures, and 
reviewing project costs. The BLM, as Lead FederaI Agency, shall be responsible for ensuring com- 
pliance with all requirements of NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 
for implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508). This Final EWEIS 
contains all comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and responses thereto. The focus of the responses to com- 
ments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues as raised in the comments, as specified 
by Section 15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines and 40 CFR 1503.4 under NEPA. 

2. Information Provided During Draft ElWElS Comment 
Period 

During the Draft EIR/EIS comment period, several parties requested that the CPUC and BLM provide 
additional information that would better enable them to prepare comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and for 
the Arizona Corporation Commission hearings. In order to provide this information to the public, their 
requests are reproduced in this Final EIR/EIS. Table 2 presents a listing of the requests and a descrip- 
tion of resulting information. Following the table, the actual information requested and disseminated is 
presented. 

~ 

~~ ~ 
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Table 1. Information Provided During the Comment Period 
Method of 

Name Regarding Date Communication 
Sevak Khatchadourian Asks if project would impact his property 5/24/06 Email 
Donald G. Begalke Requests names of companieslagencieslconsultants 6/8/06 Email 

at Harquahala Public Information Meeting 
Donald G. Begalke Asks 7 questions related to AZ and the regional 611 8/06 Email 

transmission system and alternatives 
Leroy Ellinghouse, California Asks if East Branch of CA Aqueduct is affected by the Email 
Department of Water Resources project 
Richard Mead Asks about the location of the project related to property 6130106 Voicemail 
Ross Lybarger Asks about the location of the project related to property 6130106 Email 
Donald G. Begalke Asks 7 questions about the commenting process, 713106 Email 

D. Sanders Asks about the location of the project related to property 7/7/06 Voicemail 
Tom Floyd Asks for a depiction of different styles of transmission 7120106 Voicemail; 

towers US. Mail 
Donald G. Begalke Asks if SCE has access to comments during the APP & Email 

TLSC hearing 
Dale Walters, P.E., SCE has indicated that DPV2 would not require a 8/7/06 Email 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Conditional Use Permit for traversing Reservation lands. 
Indians Requests a copy of SCEs letter to the CPUC, which 

includes a citation of federal law supporting this 
contention 

611 3106 

alternatives, and aerial maps 

7128106 

Email from Sevak Khatchadourian: 

Dear project Managers, 

I just received the Notice of Availability, Draft Environmental Impact ReportIEnvironmental Impact 
Statement for the proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project. I would like to know 
if the power lines will be passing through my property APN 811-052-016 and APN 811-052-017. And 
if they are, what will be my compensation. 

Thanks. 

EIREIS Team Response: 

Mr. Khatchadourian - 

We have referred your question to Southern California Edison; they will research your parcel location 
and let you know how (and 13 your property would be afected. SCE would also be the entity that could 
advise you on compensation. Please let me know if you do not receive an answer from them within a 
week. Thank you. 

Email from Donald G. Begalke (I of 2): 

Providing transport to H.V. Tues. for a person that also attended the Scoping Meeting in Avondale, Az., 
we were planning to share the names of Aspen, SCE and BLM staff? We've duplicated some, and appar- 
ently discussion caused missing some. There were 2 consultants, too. A Mr. Clarkson (?), his company is a 
subcontractor to Aspen in these efforts? Another consultant, APG? 

0 

0 

0 
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Please, including yourself and others of the tour, list each name by company/agency/. . . involved with 
the Aspen Workshop in Harquahala Valley. Did some of the folks on the tour with you attend the H.V. 
7PM Workshop also? 

The beginning of the 2PM workshop seemed to go as planned -1st hour. The gentleman from Blythe, Az. 
had requested that a part of the workshop be a "sit-down question/answer part" (so that discussions/ 
answers would be heard by all attendees). When you arrived near 5PM, one of your staff and Mr. 
Horne of SCE each recommended emails so that answers could be received by Arizonans prior to the 
June 26th Hearing before the Az. PP&TL Siting Committee. We did inform you that you were the rec- 
ommended recipient for additional questions. At least Mr. Home will be answering questions via email 
also. 

I commend the Aspen personnel at the 2PM meeting for their efforts to keep us on track for the purpose 
of the workshop. There is confusion with the EIR/EIS with respect to the two states. And what was not 
in the EIIUEIS caused queries??-!! The processes are different for the two states. 

Mr. Clarkson took some tries at answering questions that Aspen personnel did not because items of 
queries were not in the Aspen EIWEIS. Also, the other gentleman from APG tried answering queries 
also; I thought it strange that he did not wear a name-badge. 

Will send you some additional queries later today or tomorrow. Thank you for your help with names, 
companies/agencies/consultants. 

EIR/EIS Team Response: 

Mr. Begalke - 
I'm sorry I didn't get to talk with you in person last week. Following are the people who attended the 
Workshop last week: 
BLM: Steve Fusilier (Yuma OfJice) 
CPUC: Billie Blanchard (arrived with me at about 3:30p.m.) 
Aspen Environmental Group @rime contractor for preparation of the EIR/EIS) : 
Sandra Alarcdn-Lopez (management and land use, social sciences) 
Chris Huntley (biology) 
Hedy Born (alternatives) 
Aspen Team authors of the EIR/EIS (subconsultants to Aspen): 
Michael Clayton (Michael Clayton & Associates, Visual Resources) 
Eleanor Gladding (SWCA, biology - arrived about 4p.m.) 
Susan Goldberg (Applied Earthworks, cultural resources) 
Other people not connected with preparation of the EIR/EIS: 
Jack Home, SCE 
Mickey Siege1 (EPG, environmental consultant to SCE and not a contributor to the EIR/EIS) 
We are reviewing your other questions this week. Thank you for your participation. 

Email from Don Begalke (2 of 2) 6/18/06 - responses follow each question: 

This email includes additional questions unanswered at the 2PM Workshop in Harquahala 
Vly, Az. on the proposed DPV2 Project. 

1. The EIWEIS can confuse, and on Page ES1, the last paragraph, 7th Line we read "Nuclear Regu- 
lator Commission". When did the NRC participate in any siting or commission hearing in Az. regarding 
DPVl? In what Az. document would folks find "the NRC on record" about the line siting? 
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The Nuclear Regulatory Commission was one of the Lead Agencies under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) that prepared the EIS for the DPVI Project. The NRC was a NEPA Lead Agency because 
the DPVl line was to connect directly with the substation at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station. 
We don't know how this document, or any NRC information was used in the Arizona siting case. 
2. The E W E I S  discusses some generating alternatives in SCE's service area and their eliminations 
as alternatives. In the readings though the financial environments are not explained in detail. For 
example on ES-31, new facilities at or near the Etiwanda Substation does not inform the new MW - ? 
Nor does it explain details on transmission infrastructure? Comparative costs? Since SCE uses 
"economics" as a primary reason for DPV2, the costs are missing regarding such alternatives from the 
EIR/EIS; why? 

Cost and economics are not issues addressed in the alternatives analysis in the EIR/EIS for two reasons. 
First, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that economic Meets shall not be considered 
as significant efects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 15131). Second, CEQA states that alternatives 
may not be eliminated simply because they are more costly (CEQA Guidelines 151 26.6(c)). 
3. SCE owns most of the Mohave Power Plant a thear  Laughlin, Nv. Refitted as a "natural gas" 
power plant, how many MW can be imported to SCE's customers? SCE already has the transmis- 
sion lines from Mohave to their service area. 

Please refer this question to SCE. 
4. How many transmission lines from Az. connect with the switchyard at the Mohave Plant? Why is 
that information, and the importability of power to the SCE service area not included in the EWEIS? 
How many MW can be imported to SCE's area via those NW Az. Lines? Are there other Nevada lines 
to the Mohave Switchyard? MW via line from Nv.? 

Please refer this question to SCE. 
5. Southern California is an area with high solar power potential. When did SCE apply to the CPUC 
for a solar generating station? For how many MW? 

Please refer this question to SCE. 
6. Visual photos from the ground are in the EIWEIS. For the DPVl Line and the corridor through 
the KOFA Wildlife Refuge, where are the aerial photos in the EIWEIS to assess the scars and 
conditions? 

The aerial photographs presented in EIR/ES Appendix I O  show the DPVl transmission line. The access 
road used to construct that line is still in use today and is maintained by SCE. This access road and the 
spur roads leading to each tower are not visible in the Appendix 10 air photos at the scale printed, but they 
are visible on the ground and on the more detailed air photos used for the field work of the EIR/EIS team. 

7. Is this EIR/EIS for hearings in both Az. and Ca.? Since the Az. PP&TL Siting Committee has a 
hearing June 26,2006, what are the omissions of this EIR/EIS with respect to the Colorado River to 
Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station portion of the DPV2 Project? 

The EIR/EIS was not prepared to support the Arizona hearings, but only for use by the CPUC and BLM 
in their processes (Certijicate of Public Convenience and Necessity/Right of Way Grant, respectively) to 
evaluate applications from SCE for the DPV2 Project. The environmental information included in the 
EIR/EIS may be useful to the Siting Committee or SCE in that proceeding, but the document was not pre- 
pared for that purpose. 

Final EIR/EIS 4 October 2006 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

0 Email from Leroy Ellinghouse, California Department of Water Resources: 

Here is a copy of the Thomas Guide Map that has the alignment for the East Branch of the California 
Aqueduct. I’ve drawn arrows on the alignment, let me know if think we’ll be affected. Thanks. 

EIWEIS Team Response: 

Leroy - 
Attached is a m p  [see next page] showing where the transmission lines for the DPV2 project cross the 
East Branch of the aqueduct. As you can see on the attached map, the towers in this area will be recon- 
ductored only -- no new tower construction will be required in this area. Please let me or Billie Bhnchard 
know if you have any additional questions. 
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East Branch of mis Aqueduct 
Crossing of t h e  West  of Devers Corridor between Lorna Linda and Grand Terrace 

Gold litre is unaffected by DPV2 Project (no change to towers or conductors), 
e Green Nns towers woutd be recondulctored but towers shown on this 

not be re-built. 
would 
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Voicemail from Richard Mead 6130106: 
Please call me regarding the location of property I own with respect to the location of the DPV2 Project. 

EIWEIS Team Response: 

/We provided Mr. Mead with maps showing the location of his property, and also referred him to SCE.] 

Email from Ross Lybarger 6/30106: 
To Whom it may concern, 

I received a notice in the mail regarding the DPV2 project. I was wondering what the location would be 
in relation to my property that is located in the hills of Nuevo? 

There is a transmission line (tower) very close if not on my property. I was unable to locate any info 
online at the given internet site. Any help would greatly be appreciated. 

Respectfully, Ross Lybarger 

EIR/EIS Team Response: 

Mr. Lybarger - 
If there's a tower on or near your property in the Nuevo area, that would most likely be the Devers- 
Valley No. 1 transmission line. You received the mailing because Southern California Edison may con- 
struct a second line immediately adjacent to the existing towers. The new towers would be located about 
100 feet to the south and/or east of the existing towers. If you like, we can send you a map of this trans- 
mission line (SCE's security rules prevent us from posting the detailed mups on the internet). We can 
also send you a copy of the Executive Summary for the Drafr EIR/EIS, which explains the proposed 
DPV2 project and the alternatives, or a CD of the complete Draft ElR/EIS (about 2000 pages). 
The Devers-Valley No. 2 line is an alternative to the "West of Devers " upgrades that SCE originally pro- 
posed to construct, but which m a y  not be permitted by the Morongo Band of Mission Indians due to 
their desire to eliminate SCE's existing towers from their present location on tribal land. 
I f  you can give us the parcel number or approximate street/intersection location for your property, we 
can mark it on the maps we send you. Let us know how we can help. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Lee 

Email from Don Begalke 7/3/06 - responses follow each question: 

1. Will a "draft comments" booklet be published before work commences on the final EIR/EIS? 

No. The comments on the Drafr EWEIS will be published in the Final EIR/EIS. 
2. Are specific comments and the commenters' data (name, address, phone number, email address) 
provided in the draft-comments booklet? 

The comment letters (or emails or faxes) will be reproduced in the Final EIR/ElS so i f  the letters contain 
address and other contact information, that information will be published in the Final EIR/ElS. 
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3. Can the “No Project Alternative” category consist of more than one alternative? 

The “No Project Alternative ’* is defined in Section C. 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and regulatory information 
is presented in Section C. 6. I .  As explained in Section C. 6.1, the No Project Alternative is “what would 
be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on cur- 
rent plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services ”. Therefore, each EIR/EIS 
presents a scenario defining what is expected to occur if the project is not approved or constructed. 
Definition of this scenario requires some speculation. 
4. Did alternatives exist that did not end up in the draft? 

The Draft EIR/EIS included discussion of all alternatives of which the preparers were aware. Several of 
these alternatives were not analyzed in detail because they did not meet the environmental and regulatory 
screening criteria. Section 3 (Overview of Alternatives) of Appendix I (Alternatives Screening Report) of 
the Draft EIR/EISpresents a summary of all alternatives considered, including those that were elimi- 
nated after preliminary screening. 
5. May a Public submit a new alternative, not in the draft? 

Yes, a new alternative may be suggested in comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. 
6. Back to my aerial photo inquiry, which you did answer with reference to Appendix 10 (why did 
I not recall those photos before asking you?). On what date(s) did Aspen, or some subcontractor, 
take the photos appearing in Appendix 10 of the draft EIR/EIS? 

The aerial photos were provided to Aspen by SCE, or if necessary, photo coverage was acquired by the 
Aspen Team GIs specialists. 
7. Altitude differences seem to exist when looking at photo-to-photo in Ap.10. What are the altitudes 
at which each photo in Ap.10 was taken? 

Information not available 

Phone Call from D. Saunders 7/7/06 

Mr. Saunders represents Loma Linda University, which owns several parcels north of Banning. He 
wanted to understand how the Proposed Project would affect the property. 

EIWEIS Team Response: 

Attached, as promised in our telephone conversation of this morning, is a photo of the 3 sets of trans- 
mission towers that cross the Loma Linda U property near Sunset Avenue. Below the photo is a diagram 
showing how those 3 sets of towers would be consolidated into two, if the project proposed by SCE were 
to proceed. As we discussed, it now seems more likely that an alternative route (Devers-Valley No. 2 
Alternative, located south of the I-10) will go forward and there will be no immediate changes to the 
lines in your area. However ajinal decision on this will not be made until late this year when the 
CPUC and BLM issue decisions on the project proposed by SCE. 

Phone Call from Tom Floyd 7/20/06 

Mr. Floyd was concerned that he would not have adequate time in which to provide comments on the 
Draft EIFUEIS. He would like to comment regarding the style of transmission tower proposed by SCE. 
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EIWEIS Team Response: 

We informed Mr. Floyd that the comment period has been extended to August 11, 2006. We also pro- 
vided him with copies of descriptions and illustrations of tower types from section B (Project Description) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Email from Don Belgke 

Ms. Susan Lee 
Vice-president 
Aspen Environmental Group 
San Francisco, Ca. 

Dear Ms. Lee: 

Az.'s primary campaigns have been crunching these past few weeks as early/mail balloting begins 
August 9th. 

Took some time to attend a different meeting today, and some attendees were also faceshoices in the 
processes on the SCE DPV2 EIR/EIS. Listening to their discussion of commenting on the draft causes 
concern. 

As you may have heard, on 6/12/06 I filed in the ACC processes as an Intervener against SCE's DPV2 
application. Two hearing days before the APP&TLSC were held in June. In continuance til Aug. 21st, 
hearing days will occur, including possibly 4 in September. 

The comment period on the draft EIWEIS ends August 1 1, 2006. If comments are presented to Aspen, 
does SCE have access to them while the APP&TLSC hearing is ongoing? 

Performing adjudications or supervising same during the last 18 years of my public employment, am 
yet investigating items in or not in the draft. I still expect to send comments on August 1 lth. 

Sincerely yours, 

Donald G. Begalke 
PO Box 17862 
Phoenix, Az. 8501 1-0862 
Telephone: (602)279-3402 

EIWEIS Team Response: 

Dear Mr. Begalke: 
when comments are submitted to the CPUC and BLM, they are considered to be public. We will release 
them to any party upon request. Earlier this week, SCE has requested copies of all comments received on 
the Draft EIR/EIS, and we provided them with all comments received through July 26, 2006. It's likely 
that they will request (and receive) copies of future comments as well, prior to the publication of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 
If you would also like to receive copies of comments, we will be happy to provide them. When making a 
request, please let us know i f  you would like to receive them electronically (we have been making PDF 
Jiles of each comment) or i f  you would like us to mail paper copies to you. 
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Sincerely, 
Susan Lee 

Email from Dale Walters 

Aspen Environmental Group: 

Via letter dated December 16, 2005, the CPUC was advised that a Conditional Use Permit for the 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line would be required for those portions of the project which 
traverse the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation. Southern California Edison has indicated to Tribal 
Planning that the project’s proponents disagree and that SCE’s written response to the CPUC includes a 
citation of federal law supporting this contention. 

Tribal Planning has requested a copy of Southern California Edison’s response, however was informed 
by SCE on Friday, August 4, 2006, that the written response, which includes the citation, would not be 
available until late in the week of August 7/8 (Lin Juniper, SCE Local Public Affairs Department, (760- 
202-423 1). As the deadline for input on the Final EIR/EIS is Friday, August 11, 2006, SCE suggested 
that Tribal Planning contact Aspen Environmental Group directly for a copy of SCE’s response to the 
Tribe’s concerns. 

Approximately two miles of the proposed alignment traverses the jurisdictional area of Tribal Govern- 
ment. Tribal Planning and Development will need to secure a copy of SCE’s letter in order to prepare 
a rational response to the jurisdictional questions. 

Thank you, 
Dale Walters, P.E. 
Senior Civil Engineer 
Tribal Planning and Development 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

EIWEIS Team Response: 

Dear Mr. Walters - 
Thank you for your message and email. Attached is the court decision that SCE provided to us regarding 
the crossing of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation when the Devers-Palo Verde No. I transmission line 
was built in 1980. The Draft EIR/EIS did not take a position regarding whether or not the legal 
resolution to the permitting issue would be the same now as it was in I980 (see discussion on Dra$ 
EIR/EIS pages 0.4-36 and 0.437) - we have left the resolution of that issue to SCE and the tribe. 
I f  we receive comments on this issue as described in the Draft EIWEISji-om either the tribe or Porn SCE, 
we will review them and consider mdifiing the text in the Final EIR/EIS, i f  required. Please let us know 
i f  you have any other questions. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Lee 
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3. General Responses to Major Comments 
This section addresses issues that were raised by many commenters and that therefore required a detailed 
response. General Responses address the following topics: 

0 

0 

0 

GR-1 - Eliminate new impacts within the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
GR-2 - The DPV2 Project provides no benefit to Arizona 
GR-3 - Why is the DPV2 Project needed? 

General Response GR-1: Eliminate New Impacts Within the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Commenters expressed concerns regarding impacts to the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and 
protection of the desert bighorn sheep. This response also addresses questions about why no alternatives 
were evaluated in detail that would avoid the Kofa NWR. 

The baseline setting and potential impacts from the Proposed Project to Kofa NWR are discussed within 
each Section D issue area of this EIWEIS under the segment titled “Kofa National Wildlife Refuge.” 

In response to the concerns about impacts to the Kofa NWR, and as required under the California Envi- 
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the project was evaluated. Alternatives were considered that would feasibly attain most 
of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project. Alternatives are addressed in most detail in Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report. 
Within this report, Section 2 summarizes the requirements of CEQA and NEPA with respect to alterna- 
tives. Based on review of previous environmental documents prepared to analyze the DPVl and DPV2 
projects, knowledge of the area, and evaluation of feasible route options throughout the entire area 
around Kofa NWR, the following three alternatives were considered as methods of avoiding impacts to 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge: 

0 SCE North of Kofa NWR-South of 1-10 Alternative. Diverges from the proposed DPV2 route 
approximately 42.5 miles from its origin at Harquahala Switchyard and heads northwest approxi- 
mately 1.5 miles before turning west-northwest towards 1-10. Crosses north of Kofa NWR and the 
New Water Mountains, south of 1-10, and eventually rejoins the proposed DPV2 route 0.5 miles 
north of Yuma Proving Ground and 8 miles west of Kofa NWR. 

SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative. Similar to the North of Kofa NWR-South of 
1-10 Alternative (see above), except it would cross 1-10 twice and Arizona U.S. Highway 60 once to 
follow the Celeron/All American Pipeline corridor north of 1-10. 

North of Kofa Alternative. Diverges from the proposed route at the series capacitor just east of the 
Kofa NWR and travels north of Kofa NWR and south of 1-10. Rejoins the Proposed Project approx- 
imately 1.25 miles west of the boundary of Kofa NWR and south of Quartzsite 

0 

0 

These alternatives are illustrated in Figure Ap.1-2a on the following page and are addressed in detail in 
Appendix 1, Sections 4.2.5, 4.2.6, and 4.2.7, as well as in Sections C.5.2.1, C.5.2.2, and C.5.2.3, 
and Executive Summary Section ES.2.3 in this EIWEIS. To compare these three alternatives to the 
Proposed Project, it is necessary to compare them over an equivalent portion of the transmission line. 
Consequently, the comparison of the acreage impacted by the Proposed Project and each alternative 
compares from Milepost 42.0 to Milepost 86.0 of the Proposed Project route. All of the alternatives 
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would diverge from the Proposed Project route and re-join the Proposed Project route between these 
mileposts. 

Alternatives Outside of Kofa NWR 

As a result of greater impacts to recreation, visual, and biological resources, and the challenges in obtain- 
ing regulatory approvals, all three alternatives that would avoid Kofa NWR were eliminated from full 
consideration in this EIWEIS and the route through the wildlife refuge was found to be the most envi- 
ronmentally preferred. All three alternatives would meet project objectives, but all would also be out- 
side of BLM-designated utility corridors. With the SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative 
it may not be feasible to obtain the required amendment to the Lower Gila South RMP, which currently 
prohibits overhead transmission lines. Each of the alternatives would create a new corridor with 
associated ground disturbance (there are few usable access roads and the routes would be 3.4 to 10 miles 
longer than the portion of the Proposed Project that each would replace). As a result, there would be sub- 
stantially greater impacts to bighorn sheep and currently undisturbed biological resources, and poten- 
tially significant visual impacts through previously undisturbed land. The SCE North of Kofa NWR- 
North of 1-10 Alternative and SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative routes, which 
traverse through the La Posa Recreation Areas, would impact a greater number of recreation users than 
the Proposed Project's route through Kofa NWR. Views from 1-10 and residences and recreation areas 
along Highway 95 and along the La Posa Plains would also be impacted by the new transmission 
corridor created by the alternatives and would reduce the scenic quality of these views. 

Regulatory Feasibility Issues 

Each of the alternatives would be technically and legally feasible and would meet all of the stated objec- 
tives of the Proposed Project. However, all three would likely take more time to complete permitting 
requirements, so none of them would likely be completed by the end of 2009. 

All three of the alternatives around Kofa NWR would be on BLM lands outside of established BLM utility 
corridors, and as such each of their approvals would require BLM approval for creation of a new utility 
corridor. Because the Resource Management Plans for the SCE North of Kofa NWR-South of 1-10 Alter- 
native and the North of Kofa Alternative routes do not specifically prohibit transmission lines in the 
area, a new ROW grant would be required, but a Plan amendment would not be necessary. This require- 
ment would not make the two alternatives infeasible, but would add to the regulatory complexity of 
them. 

However, approval of the SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative would require an amend- 
ment to the Lower Gila South RMP. The Lower Gila South RMP prohibits overhead lines north of 1-10 
between townships 16W and 18W (BLM, 1985) due to sensitive lambing grounds for bighorn sheep and 
sensitive visual resources. The requirement for a plan amendment may not make the alternative infea- 
sible, but it would add a series of regulatory requirements. 
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Environmental Impacts of Alternatives North of Kofa NWR 

All three of the alternatives would offer some biological resources, recreation, land use, and visual resources 
advantages by eliminating temporary and permanent impacts that would result from adding a second set 
of towers adjacent to the existing corridor through the Kofa NWR. Based on surveys of the entire route 
performed by EIR/EIS staff on December 13-19, 2005, the North of Kofa Alternative would also be 
located in a less culturally sensitive area than the Proposed Project route through the Kofa NWR. 

However, even though the alternatives would reduce impacts to biological and recreational 
resources, visual resources and land use by being outside of a wildlife refuge, and would eliminate 
policy inconsistencies associated with construction of a new transmission line on protected refuge 
land, each would result in similar or greater impacts to these resources outside of Kofa NWR. For 
instance, the alternatives would traverse similar habitat for biological resources as the Proposed Project, 
but would result in substantially more permanent ground disturbance and habitat lost, so it would 
likewise result in potentially significant impacts to sensitive bighorn sheep or desert tortoise 
populations. 

The following paragraphs present a more detailed description of the environmental disadvantages of all 
of the alternative routes that were considered outside of Kofa NWR. 

Additional Route Length and Ground Disturbance. The three routes would be approximately 3.4 to 10 
miles longer than the proposed route, which will affect the Iength and intensity of short-term construc- 
tion 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 chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal of more native desert vegeta- 
tion. In addition, the Proposed Project would be able to utilize existing access for access to new trans- 
mission towers. The alternatives, however, would require additional access and spur roads which wouId 
result in permanent ground disturbance and corresponding loss of habitat. 

Project Components and Acreage of Disturbance. Tables GR. 1-1 and GR. 1-2 compare project 
components and impacts associated with the Proposed Project and the North of Kofa Alternatives. Note 
that the Proposed Project, overall, would result in substantially less acreage of new disturbance (the 
alternatives would affect from 88 to 128 acres of additional disturbance). 
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Table GR.l-1. Comparison of Project Components between Proposed Project Mileposts 42.0 and 86.0 
SCE North of SCE North of 

Proposed Kofa - North of Kofa - South of North of Kofa 
Project 1-10 Alternative 1-10 Alternative Alternative 

Length of transmission line 44.0 miles 49.1 miles 47.4 miles 55.0 miles 
Number of Lattice Steel Towers (approximate) 150 167 161 187 

New Access Roads 0.0 miles 46.0 miles 44.3 miles 51.4 miles 
New Spur Roads 3.7 miles 4.1 miles 4.0 miles 4.6 miles 

New Permanent Area Occupied (acres) 
Tower Footings 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.9 

Series Compensation 2.0 2.0 2.00 2.0 

Access Roads 0.0 78.0 75.2 87.2 
Spur Roads 6.2 7.0 6.7 7.8 

Total 9.7 88.7 85.6 98.9 

Transmission Line Structures 134.6 150.2 145.0 168.3 
Construction Yards 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Pulling Stations 13.2 14.7 14.2 16.5 
Splicing Stations 2.9 3.3 3.2 3.7 
Batch Plant Areas 2.9 3.3 3.2 3.7 
Series Capacitor Banks 1 .oo 1 .o 1 .oo 1 .o 

New Temporary Area Occupied (acres) 

Total 159.7 177.5 171.6 198.1 

Grand Total 169.4 266.2 257.2 297.0 

Note: Affected area estimates are based on the following factors: 

0 0.010 acre per lattice steel tower- permanent 
0 14' (width) x 130 (length) spur roads at every tower - permanent 
0 14' (width) access roads - permanent 
0 0.9 acre per tower pad -temporary 
0 0.9 acre per pulling station, one every 3 miles -temporary 
0 0.2 acre per splicing station, one every 3 miles - temporary 
0 2.0 acres per batch plant, one every 30 miles - temporary 
0 Areas occupied by facilities installed within existing substation and communications site properties are not included in 

Source: SCE, 2005. 

Total Area Occupied (acres) 

estimates. 

New Transmission Corridor. Each of the three alternatives would establish a new transmission line cor- 
ridor and would require considerable upgrading and construction of new roads, as opposed to the Pro- 
posed Project, which would use existing access for construction and maintenance along the DPVl 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 DPVl corridor) would 
create land use consistency issues because the route would be inconsistent with the BLM RMPs. In 
addition, for the SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative, plan amendments would be nec- 
essary in order for the BLM to grant approval of this alternative ROW due to its location through town- 
ships 16W to 18W north of 1-10. 
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Table GR.1-2 presents a comparison of linear miles of impacts for each alternative in areas of high 
resource value: desert tortoise habitat, bighorn sheep habitat and lambing grounds, recreational areas, 
and BLM Resource Management Plan restricted areas. Each of these topics is addressed below the 
table and is depicted on Figure Ap.1-2a. 

Table GR.1-2. Comparison of Impacts between Proposed Project and North of Kofa Alternatives 
Miles of Category 2 Miles of Bighorn Distance to Miles through BLM RMP 

Acres Of Desert Tortoise Sheep Habitat nearest Lambing Recreation Area or Restrictions 
Alternative Disturbance Habitat Traversed Traversed Ground Kofa NWR 
Proposed 169.4 acres 0.0 miles 16.2 miles 0.6 miles 25.0 miles (Kofa None 
Project NWR) 
SCE North of 266.2 acres 9.4 miles 9.4 miles 0.2 miles 6.9 miles (La Posa Lower Gila 
Kofa - North (96.8 acres Recreation Site South RMP 
of 1-10 more than and LTVA; La Posa prohibits 

Proposed Designated overhead 
Project) Camping Area) transmission 

lines between 
townships 

16W and 18W 
SCE North of 257.2 acres 4.5 miles 4.5 miles 1.3 miles 5.1 miles (La Posa None 
Kofa - South (87.7 acres 
of 1-10 more than 

Proposed 
Proiect) 

Recreation Site 
and LTVA; La Posa 

Designated 
Camping Area) 

, I  

North of Kofa 297.0 acres 16.3 miles 16.3 miles 0.3 miles 0.0 miles (La Posa None 
(1 27.6 acres Recreation Site 

and LTVA; La Posa 
Designated 

Camping Area) 

more than 
Proposed 
Project) 

Biological Resources - Wildlife. Although the alternatives would avoid crossing the Kofa NWR, all three 
alternatives could have greater adverse impacts than the Proposed Project. The SCE North of Kofa- 
South of 1-10 Alternative route would create a new disturbed corridor through undisturbed BLM Cate- 
gory 2 Desert Tortoise habitat, which could increase impacts and mitigation for tortoises rather than 
building adjacent to an existing line. The Proposed Project in Kofa NWR, while on valuable desert tor- 
toise habitat, does not have a comparative habitat designation since it would not be on BLM-administered 
land. In addition, a new corridor along this alternative route would result in a greater potential to 
impact bighorn sheep migration corridors that cross under 1-10 to reach the lambing grounds. Although 
the SCE North of Kofa-South of 1-10 Alternative would be farther from lambing grounds than the 
Proposed Project, it would result in new disruptions to the migration corridors and would disturb 
approximately 87.7 more acres of undisturbed desert habitat than the Proposed Project. 

The SCE North of Kofa-North of 1-10 Alternative would have a greater adverse impact to bighorn sheep 
than the Proposed Project. In addition, a portion of 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 transmission lines. As described above for the 
SCE North of Kofa-South of 1-10 Alternative, the North of 1-10 Alternative would also disrupt 
migration corridors. Additionally, the North of 1-10 Alternative would run within approximately 0.2 
miles of bighorn sheep lambing grounds. Additionally, the route would pass through BLM Category 2 
Desert Tortoise habitat, which could increase impacts and mitigation for tortoises. The SCE North of 
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Kofa-North of I- 10 alternative would permanently disrupt approximately 96.8 more acres of 
undisturbed desert habitat than the Proposed Project. 

For the North of Kofa Alternative the EIR/EIS team completed a biological survey of the entire length 
of the North of Kofa Alternative on December 5-7, 2005. The results of the survey in regards to biolog- 
ical regulations and concerns included the following resources: 

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

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. 

0 

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

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

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. 

0 

Overall, the North of Kofa 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 proposed 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. As described 
above for the SCE North of Kofa Alternatives, the North of Kofa Alternative would be approximately 
0.3 miles closer than the Proposed Project to the nearest bighorn sheep lambing grounds and would also 
create a new disruption to migration corridors. 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 127.6 acres more land than the proposed 
route. 

Recreation. The North of Kofa NWR-South of 1-10 Alternative and the North of Kofa NwR-N~rth of 
1-10 Alternative would both 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 visitors to these recreation areas every year. Gon- 
struction activities would disrupt recreation in these areas and a new utility corridor through these areas 
would reduce their recreational value. 

Visual Resources. As the transmission line for any of the alternatives would diverge from the existing 
DPVl ROW, it would create new visual impacts with the creation of a new utility corridor. Each of the 
routes would reduce various scenic views, including those of the Plomosa Mountains and New Waters 
Mountains from 1-10, from residences and recreationists using the La Posa Recreation Site and Long- 
Term Visitor Area, and within the potential future Dripping Springs ACEC. 
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General Response GR-2: The Project Provides No Benefit to Arizona 

Several commenters stated that it is unfair for the State of Arizona residents and businesses to bear the 
environmental impacts of the project while the benefits would accrue primarily to ratepayers in the 
State of California. 

The Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project is briefly discussed in Section A.2, but it is not an issue 
addressed under CEQA or NEPA. The need for this project is not addressed or decided within this 
EIR/EIS. As discussed above, the CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through 
economic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-04 1). The Arizona Corporation 
Commission in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. 

According to SCE and the California ISO, Arizona would receive some economic benefits from the 
Project also, as explained in the following paragraphs. 

Benefits to Arizona. In addition to these regionwide economic benefits of transmission projects, SCE 
has stated in its Application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (CEC) to the Arizona 
Corporation Commission (ACC) that: 

DPV2 would provide strategic and economic benefits to Arizona, California, and the South- 
west including enhanced power pooling opportunities, increased emergency interconnec- 
tion support, improved reliability, and increased utilization of existing Arizona generation 
facilities [online at http://www .cc. state .az .us/utility/electric/SCE-App 1 .pdf). 

SCE further states that generating companies have located themselves in the Palo Verde area to access 
two large markets: Arizona and southern California. DPV2 would enhance this market by adding 
transmission capacity between Arizona and southern California. Expanding this market is beneficial to 
Arizona as it adds high-paying jobs in the energy marketplace, creates economic multiplier impacts due 
to. these jobs, and increases corporate and personal tax base in future years. The employment and tax 
benefits that would accrue to Arizona from the DPV2 Project include the following: 

0 

.e 

Provide approximately 150 jobs during the two-year construction phase. 
Create positive economic impacts from all direct, indirect, and induced employment totaling an 
estimated $85 million. 
Generate property tax revenues to state and local government during the construction phase and the 
first 10 years of operation of approximately $24 million. 

Thus although DPV2 would provide benefits to California, as stated in SCE’s PEA and the CAISO eco- 
nomic modeling, it is alleged that DPV2 would also provide benefits to Arizona. However, the purpose 
of this EIR/EIS is to analyze potential impacts of the project proposed by SCE, not to address purpose 
and need. 

General Response GR-3: Why is the DPV2 Project Needed? 

The Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project is briefly discussed in Section A.2, but it is not an issue 
addressed under CEQA or NEPA. The need for this project is not addressed or decided within this 
EIR/EIS and neither the CPUC nor BLM have the authority to require construction of new generating 
facilities in California or elsewhere. As discussed above, the CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evalu- 
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ating project need through economic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-041). 
The Arizona Corporation Commission in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. 

As stated by SCE in the PEA and described on page A-7 in Section A.2, the objectives for building 
DPV2 are to: 

0 Increase California’s access to low-cost energy by adding 1,200 MW of transmission import capability 
into California from the Southwest. This is expected to substantially benefit California by reducing 
energy costs. 

Enhance competition among generating companies supplying energy to California. 

Provide additional transmission infrastructure to support and provide an incentive for the development 
of future energy suppliers selling energy into the California energy market. 

Provide increased reliability of supply, insurance value against extreme events, and flexibility in oper- 
ating California’s transmission grid. 

0 

0 

0 

As stated in SCE’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) submitted to the CPUC in April 2005 
and summarized in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the DPV2 project is primarily driven by the need 
to provide additional high-voltage electrical transmission infrastructure to enhance competition among 
energy suppliers, and increase reliability of supply, which will enable California utilities to reduce energy 
costs to customers by about $1.1 billion over the life of the project. Specifically, DPV2 will increase 
transmission capacity by 1,200 megawatts (MW), allowing California access to cost-effective energy in 
the southwestern United States, and thereby displacing higher-cost generation in California. 

Development of new transmission facilities to areas where generation has been more easily sited and 
constructed may spur development of new competitive generation to provide further insurance against 
future electricity crises. 

In addition, the CAISO conducted an independent review of DPV2 and also found the DPV2 project to be 
a necessary 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. 

As discussed in Section A. 1.4 (CPUC Proceeding on the Economic Assessment of Transmission Lines) 
of this EIWEIS, in addition to environmental issues, which are considered under CEQA/NEPA and are 
addressed in this EIWEIS, the DPV2 project has raised other non-environmental issues for the CPUC’s 
consideration, including the need for the project and ratemaking issues. Therefore, as a coordinated but 
independent proceeding, the CPUC has opened an Order Instituting Investigation (011) (1.05-06-041) to 
consider appropriate principles and methodologies for assessment of the economic benefits of transmis- 
sion projects, including DPV2, that are submitted for CPUC approval. Assigned Administrative Law 
Judge (AW) Charlotte TerKeurst stated that evidence regarding DPV2 should be received in two 
phases. Phase 1 would address economic methodology and need issues, with testimony to be received 
and evidentiary hearings to be held on a consolidated basis with 1.05-06-041. Phase 2 in A.05-04-015 
would address environmental and routing issues related to DPV2, with evidentiary hearings after the 
Draft EIR/EIS is released. 

0 

0 

a 
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At the most basic level, energy benefits are the difference between the production costs to serve load in 
a region without the proposed transmission project and the lower production costs with the upgrade in 
service. Of course, while transmission upgrades are generally viewed as providing positive energy ben- 
efits, this may not be true for all projects or from all perspectives. A transmission upgrade will lower 
production costs if it increases market access to economic supply. However, there will be a redistribu- 
tion of benefits among consumers, producers, and transmission owners. In particular, a transmission 
project that increases access to economic power will reduce costs to consumers, thus increasing the con- 
sumer surplus. At the same time, the project may reduce income for those generators not accessed by 
the transmission upgrade, reducing the producer surplus. It may also reduce transmission owners’ con- 
gestion revenues and thus the transmission surplus. Thus, the energy benefits due to a transmission 
project consist of the net changes in consumer costs (consumer surplus), producer net income (producer 
surplus), and congestion revenues flowing to transmission owners or holders of transmission rights (trans- 
mission surplus). The sum of the changes in consumer surplus, producer surplus, and transmission sur- 
plus equals the change in energy production costs. 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
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On June 20, 2006, AW TerKeurst released a Proposed Decision on the Opinion on Methodology for 
Economic Assessment of Transmission Projects in the Phase 1 proceeding. As stated in the Proposed Deci- 
sion, benefits of a proposed transmission project can be evaluated by comparing estimates of total costs 
that would be incurred without the proposed project and total costs if the proposed project is built. Such 
comparisons include assumptions about the resource mix, which may differ in the scenarios with and 
without the proposed project. 

In addition to base case (most likely) scenarios, the effects of possible variations in key factors of the 
analysis, e.g., load growth or fuel prices, also should be considered in assessing likely economic bene- 
fits of a proposed project. In economic evaluations of transmission projects, there are three general cat- 
egories of costs and benefits: (1) the change in total production costs, or energy benefits, (2) changes in 
other quantifiable economic benefits and costs not included in production cost analyses, and (3) factors 
whose expected economic effects cannot be monetized. These three categories are described below and 
in more detail in the Proposed Decision. 

Energy Benefits. In evaluating a proposed transmission project, assessment of the distribution of poten- 
tial benefits and costs among geographic areas and among various types of market participants is 
important. Because of the interconnected nature of the Western electricity system, the relevant geo- 
graphic region affected by a transmission project may be much larger than the CAISO control area, 
particularly if the project is an inter-regional upgrade, such as DPV2. Four economic evaluations were 
submitted in the Phase 1 proceeding and all four determined energy benefits based upon production cost 
modeling of the entire Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) area. 

Other Quantifiable Economic Benefits and Costs. In addition to expected energy benefits and project 
costs, other potential economic benefits and costs of a proposed project may be identified and quantified 
and thus included in an economic assessment, including: 

0 Reductions in operating costs; 
0 Changes in system losses; 
0 Environmental benefits or costs; 
0 Capacity benefits; 
0 

0 

Capital and other costs or benefits resulting from resource substitution; and 
Increased transmission revenues from CAISO wheeling service and Existing Transmission Contracts. 
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These benefits and estimates attributable to DPV2 will be assessed in a later decision in A.05-04-015. 

Non-monetized Considerations. There could also be considerations that may be relevant to a proposed 
transmission project and whose benefits or costs may not be quantifiable, including: 

Access to renewable resources; 
Non-monetized environmental impacts; 
Fuel diversity benefits; 
Reliability impacts; 
Enhanced system operational flexibility; 
Mitigation of market power, to the extent not quantified; 
Potential for increased reserve resource sharing; and 
Job creation or losses. 

The Phase 1 Proposed Decision states that the Commission will consider such non-monetized aspects of 
the proposed project, along with other relevant factors, in assessing an applicant’s CPCN request later 
in the process. 

4. List of Commenters and Responses 
This section provides responses to comments received during the Draft EIR/EIS public review period, 
which commenced on May 1, 2006 and ended on August 11, 2006. Responses to issues and concerns 
raised by several commenters are addressed in a set of General Responses (GR-1 through GR-3). More 
detailed responses are provided to individual comments in Sections A through E, which provide copies 
of the comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS, as well as comments provided during the Public Par- 
ticipation Hearings held on June 6 and 7 and July 24, 2006. Each comment set, including the transcripts 
from the Public Participation Hearings, is followed by the corresponding responses. Comment letters are 
presented chronologically, in the order of the date of the comment, followed by errata and minor text 
clarifications. The comments from the Applicant, SCE, are presented at the end of the comment letters 
as Comment Set E. 

Comment letters are in the following categories: 

A. Public Agencies 
B. Community Groups, Non-Profit Organizations and Private Companies 
C. Private Individuals 
D. Public Participation Hearings 
E. The Applicant 

Table 3 listed all parties that commented on the Draft EIWEIS, the date of their comments, and the 
comment set number that defines the organization of responses in this Final EIIUEIS. 
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Table 2. Commenters and Comment Set Numbers 
Date of Comment 

Manaaer 
Riverside County Flood Control District Teresa Tung, Senior Civil Engineer 5/24/06 A2 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County Angie Hardesty, ROW Permit Specialist 6105106 A3 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, John Carmona, Senior Water 6105106 A4 
Colorado River Basin Reaion Resources Enqineer 
Coachella Valley Water District Mark L. Johnson, Director of 611 3106 A5 

A6 California State Water Resources Control Board 

Arizona Game & Fish Department William C. Knowles, Habitat 6121106 A7 

Palo Verde Irrigation District Roger Henning, Chief Engineer 6/27/06 A8 
California Department of Parks and Recreation Gary Watts, District Supervisor 8102106 A9 
U.S.D.I. Fish and Wildlife Service Chris Schoneman, Proiect Leader 811 0106 A I  0 

Engineering 
Elizabeth Haven, Assistant Division 
Chief, Division of Water Quality 

Specialist 

611 9106 

U.S.D.I. Bureau of Indian Affairs James J. Fletcher, SuDerintendent 811 1 106 A I  1 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians Thomas Davis, Chief Planning and 

Development Officer (811 1); 
Richard M. Begay, Director, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (8118) 
William J. Liebhauser, Director, 
Resources Mgmt Office 

811 0106 and 811 8106 A12 

A I  3 U.S.D.I. Bureau of Reclamation 

Moronao Band of Mission Indians Georae Forman 811 1 I06 A14 

811 1106 

U.S.D.A. San Bernardino National Forest Jean Wade Evans, Forest SuDervisor 811 1106 A I  5 
Irrigation and Electrical Districts Association of Robert S. Lynch, Counsel and 811 1106 A I  6 
Arizona 
California Department of Fish and Game Scott Dawson, Senior Environmental 811 1 I06 A I  7 

Assis tan t Secre tary-Treasurer 

Scientist 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Benjamin N. Tuggle, Acting Regional 8118106 and 10112l06 A18 

US. Environmental Protection Agency Duane James, Manager, 811 9106 A I  9 
Director 

Environmental Review Office 

Maricopa Audubon Society Robert A. Witzeman MD, 611 9/06 B1 
Conservation Chair 

Southern California Gas Company - Sempra Energy James Chuang, Environmental 6/28/06 82 

Yuma Audubon Society Cary W. Meister, Conservation Chair 8108106 83 
Five Star, Inc. Valorie Melton 811 0106 84 
Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Phoenix B. Paul Barnes, President 811 1/06 B5 
Center for Bioloqicaf Diversity . Lisa T. Belenky, Staff Attorney 811 1106 B6 

SpecialistlLand Planner 

Desert Southwest Transmission Proiect Bob Moonev, Proiect Director 811 1106 B7 
Sierra Club Sandy Bahr, Conservation Outreach 811 1106 and 8/25/06 88 

3M Jeffery D. Harris, Attorney at Law 811 1 106 B9 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition Jason Williams, ReQional Director 811 1106 B10 

Director 
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Table 2. Commenters and Comment Set Numbers 
Date of Comment 

E. S. Robison NIA 511 5106 c1 

Matt Kalina NIA 6/05/06 and 611 9106 C3 
Nancy Kroenig NIA 6105106 c 2  

Walace Nogueira Jr. NIA 6/06/06 c 4  
Ms. Alecs Sakta NIA 611 9/06 c 5  
Joe Gardner NIA 6/21 I06 C6 

Michael Quinlan NIA 7105106 C8 
Carol Tepper NIA 6/24/06 c 7  

Peter Bengtson NIA 7/03/06 c 9  
Mary Justice NIA 711 2/06 c10 
Les Starks NIA 7/26/06 and 731106 C11 
Bettina Bickel NIA 7/31 I06 c12 
Richard Strandberg NIA 7/27/06 C13 
Thomas L. Floyd NIA 7130106 C14 
Alan Timmerman NIA 8/09/06 C15 
Melissa Lopez NIA 811 0106 C16 
Jack Grenard NA 811 0106 C17 
Lola Boan NIA 811 0106 C18 
Elna Otter NIA 811 0106 c19 ~ 

R. Scott Jones NIA 811 0106 c20 
Lynn Ashby NIA 811 0106 c21 
Art Merrill NIA 811 0106 c22 
Lon Stewart NIA 811 1 I06 C23 
Jennifer Leitch NIA 811 1/06 C24 
Paul Franckowiak NIA 811 1 I06 C25 
Lynn DeMuth NIA 811 1 I06 C26 
Jon Findley NIA 811 0106 C27 
Ken G. Sweat N/A 8/11/06 . C28 
Donald G. Beoalke NIA 811 1/06 C29 

Speakers at Beaumont, California Ralph Smith 617106 D1 
Speakers at Palm Desert, California Julian Veselkov 6/8/06 D2 
Speakers at Beaumont, California None 7124106 D3 

Southern California Edison ComDanv Thomas Burhenn 7/13/06 and 8/4/06 E l  
Southern California Edison Company Thomas Burhenn 811 0106 E2 

E3 Southern California Edison ComDanv Thomas Burhenn 811 1 106 
Southern California Edison Company Thomas Burhenn 811 1 I06 E4 
Southern California Edison ComDanv Thomas Burhenn 811 7/06 E5 
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Comment Set A I  
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: 
Sent: 
To: dpv2@aspeneg.com 

Subject: Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project comments 

Christopher Coover - PARKSX [ccoover@mail.maricopa.gov] 
Tuesday, May 30,2006 858 AM 

John and Billie, 

Please include the Maricopa County Regional Trail System Plan alignment corridors in your project area by 
reviewing the website document at www.maricopa.gov/parks/maricopatrail to confirm the County interest in 
being included as a stakeholder. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Our address is 234 N. Central Avenue, Suite 6400, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Chris Coover 
Maricopa Trail Manager 
Parks and Recreation Dept. 

ccoover@maiI.maricopa.gov 
http://www.maricopa.gov/parks/MaricopaTrail/ 

(602) 506-871 9 

A l - I  
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Responses to Comment Set A I  
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department 

Al-1 The Maricopa County Regional Trail System Plan website was reviewed as suggested. Based 
on the map and other information provided on the website, it appears that the Proposed Project 
would be located entirely west of the Maricopa Trail System. The easternmost end of the 
DPV2 project (including alternatives) would be at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station, 
which is located along Wintersburg Road south of Interstate 10. The Buckeye Hills Recreation 
Area and the White Tank Mountains Regional Park, the westernmost parks included in the 
Maricopa Trail are both located more than 15 miles east of the Proposed Project at this 
endpoint and would not be affected by project construction or operation. Regardless, Maricopa 
County and its Parks and Recreation Department have been included on the mailing list for 
this project, since the NEPAKEQA process started in October 2005. 
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Comment Set A2 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 0 

I995 MA= STREET 
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501 

951.955.12oO 
951.788.9965 FAX 

www.floodcontro1 co nverside.ca.ur 

WARREN D. WlLLlAMS 
Ccneral Manager-Chief Engineer 

FUVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

May 24,2006 

Mr. Billie Blanchard 
Mr. John Kalish 
California Public Utilities Commission 
and Bureau of Land Management 

clo Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104-3005 

Dear Messrs Blanchard and Kalish: Re: Noticc of Availability, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transmission Line Project 

This letter is written in response to the Notice of Availability of a,Draft Environmental Impact 
Repofinvironmental Impact Statement (DEWDEIS) for the Devers-Palo Verde' No. 2 
Transmission Line Project (DPV2) proposed by Southern California Edison (SCE). The DPV2 
project as currently proposed by SCE includes a new 230-mile 500kV line from the Harquahala 
Substation (in Arizona, located near the Palo Verde nuclear power plant) to SCEs Devers Substation 
(located approximately north of Palm Springs, CA). The 500 kV portion would follow the existing 
SCE 500 kV transmission line, Devers-Palo Verde No. 1. The DPV2 project will also include 
upgrades to an additional 50 miles of 230 kV transmission lines west of the Devers Substation. Forty 
miles of 230 kV transmission line from Devers Substation to San Bernardino Junction at the western 
end of San Timoteo Canyon would be reconfigured and two sepaiate 230 kV corridors, from the San 
Bemardino Junction to SCE's Mountain View Substation and froru San Bemardino Junction to SCEs 
Yistci Substattior? would be reconductom?. 

In reference to the previous comment letter sent by Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District) dated November 2, 2005, the District would like to reiterate that the 
following comments/concems should be addressed in the EIRIEIS: 

1. Sections of the proposed project are located within the District's Garnet Wash Master 
Drainage Plan (MDP), Banning MDP and Beaumont MDP. When fully implemented, 
these MDP facilities will provide flood protection to relieve those areas wi)hin $e plan of 
the most serious flooding probl~ms a,nd will provgaa&quate &inage 0utlet.i The $aft 
EIWEIS should evaluate potentiat impacts to existing and prpposed @P facaities in the 
project area. The District's MDP facitity maps may k viewed online, under Programs 
and Services, at httu://~.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/distri~site/default.a~. To 
obtain further information on the MDP and the proposed District-facilities, contact Art 
Diaz of the Planning Section at 95 1.955.1345. 

A2-1 
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Comment Set A2, cont. 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

Mr. Billie Blanchard and Mr. John Kalish 
Re: Notice of Availability, Draft 

Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transmission Line Project 

-2- May 24,2006 

2. Existing District facilities are located within the proposed project area and may be 
impacted. Any work that involves District rights-of-way, easements or facilities will 
require an encroachment permit from the District. The construction of facilities within 
road right-of-way that may impact District storm drains should also be coordinated With 
us. To obtain further information on encroachment permits or existing facilities, contact 
Ed Lotz of the Encroachment Permit Section at 951.955.1266. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEWDEIS. Please forward any subsequent 
environmental documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any further questions 
concerning this letter may be referred to Steve Horn at 951.955.5418 or me at 951.955.1233. 

Very truly yours, 

TERESA TUNG 
Senior Civil Engineer 

c: TLMA 
Attn: David Mares 

Art Diaz 
Ed Lotz 

A2-2 
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Responses to Comment Set A2 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

A2- 1 The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s Master Drainage Plan 
(MDP) maps, specifically for Garnet Wash, Banning, and Beaumont, have been viewed 
online at the District’s website: 

http: //www . floodcontrol .co. riverside .ca.us/districtsite/default .asp 

Tables D. 12-1 and D. 12-2 in Section D. 12.3 of this EIR/EIS list all surface water crossings 
in the Devers-Harquahala and West of Devers segments of the Proposed Project. As stated 
in the EIR/EIS, Impact H-6 (Encroachment into a floodplain or watercourse by permanent 
aboveground project features resulting in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion) was found 
to be potentially significant (Class 11) within the District’s jurisdiction. Although the project 
description (Le., Applicant Proposed Measure [APM] W-2) states that watercourses would 
be avoided where possible, the EIWEIS includes additional mitigation (Mitigation Measure 
H-6a, Design diversion dikes to avoid damage to adjacent property) in Section D.12.7 to 
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Therefore, in addition to the implementa- 
tion of the APMs and proposed mitigation measures, and because the transmission lines would 
be overhead and could span any major watercourses and drainage outlets included in the 
District’s MDPs, impacts to existing and proposed MDP facilities in the project area have 
been considered and were found to be less than significant. As stated in Response A2-2, the 
requirement for an encroachment permit for any work that involves Riverside County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District rights-of-way, easements, or facilities has been 
noted and is referred to SCE for compliance prior to construction. 

A2-2 The requirement for an encroachment permit for any work that involves Riverside County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District rights-of-way, easements, or facilities has been 
noted. Table A-4 (Permits or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 in 
Arizona and California) in Section A.3.5 of this EWEIS notes that Riverside County roads and 
highways, as well as flood control/drainage channels would require a Road/Highway 
Encroachment/Crossing Permit or a Flood Control/Drainage Channel EncroachmentICross- 
ing Permit, respectively. This comment is referred to SCE for compliance with the District’s 
permitting requirements. 
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Comment Set A3 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

BoarddDhdDrs 
FUltw,f3U&GM&l 
Dcnstapley,GM&2 

AndrewKunasek,Lx$lkt3 
Maxwason,m4 

Flood Control District 
of Maricopa County MaryRosewikmr,LMrict5 

. . . * .  I .  
2801V!&DwangOsbeet 
w A r k o M [ M x ) 9  
phone: 602-506-1501 
k. 602--1 
TT: 602-5055897 

June 5,2006 

Billie Blanchad / John Kalish 
California Public Utilities Commission &Bureau of Land Management 
c / o  Aspen Environmental Group 
235 MontgomeryStreet, Suite 935 
San FnmcLco, CA 94101 

SUBJECT': Permit Request # 2005P096 for Proposed kV Transmission Lines WRhin 
Maricopa County Flood Control District's Rights of Way - 
Haquahala FRS and SaddlebackFRS 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The proposed plans for the 500 kV transmission line from Palo Verde Nuclear 
Generating Station to the Devers substation (DPV2) Wiu cross two, possiblythree Rights-of- 
Way in Maricopa Counqs Flood Control District. (District) This is a reminder that Right- 
of- Way permits must be approved by the District before any Construction activities are 
allowed in these areas. 

According to the fact sheet, the suggested alignment will be parallel to DPV1, a 500 kV line 
constructed in 1978 prior to construction of the Harquahala flood retarding structure. (FRS) 
DPVl runs downstream of the CAP canal along its alignment and m s e s  over the Right of 
Way of the b y a h a l a  FRS from South to North between stations 954 +50 and 9 7 0 4  
with the actual crossing of the FRS at about station 9 6 0 4 .  The information brochure also 
indicates that construction will be within the utilityconidor that contains DPVl and that the 
same access roads will be used with some spur roads being extended for construction 
vehicles. 

The transmission lines will terminate at the Harquahala switchyard in Section 31, Township, 
2 North, Range 8 West, G&SRB&R However, Southern California Edison would utilize 
the existing 500 kV line and the existing 500 kV interconnection from Hassayampa to 
PVNGS to provide a path to the PVNGS switch+. There are cunently seven poles along 
this line that crosses the SaddlebackFRS Right-of-way. 

43-1 
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Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

2 

The District likely has permits in place for these two locations. Any change in use will 
re& application to the District for an alteration of the existing permit or a new permit. 
Each would be judged on their merits and impacts to the District strucnms. If new 
easements are required, they will be appraised at fair market value. Since poles ahadyexist 
in the approximate locations of the proposed DPV2, unkss there are serious changes to the 
impacts on these s m s ,  applications should be approved. 

The District requests a more detailed representation of the route through Arizona where 
these poles will be placed so that we can assess whether a third Flood Control Dk&a Right- 
of-way would be affected. The Centennial Levee Right of Way may be impacted as well. 

We are enclosing an application packet for your convenience. PIease allow at least four 
months for the rwiew process. In addition, approval will be required from NRCS; the 
agencythat originay. built this flood retadng structure. 

If you have any questions concerning the permitting process, please call me at 602-506-5476. 

A3-1 cont. I 
I-’ 

Angie Hardesty / 
Right-of-way Permit Specialist 
Flood Control District of Maricopa county 

Enclosure 
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Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County (District) 
2801 W. Durango Street 

Phoenix, A2 85009 
Telephone: 602-506-4583 or 602-506-5476 

Fax: 602-506-2903 

Right-of-way Permit Application Process 
(Plans that affect District owned or maintained right-of-way) 

Complete the Permit Application Form, which is Page 3 ofthis application. If a permanent installation, such as 
a sewer line, is being proposed within the District's right-of-way, the Applicant must also purchase copies of 
the District's as-built plans for all District facilities within the right-of-way affected by the proposed 
installation. Questions regarding the purchase of copies may be directed to 602-506-8783. 

Submit the completed Permit Application form, the Application Feeof$250 (See attached Permit Use and Fee 
Schedule) and the required sets of full-size plans (24" x 36") and/or drainage reports to the attention of Shelby 
Brown or Angie Hardesty. The required number of plans will depend on the type of permit that is being 
requested. The general guideline is as follows, but additional sets of plans may be required: 

a. Permits that will involve storm water runoff into or a permanent crossing (such as a box culvert) of a 
District structure require seven (7) sets of plans along with two (2) couies of the drainage report. 

b. Permits that do not involve storm water runoff or permanent crossings require six (6)  sets of plans. 

Once the District has determined the location on District owned or maintained property, the initial Permanent 
Installation Review Fee of $650 is due and payable. (The District will notify the applicant when the 
determination has been made.) Allow 4 to 6 weeks for District review. Upon completion of the review, the 
District will transmit the results of the review to the Applicant. Revisions to the plans may be necessary. 

If the Applicant for the permit is a Consultant or other agent representing a private developer or a Municipality 
proposing a new facility, a final pIan approval letter will be transmitted to the Applicant after receipt of revised 
plans and/or drainage reports that have addressed and incorporated all District comments to the satisfaction of 
the District. Please note that written correspondence does not constitute authorization to begin 
construction activities within the District's right-of-way. 

After the District issues the final plan approval letter, the right-of-way permit will be issued only after the 
Contractor who w4ll be doing the actual work within the District's right-of-way submits the following items: 

a. Application form complcted by the Contractor who will be doing the actual work within the District's right- 
of-way. Upon receipt of the Permit Application, the District will notify the Contractor ofthe amount ofthe 
Performance Bond and remaining fees due on the right-of-way permit. 

b. Copy of  plan approval ietter from the District, ifapplicable. (See item 4 above.) 
c. Copy of the Certificate of Insurance that names the District as additional insured and in the appropriate 

insurance amounts. (See attached InsurancelBonding Rcquirements.) 
d. Performance Bond, if required. (Bond amount is determined during the review process, with a minimum 

amount of $10,000.) 
e. Payment ofthe remaining fees due on the right-of-way permit. The fees may include, but are not limited 

to. additional permanent installation review fees, inspection fees, and rental fees, if applicable. 

08107i2002 Page 1 of 6 
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Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 0 

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County (District) 

Plan Checklist 

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE IDENTIFIED IN THE APPLICANT’S PLANS: 

A. 
B. 
C. 

D. 
E. 

F. 

G. 
H. 

1. 
J. 
K. 
L. 
M. 
N. 

0. 

P. 

Q. 

R. 

S. 

Vicinity and/or Key Map. 
Legend 
Special details, including but not limited to, plan and profile sheets, cross-sections, construction notes, and general 
notes. 
North Arrow, Bar Scale, and Drawing Scale 
General Notes to be added to ALL plans: 
1. All Construction within Flood Control District (District) Rights-of-way jurisdiction shall conform to the latest 

Maricopa Association of Governments’ (MAG) Specifications, unless the structure involved is a dam. If the 
structure is a dam, special permit requirements will apply. Dam shall mean a structure that is under the jurisdiction 
of the Arizona Department of Water Resources and is defined in Arizona Revised Statues 45-120 I .  

2. Contractor must obtain necessary District Permit prior to commencement ofconstruction within District right-of- 
way and maintain a copy of the permit on the project site at all times. 

3. Notify the District’s Permits Inspector at 602-506-4727 or 602-506-4723 at least 48 hrs prior to any work being 
performed in the District’s rights-of-way. 

4. Contractor performing excavation operations is responsible for locating and protecting all underground utilities. 
5.  All compaction and backfill within District’s right-of-way shall conform to the latest MAG Specifications unless 

stipulated otherwise in the District’s Permit. 
6. Any damage to District’s structures, equipment, materials, vegetation, and/or property shall be replaced and/or 

repaired in-kind to the satisfaction of the District. 
lndicate District Rights-of-way, City limits, and County limits. Also include existing easement information and its 
recording number. If no easement exists, indicate the proposed location. 
lndicate the Title of Subdivision or Job Name (on all sheets). 
All existing utilities within the District Rights-of-way shall be located and shown dashed with the size, construction 
materials, type of utility line, location, and depth below grade. 
Include the Blue Stake sticker. 
Drawings must include existing topographic features adjacent or in conflict with new construction. 
All new construction should be delineated, via leader notes or construction notes. 
The Section, Township & Range must be shown on plans(s). 
Indicate the street names on plan (s), including distance to nearest intersection. 
Provide survey ties for project from known section comer, quarter section comer, or other permanent survey marker. 
Reference points must be on the Arizona Coordinate System, Central Zone, horizontal datum of 1983. The 
corresponding elevation must be provided in both 1929 NGVD and 1988 NAVD. All plans must clearly state the 
vertical datum used for the project. 
A plan and profile drawing of any proposed boring pits or excavations must be included on the drawings for work within 
District Rights-of-way or that may affect District facilities including but not limited to; dams, channels or floodways 
(lined or unlined), basins, fencing, maintenance roads, landscaping, and any other permanent type structures. 
Identify the location of proposed new facilities, easements, use areas, etc., by reference to the District stationing 
numbers and offsets. The structure station locations are generally identified in the field with station markers at 500 feet 
intervals and are identified on the District’s as-built plans. 
For information regarding Storm Water Quality Standards for runoff into District facilities, please call the District’s 
Water Quality Branch at 602-506-41 13. 
Show the proposed installation or use area in relation to the District’s existing fac 
horizontal and vertical ties to said facilities. 
All proposed construction and related activities must avoid impacts to the flood protection function of the District’s 
facility. When flood protection impacts cannot be avoided, impacts must be minimized and a flood protection 
mitigation plan for implementation during construction must be submitted to and approved by the District prior to 
issuance of any permit to conduct construction activities within the District’s right-of-way. 

es, which shall include 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

PERMIT APPLICATION 
to work within Rights of Way (Real Property) of the 

Flood Control District of Maricopa County 
2801 W. Durango Street, Phoenix, AZ 85009 

Contractor Name: 

Address: 
Street 

City State Zip 

Arizona Contractors License Number: 
(If a consultant or other agent is submitting plans on behalf of a client, they may enter “Review” in the above line. 

Contact Name: 

Phone Number: FAX Number: 

Project Name: 

Project Location: 

Section: Township: Range: 

Purpose of Project: 

Proposed Construction Start Date: 

Proposed Construction End Date: 

Est. construction cost for work in District Right of Way: 

Permanent easement required: E Yes 

Contact Shelby Brown at 602-506-4583 or Angie Hardesty at 602-506-5476 with any questions. 

c) No 

08/07/2002 Page 3 of 6 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY 

INSURANCE/BONDING REQUIREMENTS 

Commercial General Liability Insurance Coverage: 
The Certificate of Insurance covering public liability and property damage must be submitted in the 
following amounts: 

Two million dollars ($2,000,000) General Aggregate. 
Two million dollars ($2,000,000) Products/Completed Operation Aggregate. 
One million dollars ($1,000,000) Each Occurrence. 
The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is to be named as additional insured. 

Performance Bond: 
The Performance Bond must be in an amount sufficient to cover damages to the FIood Control District’s 
(District) right-of-way. Whether the Contractor has posted a Surety Bond, through a Bonding Company, 
or a Security in Lieu of Performance Bond, or other instrument acceptable to the District, a claim will be 

filed against the bond or security. District staff will determine the exact amount of the bond on a case- 
by-case basis, depending on the project within the District’s right-of-way. However, the minimum bond 
amount required will be no less than $10,000. The District may waive the Performance Bond if the 
contracting agency is another municipality and the municipality provides written correspondence to the 
District stating that it will not release the Contractor’s (Permittee’s) Performance Bond until the District 
provides written notification that all requirements in the District’s permit have been met to the 
satisfaction of the District. 

Contact SheIby Brown at 602-506-4583 or Angie Hardesty at 602-506-5476 with any questions 
concerning insurance or bond. Questions may also be directed by Fax: 602-506-2903. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

PERMIT USE AND FEE SCHEDULE 
As Authorized by Resolution FCD 2002R002 

1. Permit Filing Fees (in all cases) 

2. Temporary Access * 

3. Permanent Installation Review Fee 

4. Inspection Fees 

5. Rent (if applicable) +* 

6. Easement (if applicable) ** 

7. Appraisal Fee (if applicable) 

8. Extensions 

9. After-the-Fact Permit 

$250.00 /application 

$325.00 +Rent 

$650.00 /application 
$325.00/review for each review thereafter 

$70.00/inspection (within 25 miles of Durango Complex) 
$80.00/inspection (25 to 50 miles of Durango Complex) 
$90.00/inspection (over 50 miles from Durango Complex) 

$600.00 minimum or appraised value (whichever is greater) 

$600.00 minimum or appraised value (whichever is greater) 

$250.00 (in-house valuation) or actual cost if District 
appraisal consultants must be utilized 

$50.00 Filing Fee + Rent and lnspection (if applicable) 

$I ,500.00 (assessed in addition to the above fees) 

* 

** 
No Permanent Installation Review Fee will be assessed when the District real property is utilized for 
temporary use only. 
Rent or Easement Fees will not be charged for utilities on existing public utility easements dedicated to 
the Public. 

Permit Filing Fees are non-refundable. Initial Permanent Installation Review Fee covers the first submittal only. 
Inspection Fees are per trip. The number of inspection trips required is determined by the District on a case-by- 
case basis. 

Commercial General Liabilitv Insurance Coverage -as follows or other limits determined by Risk Management and 
adopted by the Board of Directors: 

$2,000,000 General Aggregate 
$2,000,000 Products/Completed Operation Aggregate 
$1,000,000 Each Occurrence 

Note: No evidence of liability insurance shall be required as a condition precedent to the issuance of a permit to 
federal, state, county or municipal agency, political subdivision, or any public service corporation with a net worth 
of more than $1,000,000 as reflected by its most current balance sheet. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A3, cont. 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

PERFORMANCE BOND 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: 

That, hereinafter called the Principal, as Principal, and, 
, a corporation organized and existing under the laws 

of the State of , with its principaf office in the City of 
(hereinafter called the Surety), as Surety, are held and firmly bound unto the Flood Control District of 

Maricopa County, in the County of Maricopa, State of Arizona, in the amount of 
), for the payment whereof, 

the said Principal and Surety bind themselves, and their heirs, administrators, executors, successors and 
assigns, jointly and severally, firmly by these presents. 

($ 

WHEREAS, the Principal has entered into a certain written Permit No. with the Flood 
,200-, which is Control District of Maricopa County, dated the 

hereby referred to and made a part hereof as fully and to the same extent as if copied at length herein. 
day of 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH, that if the said 
Principal shall faithfully perform and fulfill all the undertakings, covenants, terms, conditions and agreements 
of said permit during the original term of said permit and any extension thereof, with or without notice to the 
Surety, and during the life of any guaranty required under the permit, and shall also perform and fulfill all the 
undertakings, covenants, terms, conditions, and agreements of any and all duly authorized modifications of 
said permit that may hereafter be made, notice of which modifications to the Surety being hereby waived; then 
the above obligation shall be void, otherwise to remain in full force and effect; 

The prevailing party in asuit on this bond shall be entitled to such reasonable attorney’s fees as may be 
fixed by a judge of the court. 

Witness our hands this day of ,200-. 

Principal 
Seal 
Agency of Record, State of Arizona By: 

Title: 
Agency Address 

Surety Seal 

BOND NUMBER: By: 

ATTACH SURETY POWER OF ATTORNEY 

Revised: July 24,2002 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set A3 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 

A3-1 The requirement for District approval for any work that involves Maricopa County Flood 
Control District rights-of-way or flood retarding structures (FRS) has been noted and is referred 
to SCE for compliance. Table A-4 (Permits or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction 
of the DPV2 in Arizona and California) in Section A.3.5 of the Draft EIIUEIS notes that Mari- 
copa County roads and highways, as well as flood control/drainage channels would require 
a Road/Highway EncroachmentKrossing Permit or a Flood ControllDrainage Channel Encroach- 
ment/Crossing Permit, respectively. This comment is referred to SCE for compliance with 
the District's permitting requirements. 

A3-2 Draft EIR/EIS Appendix 10, which is included in Volume 3 of this EIR/EIS, contains aerial 
strip maps of the proposed Devers-Harquahala route in Arizona (Sheets 1 though 17 of 39) 
at a 1:2,500-foot scale. The figures depict both the existing DPVl and proposed DPV2 routes 
including tower locations, as well as existing and proposed access roads. These maps are 
considered to be at a sufficient scale and detail to give an accurate and detailed representa- 
tion of the route and tower locations through Arizona. However, more detailed maps (1500) 
were created for EWEIS field studies and can be made available to the District upon request. 
Please refer to Response A3-1 for a discussion of right-of-way approvals. 

The Centennial Levee is located in western Maricopa County, south of Interstate 10 and west 
of Salome Highway at latitude N33'31'10.0" and longitude W113'15'37.9" (Flood Control 
District of Maricopa County at http://156.42.96.39/alert/Flow/5123.htm). Draft EIIUEIS 
Appendix 10 Sheets 1 through 4 depict the area of the proposed DPV2 line that would be 
west of Salome Highway. The proposed 500 kV transmission line would be overhead and 
would have an average tower-to-tower spacing (span length) of approximately 1,550 feet. There- 
fore, it could span all watercourses, washes, and/or flood control channels and levees, includ- 
ing all components of the Centennial Levee, and so impacts to floodplains and flood control 
facilities would be less than significant (see Hydrology and Water Quality, Section D.12 of 
the Draft EWEIS, for a discussion of Applicant Proposed Measures, impacts, and proposed 
mitigation measures). 

A3-3 Please refer to Response A3-1. This comment is referred to SCE for compliance with the 
District's and the NRCS permitting requirements. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A4 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region 0 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Colorado River Basin Region 

Arnold Scbwimncgger 
c a v e r n  

73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100, Palm Dcscn, California92260 
(760) 346-7491 Fax (760) 341-5820 

Linda Adrms 
CaIEPA Secreraty 

:nvironrnentai Protecfion hnp.lhnnw.waterboards.ca. govlcoloradorN~ 

June 5,2006 

Billie Blanchard 
CPUC/BLM 
d o  Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 

RE: RESPONSE TO DEVERS-PAL0 VERDE NO. 2 TRANSMISSION LINE 
PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTIENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Regional Board reviews the submitted CEQA documents generated by lead 
agencies and provides comments regarding overall adequacy of the document, water 
quality impacts that need to be addressed or are inadequately addressed, and the need 
for permits, certification, or mitigation from the Regional Board. 

The following comments are in response to the submitted Draft Environmental Impact 
RepoNEnvironmental Impact Statement for the project entiled, "Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 Transmission Line Project" dated May 2006. 

The following permits may be needed: 

A. CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES (STORM WATER AND 401 WATER QUALITY 
CERTIFICATION) 

1. Storm Water Construction General Permit 99-08-DWD. Dischargers whose 
projects disturb 1 or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than 1 
acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total 
disturbs I or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General 
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. 

2. 401 Water Qualitv Certification. If appropriate, an application for water 
quality certification for this project needs to be filed with this Regional Board. 
Before anyone can obtain a federal permit for any activity that may result in a 
discharge to a surface water of the United States, they must obtain 
certification from the appropriate state pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 

A491 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
Recycled Paper 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A4, cont. 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region 

Billie Blanchard 
CPUC/BLM 

- 2 -  June 6,2006 

Water Act. Section 401 provides the states with a mechanism to ensure that 
federally permitted activities meet state requirements to protect water quality. 
If the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) has determined the 

.project is outside federal jurisdiction and a 404 permit is not needed, provide 
a copy of the USACE jurisdictional disclaimer letter. 

B. DISCHARGE PERMITS (NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION 
SYSTEM PERMIT AND WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS) 

1. NPDES Permits. In the event that a National Pollutant Discharge and 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit is needed for a discharge to waters of 
the United States (US), you will need to submit a complete NPDES 
application at least 180 days prior to discharge to waters of the US. 

2. Waste Dischame Reauirements. In the event that Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) is needed for discharges of waste to waters of the 
state, you will need to submit a complete application at least 140 prior to 
discharge to waters of the state. 

If you _have apy questions concerning this matter, please contact me at (760) 340-4521. 

M i o r  Water Resources Control Engineer 

JC/cmi 

File: Working File, CEQA 

California Environmental Protectwn Apencv 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTs AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set A4 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region 

A4-1 The requirement for California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) permits, 
certification, and/or mitigation has been noted. This comment is referred to SCE for com- 
pliance with the RWQCB’s and State Water Board permitting requirements. Table A-4 
(Permits or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona and Cali- 
fornia) in Section A.3.5 of this EIR/EIS notes that the RWQCB will have permitting 
authority for a portion of the Proposed Project under the Clean Water Act and Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plans may be necessary within individual cities’ jurisdictions. In addi- 
tion, the text in Table A-4 has been modified as follows to incIude additional permits that 
may be needed during construction activities and for discharge: 

Table A-4. Permits or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona 
and California 

Agency Jurisdiction Permit 
Regional Water Quality Clean Water Act, 401 Certification 
Control Board, Region Section 401 

[NPDES) Permit 
4 (LA County) 

Storm Water Construction General Permit 99-08-DWD 
National Pollutant Discharqe and Elimination System 

Waste Discharqe Requirements (WDRs) 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A5 
Coachella Valley Water District 

DIRECTORS: 

ESTABLISHED IN 1918 AS A PUBLIC A G E N C Y  

COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
POST OFFICE BOX 1058 COACHELLA, CALIFORNIA 92236 TELEPHONE (760) 398-2651 FAX (760) 398-3711 

OFFICERS 

PETER NELSON, PRESIDENT 
PATRICIA A. URSON, VICE PRESIDENT 
TELLLS CODEKAS 
JOHN W. MCFAODEN 
RUSSELL KITAHARA June 13,2006 

STEVEN 8. ROBBINS. 

MARK BEUHLER. 
GENERAL MANAGER-CHIEF ENGINEER 

ASST. GENERAL MANAGER 
JULIA FERNANDEZ. SECRETARY 
DAN PARKS, ASS1 TO GENERAL MANAGER 
REOWINE AND SHERRILL. ATTORNEYS 

File: 0613.1 
1142.03 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 

Dear SirIMadam: 

Thank you for affording the Coachella Valley Water District (District) the opportunity to review 
the Draft Environmental Impact ReporUEnvironmental Impact Statement (Draft EIWEIS) for 
Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) application to build and operate the Devers-Palo 
Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project. 

After reviewing the Draft EIWEIS, the District would like to submit the following comments: 

1 .  There are existing Bureau of Reclamation and District facilities located within the proposed 
project boundaries. The District requests that the appropriate agency acquire the utility 
clearances from the District prior to construction of the transmission line project. 

2. The portion of the proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project that lies 
north of Avenue 30 between Rio Del Sol and Via Las Palmas in Thousand Palms is located 
within the A m y  Corps of Engineers’ Whitewater River Basin Thousand Palms Flood 
Control Project, which will provide regional flood control to a portion of the Thousand Palms 
area. The District is currently in the design phase of this flood control project. If the 
proposed transmission line is constructed outside of the existing SCE right of way/easement 
through this area, there may be potential conflicts with the Thousand Palms Flood Control 
Project. 

If you have any questions, please contact Luke Stowe, Environmental Specialist, at 
extension 2545. 

n 

Mark L. Johnson 
Director of Engineering 

LS:ch\eng\mv\06\june\:DRlers-Palo Vede  No. 2 

TRUE CONSERVATION 
USE WATER WISELY 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set A5 
Coachella Valley Water District 

A5- 1 The requirement for District approval and utility clearances for any work that involves Bureau 
of Reclamation and Coachella Valley Water District facilities has been noted. Table A 4  
(Permits or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona and Cali- 
fornia) in Section A.3.5 of the Draft EIWEIS notes that construction on or in land adminis- 
tered by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation would require a Right-of-way Grant (e.g., crossing 
CAP Canal) and Utility Clearance and Encroachment Permits must be received from the District. 
This comment is referred to SCE for compliance with the District’s permitting requirements. 

A5-2 Table F-1 in Section F.2.1 has been updated as follows to include the Thousand Palms Flood 
Control Project as a project included in the cumulative scenario: 

Table F-I. DPV2 Cumulative Project List 

Map 
Project Type Location Status No. 
TRAVEL CENTER: Proposed travel Commercial Approximately 0.7 miles’ Involved in preliminary 31 
center and retail development (City of 
Cathedral City) 

south of proposed route discussions; application 
in the City of Cathedral has not been filed 
City. Located north of (10/05/05). 
1-10 and west of Date 
Palm Dr. 

WHITEWATER RIVER BASIN Industrial The portion of DPV2 In desian phase - N/A 
THOUSAND PALMS FLOOD that lies north of I6/13/06) 
CONTROL PROJECT: Flood control 
project bv the US. Armv Corps of 
Enaineers to provide reaional flood 
control to a portion of Thousand 
Palms 

The proposed transmission line would be constructed in SCE’s existing right-of-way/easement 
through this area of the project and thus should not conflict with the Whitewater River Basin 
Thousand Palms Flood Control Project. In addition, the proposed transmission line would 
be overhead and could span all watercourses, washes, andor flood control channels, including 
all components of the Thousand Palms Flood Control Project. Implementation of the Applicant 
Proposed Measures [APM] (e.g., APM W-2, which states that watercourses would be avoided 
where possible) and mitigation measures included in Section D.12 of this EIWEIS, would 
reduce impacts to floodplains, as well as existing and proposed flood control facilities in the 
project area, to less than significant levels. 

Avenue 30 between 
Rio Del Sol and Via Las 
Palmas in Thousand 
Palms 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

I A6-1 

Comment Set A6 
California State Water Resources Control Board 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Water Quality 

FAX (91 6) 341-5463 . httpl/www.wa~bolrdS.c.gW 
1001 IStrrct -S~ccrpmcnto.cPlifania95814~(916)341-5455 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 - h m e n t o ,  Califomis * 958IZ0100 Arnold Srbwancaegger 
Gowrnor 

Wnda S. Adam 
Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

June 19.2006 

Mr. Billie Blanchard 
State of California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Mr. Blanchard: 

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR DEVERS-PAL0 VERDE NO. 2 TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

Thank you for the opportunity for the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) to comment on Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 Transmission Line Project (proposed project). The proposed project involves 
construction of an electric transmission line from Devers Substation located north of 
Palm Springs to the Harquahala Generating Substation in Arizona. The proposed 
project will also upgrade about 48 miles of transmission lines in Riverside and 
San Bernardino County. 

Our comments are submitted in compliance with California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines 51 5096, which requires CEQA responsible agencies to specify the 
scope and content of the environmental information germane to their statutory 
responsibilities and lead agencies to include that information in their Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed project. 

The State Water Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional 
Water Boards) regulate discharges which could affect the quality of waters of the State 
in order to protect the chemical, physical, biological, bacteriological, radiological, and 
other properties and characteristics of water. If the proposed project has any of the 
following discharges, the project proponent is required to obtain a permit from the State 
or Regional Water Boards: 

Cali$ornia Environmental Protection Agency 

e Reqwted Paper 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A6, cont. 
California State Water Resources Control Board 

Mr. Billie Blanchard - 2 -  June 19,2006 

Discharge Type Types of Permits involved 

- Discharge of dredge and fill - Clean Water Act (CWA) §401 water quality 
certification for federal waters; or Waste 
Discharge Requirements for non-federal 
waters. 

materials 

- Wastewater discharges 

- Other discharges 

- CWA §402 National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit, e.g.. storm water 
permit. 

. 

- Waste Discharge Requirements or other 
permits for discharges that may affect 
groundwater quality and other waters of the 
State, such as operation of proposed solid 
waste transfer facilities and other project 
activities. 

Because the proposed project will cross the jurisdictions of the Colorado River Basin 
and Santa Ana Regional Water Boards, the State Water Board will take the lead 
regulatory role for CWA 5401 water quality certification. Please consult us during 
development of project-specific mitigation measures for impacts to State waters (such 
as wetlands, streams, creeks, and their riparian areas). We will coordinate closely with 
the Regional Water Boards during our review of the mitigation measures. To facilitate 
this coordination, please also include Mr. Kirk Larkin (klarkin@waterboards.ca.gov) of 
the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Board and Mr. Adam Fischer 
(afischer@waterboards.ca.gov) of the Santa Ana Regional Water Board and in all 
future correspondence (see cc list for mailing addresses). Early consultation is 
encouraged, as project reconfiguration may be required to avoid and minimize impacts 
to State waters. 

Our comments focus primarily on discharges regulated under the CWA S O 1  program. 

Identification of Affected Waters 
In your EIR, please identify all waters of the State that will be affected by the proposed 
project and list them in appropriate tabular format, organized by water body type 
(e.9.. at a minimum: rivedstreambed, lake/reservoir, ocean/estuary/bay. riparian area, 
or wetland type) and Regional Water Board’s jurisdiction. Include riparian areas as 

California Environmenial Proieciion Agency 
a Recycled Paper 

A6-1 cont. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A6, cont. 
California State Water Resources Control Board 

Mr. Billie Blanchard -3- June 19.2006 

defined by the National Academy of Sciences'. Please provide estimated affected 
acreage for each water body. Please also identify any "isolated" wetlands or other 
waters not subject to federal jurisdiction. 

Potential Impact to Water Quality 
In your EIR, please include analysis of potential direct and indirect impacts to water 
quality from discharges to waters of the State, including discharges of dredge and fill 
materials (such as pipeline crossing a stream or wetland). 

The Certification and Wetlands Program at the State Water Board regulates discharges 
of dredge and fill material under CWA section 401 and the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act. As a responsible agency, we will review the EIR to evaluate the 
water quality impacts from discharges of dredge and fill materials. Please use 
Enclosure 1 to this letter as a reference when you conduct this water quality analysis. 
Enclosure 1 includes a table that characterizes potential water quality impacts and the 
associated required analyses. Although specifically relevant to urban development, the 
table is generally applicable to construction projects. 

Alternative Analysis 
In your EIR, please include the alternative analysis required by CWA §404(b)(l) 
Guidelines as part of the alternative analysis in the EIR. 

If the proposed project results in discharges of dredge and fill materials (e.9.. installing 
a pipeline crossing a stream) to the waters of the State, the project proponent is 
required to obtain a CWA §401 Water Quality Certification from the State Water Board 
and a CWA 9404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineers and will, therefore, need to 
conduct an alternative analysis consistent with the requirements of the federal CWA 
§404(b)( 1) Guidelines. While these Guidelines are most directly incumbent on the 
Army Corps of Engineers, the principles of avoidance, which they articulate, are directly 
relevant to the State and Regional Water Boards' mandate of protecting water quality. 

Habitat Connectivity 
Riparian corridors and other waters within the regulatory purview of the State and 
Regional Water Boards can play important roles in maintaining habitat connectivity. 
Linear projects have a major potential to fragment habitat. Enclosure 2, Terrestrial 
Habitat Connectivity Related To Wetland, Riparian, and Other Aquatic Resources, 

' Riparian areas are transitional between terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and are distinguished by 
gradients in biophysical conditions, ecological process. and biota. They are areas through which surface 
and subsurface hydrology connect water bodies with their adjacent uplands. They include those portions 
of terrestrial ecosystems that significantly influence exchanges of energy and matter with aquatic 
ecosystems (Le., a zone of influence). Riparian areas are adjacent to perennial, intermittent, and 
ephemeral streams, lakes, and estuarine-marine shorelines. (National Research Bureau of the National 
Academy of Sciences. 2002. Riparian Areas: Functions and Strategies for Management. National 
Academy Press, 2102 Constitution Avenue, N. W.. Washington, D. C.. 20418). 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

Recycled Paper 

A6-2 cont. I 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A6, cont. 
California State Water Resources Control Board 

Mr. Billie Blanchard - 4 -  June 19,2006 

provides information and references on this subject. In-water aquatic habitat may also 
be fragmented by impacts to streams or other water bodies. 

In your EIR, please analyze the regional importance of movement comdors in and 
along water bodies potentially affected by the pipeline alignment, the potential effect of 
disrupting such corridors, and the potential for enhancing such corridors through 
mitigation measures. Include information regarding any sensitive plant and animal 
species that likely utilize the corridors. 

In conducting these analyses, please consider the information and literature referenced 
in Enclosure 2. including recent data on the role of riparian corridors as movement 
corridors in California. 

Please contact Jenny Chen, State Water Board Wetlands and Certification Unit, at 
91 6-341 -5570 (hjchen@wateboards.ca.gov) if you need further assistance. You may 
also contact Oscar Balaguer (obalaguer@waterboards.ca.gov), Chief of Wetlands and 
Certification Unit, at 916-341-5485. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth L. Haven 
Assistant Division Chief 
Division of Water Quality 

Enclosures (2) 

cc: Mr. Andrew Rosenau. Chief 
Regulatory Branch 
US. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District 
1325 J Street, Room 1480 
Sacramento, Ca 95814 

I 

Mr. David Castanon, Chief 
Regulatory Branch 
US. Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles District 
P.O. Box 53271 1 
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325 

’ 

cc: (see continuation page) 

California Environmental Protection Aaencv 
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Mr. Billie Blanchard -5- 

cc: (continuation page) 

Mr. Curt Tancher, Regional Manager 
California Department of Fish and Game, Region 6 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd,. Suite C-2200 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Mr. Larry Eng, Regional Manager 
California Department of Fish and Game, Region 5 
4949 Viewridge Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Mr. Kirk Larkin 
Colorado River Basin Regional Water Board 
73-720 Fred Waring Dr., Suite 100 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Mr. Adam Fischer 
Santa Ana Regional Water Board 
3737 Main St.. Suite 500 
Riverside, CA 92501 -3339 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

June 19.2006 
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Enclosure 1 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project: 
Identification of Potential Water Quality Impacts 

and Required Analyses 

Comments on Notice of Preparation: Devers-Palo Verde 
No2  Transmission Line Project 

June 19,2006 
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Urban Development: 

Potential Water Quality Impacts and Required Analyses 

The degraded character of urban streams does not result from any single factor, 
but rather from the interaction of a variety of defrimental effects. 

Klein. 1979 

Urban development degrades water quality through a complex of interrelated causes and 
effects which, unmanaged. ultimately destroy the physical, chemical, and biological integrity of 
the watersheds in which they occur. The primary adverse impacts of poorly planned 
development on water quality are: 

the direct impacts to aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitat and other beneficial uses; 
0 generation of construction-related and post-construction pollutants; 
0 alteration of flow regimes and groundwater recharge as a result of impervious surfaces and 

storm drain collection systems; 
0 disruption of watershed level aquatic functions, including pollutant removal, floodwater 

retention, and habitat connectivity. 
These factors have historically resulted in a cycle of destabilized stream channels, poor water 
quality, fragmented aquatic and terrestrial habitat, and engineered solutions to disrupted flow 
patterns, culminating in loss of natural functions and societal values in the affected basins. 
The number and variability of the pathways through which water quality degradation can occur 
complicates analysis, but understanding how these pathways operate within the specific context 
of each development is essential to effectively mitigating the adverse effects. Fortunately, 
avoidance or minimization of any causal link will obviate or reduce subsequent effects and 
needed analyses, and a relatively small number of key variables mediate most of the pathways 
causing water quality degradation. 
Table 1. This Enclosure consists of a Table (Table 1) displaying and characterizing the factors 
potentially affecting water quality. Table 1 provides literature citations for each of the effects, 
and identifies for each effect the types of project-specific information needed to assess and 
mitigate each adverse impact to water quality. 

A6-6 cont. 
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~ 0 
TABLE 1 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project: Identification of Potential Water 
Quality Impacts and Required Analyses 

I. FILL (L EXCAVATION A. Decreased Flood Storage. 
Fill or excavation in Fill can impinge on the natural storage volume 
wetlands, riparian areas, or of ephemeral, intermittent. and perennial 
other waters of the state. channels, backwaters. and wetlands, reducing 

capacity to retain runoff.' 

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. 
Fill and excavation can decrease groundwater 
recharge and cause lower water tables by 
changing soil percolation characteristics and 
reducing the area of standing water in recharge 
basins.' Linear excavation (e.g., for utilii lines) 
can act as a conduit to drain groundwater and 
locally lower watertables. 
C. Change In Wetland and Rlparlan 
Vegetation. 
Fill and excavation can bury or remove 
vegetation and can change site features to 
prevent reestablishment of characteristic 
species. 
D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Fill can directly impair beneficial uses by 
reducing water area and changing hydrology. 
geomorphology, substrate, and other waterbody 
characteristics. In addition. projects which 
fragment habitat and reduce wildli i  movement 
along riparian and other corridors can degrade 
remaining patches of wetlands and other habtat 
by changing their physical characteristics and by 
isolating and exposing small populations of 
plants and animak, resulting in local or regional 
extinctions? 

2A. CONSTRUCTION A. Production of Urban Pollutants. 
Clearing, grading, and 
construction of structures 
and facilitiis. materials. 

Construction can produce pollutants through 
improper use and disposal of toxic construction 

8. Change in Soil Erosion. 
Active construction can dramatically increase 
soil erosion by exposing and destabilizing soils. 
Erosion is compounded by the increased runoff 
typically accompanying construction6 

1) Quantify reduced Rood storage in each affected 
basin. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify groundweter response to changes in 
percolation. 
2) Identify locations where linear alignments could act 
to dewater shallow aquifers. 
3) ldentii mitigation. 

1) Identify and map types and areal extents of affected 
vegetation. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Document types, areal extents, and (for drainage 
featums) lengths of affected waters. 
2) Characterize and map at project-area and regional 
scales existing wildlands, along with riparian corridors 
and other water features supporting habitat 
connectivity. 
3) Identify effects of fill on terrestrial and aquatic habitat 
connectivity (refer to Endosure 2). 
4) Identify watershed-level effects on pollutant removal 
and flood retention. 
5) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify mitigation for inclusion in stormwater 
pollution prevention plan. 

1) ldentii location and extent of planned grading. 
Display proximity and slope relationships to receiving 
drainages. 
2) Document erodibility of soils and subsoils In areas 
proposed for grading. 
3) Quant i  amount and duration of increased sediment 
loadings to each affected drainage. 
4) Identify mitigation. 

A6-6 cont. 
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CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
C. Increased Runoff. 1) Quantify total and peak volumes of increased runoff 
Construction can increase both the total and 
peak volume of stormwater runoff by removing 
vegetation, compacting soil, exposing dense 
subsoil, creating steep graded slopes, and 
eliminating terrain depressions and ephemeral 
and intermittent drainages that would naturally 
slow the movement of stormwaters 

D. impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Projects which fragment habitat and reduce 
wildlife movement along riparian and other 
corridors can degrade remaining patches of 
wetlands and other habnat by changing their 
physical characteristics and by isolating and 
exposing small populations of plants and 
animals, resulting in local or regional 
extinctions." 

A. Dry weather discharge. 

runoff fmm activities such as landscape 
irrigation5, sidewalk and vehda washing, and 
basement dewatering. 

28. POST- 
CONSTRUCTION Ongoing Construction can cause dry-season "nuisance" 
effects of constructed 
environment. 

B. increased Groundwater Pumping. 
Construction can cause increased groundwater 
pumping for domestic or landscape use.' 

C. Production of Urban Pollutants. 
After construction, urban areas can generate 
pesticides, nutrients, oxygendemanding 
substances, heavy metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, bacteria, viruses, and other 
pollutants from activities such as landscape care 
and vehicle operation and maintenance? 

D. Change in Soil Erosion. 
After construction, erosion can be reduced to 
below natural levels because soils am covered 
with buildings and pavement, and runoff is 
routed through storm drains.* 

for each affected drainage 
2) Identify mitigation. 

I) Characterize and map at project-area and regional 
scales existing wildlands, along with riparian corridors 
and other water features supporting habitat 
connectivity. 
2) Identify effects of construction on terrestrial and 
aquatic habitat connectivity (refer to Endosure 2). 
3) Identify mitigation. 

1) Characterize volumes, seasonality, and other 
pertinent characteristics of "nuisance" flows for each 
affected drainage. 

1) Quantify and map locations of increased pumping. 

I) Quantify projected increase in pollution production in 
each affected basin. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

I) Quantify reduction of natural sediment delivery rates 
to each affected basin. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

A6-6 cont. 
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CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
E. Increased Runoff. 1) Quantify proied-induced changes in total and peak 
After construction, maintained landscapes and 
impervious surfaces such as roofs and streets 
increase total and peak runoff. The increased 
flows move quickly over paved surfaces and are 
collected, concentrated. and further accelerated 
in stormdrain systems. The combination of 
increased flows and more efficient transport 
causes a higher, 'flashy", more rapidly peaking 
and falling hydrograph. especially for smaller, 
more frequent ROO CIS.'^ 

3. CHANNELIZATION A. Decreased Flood Storage. 
Engineered changes in Channelization can reduce flood storage within 
channel structure or a basin by restricting flows to the a c t i i  channel, 
morphology to stabilie thereby preventing detention of Roodwater in 
banks, Prevent flooding. Or backwaters and on the adjacent floodplain." 
increase flow conveyance. 

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. 
Lining channel bottoms can change 
groundwater storage by reducing percolation 
and groundwater re~harge.'~ Deepening natural 
channels can drain adjacent shallow water 
tables.'' 
C. Channel Destabilization., 
Channelization can cause channel 
destabiliation by changing the balance between 
the stream's flow, sediment bad. and channel 
form. Destabilization tends to affect entire 
stream systems. For example. channelbation 
can concentrate and synchronize peak flows 
from tributary streams, causing increased 
channel erosion both above and below the 
channelied reach. The eroded sediment is 
then deposited downstream when the flow slows 
down. where it may initiate furUIer 
de~tabilization.'~ 
D. Increased Flooding Frequency. 
Constricted channels (e.g.. in leveed sections) 
can cause water to back up. resulting in 
localized upstream flooding. Rapid passage of 
Roodwaters through "improved" channels can 
increase flooding downstream by concantrating 
and synchronizing tributary peaks.'' 

E. Decreased Pollutant Removal. 
Channeliiaton can decrease natural pollutant 
removal by reducing instream structural 
complexity and turbulent-flow aeration, 
increasing flow velocity. reducing overbank flow, 
and by causing change in vegetation." 

F. Change in Wetland and Riparian 
Vegetation. 
Channelization and associated maintenance can 
directly destroy wetland and riparian vegetation 
and can change site features to prevent 
reestablishment of characteristic species." 

runoff rates to each affected drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify and map reductions in flood storage in each 
affected basin. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quant i  and map locations of reduction in recharge 
rates. 
2) Quantify effects on channelization on shallow water 
tables and associated wetlands. 
3) identify mitigation. 

I) Quant i  basin-level hydrologic and fluvial 
geomorphic effects of channelization in each affected 
drainage. 
2) identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify basin-level hydrologic effect of 
channelization on each affected basin, including 
changes in flood return frequencies. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Map waters lost to channeltation in each affected 
drainage and characterize type, areal extent, and 
pollutant removal value. 
2) Quantify affed on pollutant loadings to each affected 
waterbody and downstream raceiving waters. 
3) identify mitigation. 

1) Map and Identify types and areas of affected 
vegetation. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
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CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
G. lmmired Beneficial Uses. 1) ldentifv direct and indirect effects of Drowsed 
Chann'eliiation and associated maintenance can 
directly impair beneficial uses by reducing 
waterbody area; increasing stream velocity; 
disrupting riftla and pool sequences. cover, and 
other structural features: changing substrate; 
cutting off nutrient inputs to and from backwaters 
and riparian wetlands. dewatering upstream 
reaches, and redudng aesthetic and 
recreational value. Reduced overbank flooding 
can adversely affect reproduction of riparian 
vegetation and wetland and riparian functions." 
Channelization can inhibit the movement of fish. 
other aquatic biota, and wildlife, and thus isolate 
and reduce the viability of populations up and 
downstream.2d Construction of channels can 
introduce sediment, nutrients, and toxics into the 
water column." 

4. DECREASED FLOOD A. Increased Runoff. 
STORAGE Reduced flood storage on the floodplain and in 

channels, swales, wetlands, backwaters, and 
other natural depressions inaaases and 
accelerates runoff.= 

5. INCREASED 
GROUNDWATER 
PUMPING 

6. DRY WEATHER 
DISCHARGE 

A. Change In Groundwater Storage. 
Increased groundwater pumping can lower 
watertables locally or in distant donor basins.Z3 

A. Change in  Baseflow. 
Dry weather runoff from urban activities can 
increase dry-period streamflow?' 
8. Increased Pollutant Delivery. 
Dry weather runoff can carry the pollutants 
generated by the activity causing the flow, e.g., 
pesticides, nutrients, and petrochemicals from 
landscape maintenance and cleaning stdewelks 
and vehdes. Collection of polluted dry weather 
flows in catch basins may result in shock 
loadings when it is displaced by subsequent 
s t m  

7. PRODUCTION OF 
URBAN POLLUTANTS 

A. Increased Pollutant Delivery. 
Increased production of urban pollutants can 
cause increased delivery of pollutants to surface 
and groundwater.m 

Final EIR/EIS A-30 

channeiiiation projects on beneficial u9es.' 
2) Characterize and display at projectkrea and 
regional scales existing wildlands. along with riparian 
corr~ors and other water features supporting habitat 
connectivity. 
3) Identify effects of channelization on terrestrial and 
aquatic habitat connect i .  
4) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify total and peak volumes of increase runoff 
for each affected drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify and map locations of project-induced 
changes in groundwater levels. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify hydrologic effects of dry weather Rows on 
the baseRow of each affected drainage. 

1) Quantify and characterize pollutant loadings from 
activities generating dry weather runoff to each affects- 
drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify and characterize pollutant loadings from to 
each affected drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
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0 

0 

response to increases in construction-related sediment 
2) Conduct geomorphologic analysis of channel 
response to long-term redudions in sediment delivery 
to each affected drainage. 
3) Identify mitigation. 
&&: W i n t  as a pollutant is considered in No. 7, 
"Production of Urban Pollutants". 

CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
8. CHANGE IN SOIL A. Channel Destabilization. 
EROSION Changes in upland soil erosion can destabilie 

1) Conduct geomorphologic analysis of channel 

stream channels by changing the amount of 
sediment carried into the stream. The stream 
may then erode or aggrade its channel to 
balance its available energy with the changes in 
its sediment load. 

I. Increased sediment from construction causes 
channel aggradation. changing stream cross 
sections and redirecting 

2. Decreased sediment from a paved watershed 
can cause channel incision and/or side-cutting. 
The effect may be compounded by increased 
runoff from the paved watershed. Aggradation 
may occur downstream where the flow slows 
and deposits the eroded sediment, which may 
deflect flows against the channel banks and 
cause further bank erosion." 

9. INCREASED RUNOFF A. Change in Soil Erosion. 
Increased runoff can dramatically increase soil 
erosion by causing greater runoff veloaties 
which more effectively displace and carry soil 
particles. Construction-related soil 
destabiiiiation can compound the effectn 

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. 
Increased runoff can reduce groundwater 
recharge and lower water tables, since water 
draining from impervious surface is unable to 
percolate to groundwater at that location.30 

C. Channel Destabllization. 
Increased peak runoff can destabilize channels 
by increasing the flow velocity and erosive 
power of the stream. Head cutting, incision 
and/or widening of the channel, and associated 
sideslope failures can result. Reduced sediment 
input as a result of change in soil emJn rates 
can compound the effect?' In small streams, 
inueased runoff may also dislodge logs and 
other channel features that help to define the 
channel.* 
D. Increased Potlutant Delivery. 
Increased runoff increases pollutant delivery 
because it can more ekdhrely cany particulate 
and soluble pollutants to receiving waters. 
Increased flow velocity reduces contad lime with 
soil and vegetation that might otherwise remove 
poWutants.= 
E. Increased Flooding Flequemy 
Increased runoff and greater transport efficiency 
result in higher peak flows from storms of a 
given return period." 

1) Quantify increases in sheet and gully erosion 
resulting from increased runoff. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

I) Map locations of and quant i  losses of recharge 
and water table response. 
2) Ident i  mitigation. 

1) Quantify channel geomorphic response to increased 
runoff for each affected drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

7) Quantify types and quantities of increased pollutant 
loadings to each affected drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify basin level hydrologic effect of increased 
runoff on each affected basin, including changes in 
flood return frequencies. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
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CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
F. Change in Water Temperature. 1) Model increase in water temperature along stream 

10. CHANGE IN 
GROUNDWATER 
STORAGE 

Increased runoff from urban areas can raise the 
temperature of receiving waters because runoff 
from impervious surfaces is often warmer than 
runoff from pervious surfaces or subsurface 

G. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Increased runoff can impair habitat values by 
flushing fish and invertebrates out of streams,% 
increasing water level fluctuations and the 
velocity of Rows entering wetlands:' and 
causing salinity changes in estuaries and other 
nearshore marine waters." 

flow.% 

A. Change In Baseflow. . 
Changes in wateltable level can cause changes 
in the dry weather baseflow of streams fed by 
groundwater?' 
B. Change in Wetland and Riparian 
Vegetation. 
A lowered watertable can dry up wetlands, 
stress or kill mature riparian vegetation, and 
reduce or eliminate seedling survival." 
C. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
A lowered watertable can impair water supply 
and other beneficial uses which use 
groundwater. Seawater intrusion is possible in 
coastal  area^.^' Aquifer compaction and 
subsidence can also occur!' Wetland and 
riparian areas can be dewatered, harming 
associated vegetation and habitats.43 

11. CHANNEL A. Channelization. 
DESTABILIUTION Channel erosion can threaten property and 

structures, leading to placement of riprap or 
other engineered stabiliatin of critical 
sections." 
B. Change in Groundwater Storage. 
Channel incision can dewater shallow aquifers 
adjacent to the channel." 

C. Increased Pollutant Delivery. 
Channel erosion can result m increased 
suspended solids and turbidity in the water 
co~umn." 

D. Increased Flooding Freguency. 
Channel aggradation can cause local flooding 
by diverting Rows and decreasing a stream's 
flow capacity.q 
E. Change in Water Temperature. 
Bank erosion and aggradation can increase 
water temperature by creating a broader 
channel with shallow flows, increased water 
surface relative to flow volume. and a smaller 
proportion of shaded water surface. As a result, 
summer water temperatures and daily and 
seasonal temperature fluctuations tend to be 
greater." 

profile of each affected drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

I) Identify direct effects of increased flow on aquatic 
biota, hydrologic regimes of adjacent wetlands, and 
salinity of marine receiving waters for each affected 
drainage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify for each affected drainage the changes in 
baseflow assodated with lowered water tables and 
map locations. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify types and areas of wetlands and riparian 
areas that would be affected by expected lowering of 
shallow water tables and map locations. 
2) Identify mitigation.' 

1) Identify affects of.expected water table lowering on 
water supply and other beneficial uses and map 
locations. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify stream reaches in which project-induced 
channel destabilization may require channelization. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

I) Identify and map stream reaches in which projed- 
induced stream incision may dewater shallow aquifers 
2) Identify mitigation. 

I) Iden t i  and map stream reaches subject to project- 
induced destabiliiation. quantify changes in channel 
dimension, and volume of eroded material for each 
affected basin. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
1) Identify and map stream reaches in which projed- 
induced channel destabilization may cause aggradation 
and associated flooding. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify and map stream reaches in which project- 
induced destabilization can increase water 
temperature. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
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CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
F. Change in Wetland and Riparian 1) Identify, characterize, and map wetland and riparian 

12. CHANGE IN 
BASEFLOW 

Vegetation. 
Channel destabilization can encroach on 
riparian wetlands and undermine streamside 

G. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Channel destabilization can reduce or eliminate 
habitat, recreation, esthetic values, and other 
uses by affecting deep pools, pookiffle ratios, 
undercut banks, substrate suitability, and other 
structural features.” 
H. Increased Maintenance and Property 
Damage. 
Channel erosion can undermine streamside 
buildings, bridges, utility crossings, and other 
property. Aggradation can bury diversion 
structures and other infrastructure and may 
require removal to maintain flow capacity. 

A. Change in Groundwater Storage. 
Reduced stream baseflow can decrease 
groundwater recharge by reducing wetted area 
and the amount of water available for recharge 
in stream channels.- 

8. Change In Water Temperature. 
Decreased base*, typically resulting from 
change in groundwater storage, can cause 
elevated and fluctuating stream temperature 
because groundwater usually enters the stream 
at cool, stable temperatures.u 
C. Change In Wetland and Riparian 
Vegetation 
Decreased stream basefbw can cause riparian 
vegetation to shift to upland species.” 

D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
1. Decreases in the amount or duration of 
basefbw can impair habitat quality by 
eliminating aquatic and riparian habitat area, 
reducing flow velocitiis, and otherwise 
disrupting the life cycles of plants and animals 
whkh are dependent on water.& 
2. Increases in baseflow resulting from dry 
weather discharge can impair waterbodies such 
as seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, and 
intermittent streams which are naturally defined 
by seasonal water availability. 

13. INCREASED 
POLLUTANT DELIVERY 

A. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Urban pollutants can impair many beneficial 
uses, e.9.. water supply, recreation, fish and 
wildlife hablat, and shellfish production.= 

14. INCREASED A. Channelization. 
FLOODING FREQUENCY Increased boding can lead to channelization of 

the critical section to more efficiently pass flood 
flows.= 

areas subject to encroachment by channel 
destabilization; . 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify. characterize, and map stream reaches in 
which channel destabilization can directly impair 
beneficial uses. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify and map stream reaches in which 
destabilization may cause increased maintenance and 
properly damage. 
2) ldentii mitigation. 

1) ldenbfy and map affected stream reaches. 
2) Quantify losses of recharge and water table 
response. 
3) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify and map affected stream reaches; 
2) Quantify temperature effects along stream profile. 
3) Identify mitigation. 

1) Characterize and map affected riparian areas. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify and map affected waterbody segments. 
2) Characterize and quantify changes in baseflow. 
3) Identify direct effects on beneficial uses 
4) Identify mitiation. 

1) Identify direct effects of increased pollutant loadings 
on beneficial uses in each affected waterbody segment. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify stream reaches in which project-induced 
flooding may require channelization. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
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CAUSE EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES 
6. Immired Beneficial Uses. 1) Identify stream reaches in which Droiect-induced 

15. INCREASED WATER 
TEMPERATURE 

16. DECREASED 
POLLUTANT REMOVAL 

Increased flooding can impair habitat,= water 
supplies, navigation, and other beneficial uses. 

C. Increased Maintenance and Property 
Damage. 
Increased flood frequency can result in more 
maintenance and flood damage. 
A. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Increased water temperature can directly stress 
aquatic biota and can also affect other 
parameters associated with habitat quality, such 
as dissolved oxygen concentration and rate of 
chemical reactions.50 
A. Increased Pollutant Delivery. 
Less removal of pollutants by natural processes 
can result in greater concentrations of pollutants 
in receiving waters.6o 

17. CHANGE IN WETLAND A. Channel Destabilization. 
AND RIPARIAN 
MGETATION 

Loss of vegetation and its assodated anchoring 
root masses can destabiliie channel banks and 
other geomorphic features?' 

B. Change in Water Temperature. 
Loss of riparian vegetation can increase 
maximum water temperature by exposing more 
water surface to the sun. Daily and seasonal 
temperature fluctuations also tend to be 
greater." 
C. Decreased Pollutant Removal. 
Removal of vegetation adjacent to a waterbody 
can reduce removal of pollutants from the 
waterbody and from the overland flow draining 
to the watertmiy.'o 
D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. 
Loss of vegetation directly impairs the quality of 
aquatic and riparian habitat by reducing cover. 
structural diversity, and nutrient sourcss.M 
Removal of vegetation can also fragment and 
isolate remaining patches of habitat, resulting in 
decreased habiit value over large areas.= 

. -  
flooding may impair beneficial uses. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify stream reaches in which project-induced 
flooding may increase maintenance and property 
damage. 
2) Identify mitigation. 
1) Identify and map affected waterbody segments. 
2) Quantify temperature changes. 
3) Characterize effects on beneficial uses. 
4) Identify mitigation. 

1) Quantify effects to pollutant loadings for each 
affected waterbody. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Characterize and map affected geomorphic features. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify and map stream reaches in which loss of 
riparian vegetation can increase water temperature. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Describe type. areal extent, and pollutant removal 
value of affected vegetation and map location. 
2) Identify mitigation. 

1) Identify affected waterbody segments. 
2) Characterize diract effects of Vegetation loss on 
beneficial uses. 
3) Characterize and display at project-area and 
regional scales existing wildlands, along with riparian 
corridors and other water features supporting habitat 
connectivity. 
4) Identify effects of vegetation change on terrestrial 
and aquatic habitat connectivii. 
5) Identify mitigation. 
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Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity Related To 
Wetland, Riparian, and Other Aquatic Resources, 

"Habitat connectivity" refers to the need for plant and animal populations to have 
some mobility over the landscape, Le., to avoid becoming "isolated" or "disjunct."' 
In recent decades a large body of research has demonstrated that such 
"isolated" populations face a high probability of eventual extinction, even if their 
immediate habitats are spared." In general, the smaller such an isolated 
population, the more quickly it will die out. Urban development typically 
fragments habitat by creating artificial landscapes which are movement barriers 
for most species. Unless mitigation measures are taken, isolated, non-viable 
populations are created as buildings, roads, and landscaping cut off lines of 
movement. 

In the context of wetlands, "habitat connectivity" refers to three related 
phenomena: 

1. The need of some animals to have access to both wetland and upland 
habitats at different paits of their life cycle. Some wetland animals, e.g., 
some amphibians and turtles, require access at different seasons and/or at 
different life stages to both wetland and to nearby upland. Preserving the 
wetland but not access to upland habitat will locally exterminate such 
species."' 

2. The ecological relationship between separate wetlands. Some wetland 
communities and their associated species comprise networks of "patches" 
throughout a landscape. Wetland plants and animals are adapted to the 
presence of wetland complexes within a watershed and are dependent on 
moving among the wetlands within the complex, either regularly or in 
response to environmental stressors such as flood or drought, local food 
shortage, predator pressure, or influx of pollution. Removing one such water 
from the complex will reduce the biological quality of the rest, and, at some 
point the simplified wetland complex will be incapable of supporting at least 
some of the species, even though some wetlands remain." 

3. The role wetlands and riparian corridors play in allowing larger-scale 
movements. Some strategically located wetlands and especially continuous 
strips of riparian habitat along streams facilitate connectivity at watershed 
and regional scales for terrestrial as well as aquatic and amphibious species. 

As noted above, habitat connectivity is critical to biodiversity maintenance and 
will become more so because of global warming. Significant range shifts and 
other responses to global warming have already occurred. The ability of biotic 
populations to move across the landscape may be critical to their survival in 
coming decades." 
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Such mobility may occur at the level of the individual organism (e.g., a bird or turtle travelling i 

between separated wetlands) andlor of the population (e.g., a plant species colonizing a new 
wetland through seed dispersal); and over different time scales. 

ii For the effects of habitat fragmentation and population isolation on the survival of plants and 
animals, see for example: 
K. L. Knutson and V.L. Naef, Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority 
Habitats: Riparian, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA, December 1997, p. 
71. 
R.F Noss and A.Y Cooperrider, Saving Nature's Legacy; Protecting and Restoring 
Biodiversity. Washington, D.C., Island Press, 1994, pp. 33-34, 50-54, 5962,6162. 
D.E. Saunders, R. J. Hobbs, and C.R. Margules, "Biological Consequences of Ecosystem 
Fragmentation: A Review," Conservation Biology 5(1), March 1991, pp. 18-32. 
Michael E.Sout4, "Land Use Planning and Wildlife Maintenance, Guidelines for Conserving 
Wildlife in an Urban Landscape," Journal of the American Planning Association 57(3), 1991, 

Michael E. SoulB. "The Effects of Habitat Fragmentation on Chaparral Plants and 
Vertebrates," Oikos 63, 1992, pp. 3947. 
United States Federal Interagency Stream Restoration Working Group, Stream Corridor 
Restoration: Principles, Practices, and Processes, October 1 998, [Online]. Available from: 
http:/lwww. usda.aov/stream restoration. Printed copy available from: National Technical 
Information Service (NTIS), Springfield, VA, pp. 2-80, 2-82. 

lii Regarding the relationship between wetlandlriparian and upland habitats, see for example: 

pp. 313-323. 

Vincent J. Burke and J. Whiffield Gibbons, "Terrestrial Buffer Zones and Wetland 
Conservation: A Case Study of Freshwater Turtles in a Carolina Bay," Conservation Biology 

C. Kenneth Dodd , Jr. and Brian S. Cade, "Movement Patterns and the Conservation of 
Amphibians Breeding in Small Temporary Wetlands," Conservation Biology 12(2), 1998, pp. 

Raymond D. Semlitsch, "Biological Delineation of Terrestrial Buffer Zones for Pond Breeding 
Salamanders," Conservation Biology 12(4), 1997, pp. 11 13-1 119. 
Hilty, J. A. and Merenlender, A. M. Use of Riparian Corridors and Vineyards by Mammalian 
Predators in Northern California. Conservation Biology 18(1) 126-135; 2004 February. 

iv Regarding the ecological relationship between separated wetlands, see for example: 
C. Scott Findley and Jeff Houlahan, "Anthropogenic Correlates of Species Richness in 
Southeastern Ontario Wetlands, Conservation Biology 11 (4), 1997, pp. 1000-1009; 
Lisa A. Joyal, Mark McCollough, and Malcom L. Hunter, Jr., "Landscape Ecology Approaches 
to Wetland Species Conservation: A Case Study of Two Turtle Species in Southern Maine," 
Conservation Biology 15(6), 2001, pp. 1755-1 762; 

Raymond D. Semlitsch and J. Russell Bodie, "Are Small, Isolated Wetlands Expendable?" 
Conservation Biology 12(5), 1998, pp.1129-I 133; 
National Research Council, op. cit., 2001, p. 42; 
Nature Conservancy, op. cit., July 2000, p. IO.  

Recent reports comprehensively review observed effects of global change on plant and animal 
range shifts, advancement of spring events, and other responses. See: 

9(6), 1995, pp. 1365-1369; 

331-339; 
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Terry L. Root, Jeff T. Price, Kimberly R. Hall, Stephen H. Schnieder, Cynthia Rosenzweig, and 
Alan Pounds, "Fingerprints of Global warming on Wild Animals and Plants," Science 421:2, 
January 2003, pp. 57-60. 

Camille Parmesan and Gary Yohe, "A Globally Coherent Fingerprint of Climate Change 
Impacts cross Natural Systems," Science 421:2, January 2003, pp. 37-42. 

Thomas, et al. "Extinction risk from climate change", Nature 427, January 2004, pp. 145-148 
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Responses to Comment Set A6 
California State Water Resources Control Board 

A6- 1 Please refer to Response A4-1 which addresses the requirement that SCE obtain discharge per- 
mits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. It has been noted that the State Water 
Board will take the lead role for Clean Water Act 401 water quality certification, because the 
project will cross the jurisdictions of the Colorado River Basin and Santa AM Regional Water 
Boards. The Clean Water Act, including discharge requirements, is discussed under Sections 
D.2.4 (Biological Resources, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) and D. 12.4 (Hydrol- 
ogy and Water Quality, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) in the Draft EIR/EIS 
as it relates to the Proposed Project. 

A6-2 All surface water crossings, including mileposts and descriptions, are listed in Tables D. 12-1 
and D. 12-2 in Hydrology and Water Quality Sections D.12.2 and D. 12.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Riparian habitat is discussed under Biological Resources in Section D.2 of the Draft EIRIEIS. 
Implementation of APM B-7 (No Activities Should Occur in Wetlands) and APM B-21 (No 
Clearing or Disturbance to Riparian Habitats) would reduce impacts to riparian and wetland 
vegetation. Although formal jurisdictional wetland delineations were not conducted for the 
300 mile transmission line route, numerous desert washes and ephemeral drainages are present 
in the desert portion of the Proposed Project (e.g., from Harquahala Switchyard to Midpoint 
Substation). In addition, jurisdictional drainages and intermittent creeks were noted throughout 
the western portion of the Proposed Project. Wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the ACOE 
and CDFG were noted in the Draft EIR/EIS during the biological reconnaissance surveys of 
the segment along the Colorado River and potentially in some of the irrigation channels located 
throughout the Palo Verde Valley. Prior to conducting any activities, SCE would obtain auth- 
orization from the Regional Water Quality Control Board via a Clean Water Act 401 Water 
Quality Certification, ACOE Clean Water Act 404 permit, and CDFG Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. 

Impacts to wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters are discussed under Impact B-10 (the Pro- 
posed Project would result in adverse effects to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands) in Sec- 
tion D.2.6.1.9 (State and Federal Jurisdictional Habitats) of the Draft EWEIS. Any removal 
of habitat in desert washes or construction impacts in desert washes, the Whitewater River, the 
San Gorgonio River, or their tributaries would be considered a significant but mitigable impact 
(Class 11). Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands would be reduced to a less than sig- 
nificant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure B- l a  (Prepare and implement 
a Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan) in addition to the APMs. 

A6-3 Impacts to water quality are discussed in Section D. 12.6 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
the Draft EIR/EIS and include the following specific impacts to water quality: Impact H-1 (Con- 
struction activity could degrade water quality due to erosion and sedimentation), Impact 
H-2 (Degradation of water quality through spill of potentially harmful materials used in con- 
struction), Impact H-4 (Water quality degradation caused by accidental releases of oil from 
project facilities), and Impact H-5 (Excavation could degrade groundwater quality). With the 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (see Table D.7-8 in Section D. 12.11 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS) all impacts to water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Enclosure 1, submitted with this comment letter, is noted and is discussed in Response A6-6 
below. 
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A6-4 The Clean Water Act, including discharge requirements, is discussed under Sections D.2.4 
(Biological Resources, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) and D. 12.4 (Hydrol- 
ogy and Water Quality, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) in the Draft EWEIS as 
it relates to the Proposed Project. The proposed project is an overhead transmission project 
and therefore all stream crossing would be overhead, almost always spanning watercourses. 
Regardless, the EIIUEIS includes a comprehensive alternatives analysis (see Appendix 1 and 
Section C of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

A6-5 Impact B- 12 (Construction activities would result in adverse effects to linkages and wildlife 
movement corridors) in Section D.2.6.1.10 discusses the impact of the proposed transmission 
line on linkages or corridors, including riparian corridors. Section D.2 also discusses the sensitive 
plant and animal species in the project area and those that would use the corridor. The EIR/EIS 
concludes that there would be no permanent impacts to wildlife movement corridors. The dis- 
turbance associated with project construction would result in temporary impacts to wildlife 
utilizing the waterways (e.g., Colorado River, San Gorgonio River, and San Timoteo Creek) 
and adjacent habitat as a movement corridor. A temporary increase in traffic and activities 
in these areas would not impede the movement of wildlife and would not affect the nocturnal 
movement of wildlife. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement corridors would be considered 
adverse but less than significant (Class 111). Impacts to streams and water bodies were found 
to be less than significant because the overhead transmission line would be able to span any 
watercourse (see Section D.12, Hydrology and Water Quality). Enclosure 2 (see Response A6-7) 
has been noted. 

A6-6 The contents of Enclosure 1 have already been addressed in various sections of the Draft 
EIWEIS. Impacts to hydrology and water quality, including floodplains and channel desta- 
bilization, are discussed in Section D. 12. Impacts to riparian habitat and wetlands are addressed 
in Section D.2 (Biological Resources). Erosion and soils are discussed in Section D. 13 (see 
Impact G-1 , Construction could accelerate erosion). Finally, contamination and pollutants 
are addressed in Section D. 10 (Public Health and Safety). 

A6-7 Please refer to Responses A6-5 and C8-2. 
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Comment Set A7 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA 
GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 

2221 WEST GREENWAY ROAD 
PHOENIX, AZ 85023-4399 

(602) 942-3000 AZGFD.GOV 

GOVERNOR 
JANET NAWLITANO 
COMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN. JOE MELTON. YUMA 
MICHAEL M GOLIGHTLY. FLAGSTAFF 
WILLIAM H MCLEAN. GOLD CANYON 
BOB HERNBRODE. TUCSON 
W HAYS GILSTRAP. PHOENIX 
DIRECTOR 
DUANE L. SnRoufE 

June 2 1,2006 

John Kalish 
BLM EWEIS Project Manager 
C/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
SM Francisco CA 94104 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact RepodEnvkonmental Impact Statement for Devers Palo 
Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

Dear Mi. Salzmann: 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed the above-referenced Draft 
Environmental Impact ReportEnvironmental Impact Statement (DE1S)for the Devers-Palo 
Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (DPV2). The following comments are provided for your 
consideration. 

The Department understands that the Southem California Edison (SCE) proposes to construct a 
500 kV electrical transmission line fiom the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard to the 
Devers Substation. The proposed route exits the Switchyard, parallels the existing Harquahala- 
Hassayampa 500 kV line to the existing Palo Verde Devers Transmission Right of Way (ROW). 
The route continues within the existing ROW and adjacent to the existing Palo Verde-Devers 
Transmission Line No. 1 to the California border. 

The Department notes that proposed route is within an existing ROW and Bureau of Land 
Management utility corridor, is adjacent to the existing Palo Verde-Devers Transmission Line 
No. 1 and that existing access roads will be used to maximum extent possible. We m h e r  note 
that the application includes best management practices and mitigation to minimize potential 
impacts to biological resources. For these reasons the Department does not anticipate that the 
proposed route will result in significant adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this DEIS.. If you have any questions, 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
STEVE K. FERRELL 

A7-1 

please contact me at %~8-341-4047. 

AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY 
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Comment Set A7, cont. 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 

John Kalish 
June 2,2006 
2 

Sincerely, 

L J ! .  i / / d  
William C. Knowles 
Habitat Specialist 
Region IV, Yuma 

cc: Russell Engel, Habitat Program Manager, Region IV 
Rebecca Davidson, Proj. Eval. Prog. Supervisor, Habitat Branch 

AGFD # M06-0522 13 12 
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Arizona Game and Fish Department 

A7- 1 The commenter’s description of the Proposed Project is correct. It is noted that Arizona Game 
& Fish Department does not anticipate that the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. 
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Comment Set A8 
Palo Verde Irrigation District 

PAL0 VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
180 WEST 14TH AVENUE - BLYTHE. CALIFORNIA 92225-271 4 

TELEPHONE (760) 922-3144 - FAX (760) 922-8294 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 

June 27,2006 

Re: Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project Draft EUUEIS, SCH #2005 

Dear Aspen Environmental Groilp: 

01 104 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Draft EIFUEIS for the Devers- 
Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project. Palo Verde Irrigation District provides 
irrigation water to the farmed land in the Palo Verde Valley in eastern Riverside County 
and in the northeastern corner of Imperial County in California west of the Colorado 
River. The following comments are provided: 

13 An agreement will be needed to cross our facilities prior to construction (see 
Attachment). 
21 Contractor will need to post a deposit, sign a hold harmless agreement, and meet 
requirements to use PVID’s canal and drain bank access roads while working in the Palo 
Verde Valley in California. 
31 Due to the lack of adequate crossings of PVID facilities, the proposed access road 
along the proposed power line for the Palo Verde Valley CA section can not be as 
depicted in Maps 17 to 19 of 36 in Book 3, Appendix 10. 
41 As presently planned, about 1.25 miles of canal and 1.25 miles of drainage channel 
will lie between the two lines. This may create maintenance problems for PVID when 
operating long reach excavators or draglines between the two lines. This concern was not 
addressed in the EIR. Discussing using higher towers or wider spacing between the two 
lines or other means of eliminating these newly created maintenance problems for PVID 
should have been discussed and so marked on appropriate drawings. 
51 For this Project, there is the Palo Verde area in Arizona and the Palo Verde area in 
California. The Report does not make the distinction between the two. It is left up to the 
reader to figure out where the report is talking about. Adding CA or AZ after Palo Verde 
would have avoided the confusion. 
61 For dust control in the Palo Verde Valley, CA, on access roads, canal banks and drain 
banks, contractor should be required to use a chemical additive with water instead of just 
water. 
73 On the Arizona maps, the town of Quartzsite needs an ‘s’. 

Page 1 of2 
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Comment Set A8, cont. 
Palo Verde Irrigation District 

I A8-7 

IA8-g 

81 On the maps showing the Colorado River southern alternate route, the River shown is 
pre 1970. The River was re-channelized and moved into Arizona in the early 1970’s. Did 
the southern alternative take this into account? 
91 The safety issue of aerial applicators flying the Palo Verde Valley at night having 
another line to watch out for was not discussed. 
101 Volume 1 , page B-13, B.2.2.2, last sentence: Refers to Appendix 3, existing towers. I 
could not get the station to match the tower numbers and elevation for their crossing the 
Palo Verde Valley. What basis is used for the tower heights of the new line crossing Palo 
Verde Valley, CA when the existing height information is not in the table? 
1 11 Volume 1 , part D.2 and rest of Report: The text misrepresents Palo Verde Irrigation 
District canal and drains and improperly identifies a drain as a canal. Irrigation canals 
generally hold water above adjacent ground levels with very little side brush and no 
cattails or tulles. Irrigation drainage ditches carry groundwater from adjacent property, 
has a water level 8 to 15 feet below adjacent farmland, and cattails, reeds, tulles, quail 
bush, arrow weeds, salt cedar, etc are allowed to grow as long as the drain operates 
satisfactorily. 

I A8-8 

A8-10 I 
131 Volume 2, page D12-4, Table D.12-1: Needs corrections. See attached sheet for 
location and name of PVID facility being crossed in Palo Verde Valley. 
131 Volume 2, page D14.5, Table D.14-6: For the Palo Verde Valley, CA., we are over 
145 driving miles east of the boundary for East Municipal Water District. For the Palo 
Verde Valley area, county residences get water from shallow wells. City of Blythe has 
their own wells to provide water to their customers. East Blythe County Water District 
was taken over by the City of Blythe in the 1990’s I believe. See attached revised Table 
D. 12-1 for power line crossings of PVID facilities. PVID can enter into an agreement to 
provide dust control water at any of the crossings while in the Palo Verde Valley. 
141 Volume 2, page D.14-29, last paragraph: delete references to Eastern Municipal 
Water District and replace with PVID. The .5 acre feet of water needed will have no 
impact on PVID’s use of water for farming operations. For the stretches of line between 
Palo Verde Valley CA and Banning, agencies other than Eastern Municipal Water 
District will probably provide water for dust control. 
151 Volume 3, Section 10, map sheet 18 of 39: Existing tower % mile west of Defiain 
Blvd. has numbers reversed, should be 4742 not 4724. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 760-22-3 144. 
Sincerely 

%& 
Roger Henning 
Chief Engineer 

Attachment 

A801 1 

A8-12 

A8-13 

A8-14 
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PVID 

NAME 

CoIorado River 
D10-11-2 (formerly 

F Canal) 
D 1 0- 1 1 (formerly 

STRUCTURE 

Comment Set A8, cont. 
Palo Verde Irrigation District 

PVID LOCATION IN 
ESTIMATED TABLE D.12-1. 
LOCATION 

Same E102.2 to E102.4 
Same E102.9 

103.81 E103.8 

PAL0 VERDE N0.2 TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 
POTENTTAL PVID FACILITIES CROSSINGS 

F Canal) 
D-23 Canal 

PVID 
REFERENCE 

NUMBER 

104.4 E 104.3 

1 
2 

Eastside Drain 
D or D-28 Canal 

3 

15.0 E105.1 
15.9 E106.0 

4 

Lovekin Drain 
C Canal 

Central Drain 

5 
6 

105.9 E106.0 
105.9 E 106.9 
Same El 07.4 

7 
8 

C- 13 Canal 
C-05 Canal 
Fisher Drain 

9 
10 
11 

107.58 E107.7 
Same E 1 08.6 

107.92 to 108.95 12 
13 
14 

WC-2 Canal 
Westside Drain 

C-03 Canal 
C-03-25 Canal 
C-03-11 Canal 

Keim Drain 
Rannells Drain 

C-03-11-4 Canal 
Palo Verde Drain 

Desert Wash 

15 -- 

108.7 
108.95 E109.0 
Same E109.9 
109.95 
1 10.45 El  10.5 

110.7 to 110.92 El 11.0 
Same El  11.4 

11 1.92 to 1 12.44 E l  12.0 
11 2.45 El  12.5 
Same El 12.7 

16 
17 - .  
I8 
19 
20 
21 
22 
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Responses to Comment Set A8 
Palo Verde Irrigation District 

A8- 1 The requirement for SCE to develop an agreement with Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) 
to cross PVID facilities has been noted. This comment is referred to SCE for compliance with 
the District’s permitting requirements. Table A-4 (Permits or Other Actions Required Prior 
to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona and California) in Section A.3.5 of this EIR/EIS 
notes that the PVID will have permitting authority for crossings of PVID irrigation/drainage 
channels, which would require an encroachmentkrossing permit. It should be noted that where 
Irrigation Districts have a ROW on public lands, the District may not charge rent. 

A8-2 In the Palo Verde Valley (CA) and the Blythe agricultural area, SCE would use existing access 
roads and irrigation canal roads, and would build spur roads to the new towers. The exact 
locations of the spur roads will depend on tower placement, which would be determined during 
final engineering after negotiations with agricultural landowners and PVID (see Mitigation 
Measures AG- la [Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners] and AG-4a [Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agri- 
cultural operations]). Therefore, it is correct that no proposed new access roads are depicted 
on Maps 17 to 19 of 36 in Appendix 10 of the Draft EIIUEIS. Because the locations of the 
spur roads will be determined in final engineering, they have not been depicted either. 

A8-3 The Applicant Proposed Measure (APMs) and additional mitigation measures proposed in the 
EIWEIS address potential impacts to agricultural resources and operation in the Palo Verde 
Valley (CA) area. As discussed in APM L-4, the proposed route would line up the existing 
towers with the new ones to match tower spans where feasible. Specifically APM L-6 states 
that “in the agricultural area of the Palo Verde Valley [CAI, towers would be located to allow 
for canal dredging by the Palo Verde Irrigation District. This also could include canal mod- 
ifications” (see Table B-17 in Section B.5 of this EIWEIS). As discussed in Response 
A8-1, SCE would need to obtain PVID approval for the crossing of any PVID irrigation/ 
drainage channel. As a component of this approval and as stated in APM L-6, maintenance 
issues could be discussed and resolved prior to final design and towers could be located accord- 
ingly. Please refer to Response A8-8 for text incorporated in Mitigation Measure AG-4a 
(Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural operations) 
that would require SCE to consult with PVID regarding tower placement to minimize dis- 
ruption to PVID facilities. 

A8-4 While it is true that there is a Palo Verde area in both Arizona and California and the com- 
ment has been noted, the context of each reference it is evident to which area a statement is 
directed. For instance, in each issue area in Section D, the environmental setting and 
potential impacts of the Devers-Harquahala route are divided into segments, one of which is 
the Palo Verde Valley, which explicitly states that this area is west from the Colorado River 
to Midpoint Substation. The sections further describe the Palo Verde Valley area as being 
in California, in Riverside County, and south of the City of Blythe. Likewise, when the EWEIS 
describes the Palo Verde area in Arizona, there are there are other clear State, county, or geo- 
graphical markers included in the context of the sentence, heading, or paragraph that alert 
the reader to the location. While adding a “CA” or “AZ” after each use of Palo Verde would 
further clarify the issue, the entire EWEIS has not been reprinted and these changes are 
not considered to be required to clarify the text of the document. 
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A8-5 Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) A-2, A-3, and A-4 (see Table D.11-13 in Section 
D. 11.3.2) refer to dust control and would be applicable to the Palo Verde Valley (CA), which 
is located in the Mojave Desert Air Quality Control District. APM A-2 requires use of water 
or a chemical dust suppressant on unstabilized disturbed areas and/or unpaved roadways; 
APM A-3 requires use of water or water-based chemical additives for dust control on unpaved 
access roads (water, organic polymers, lignin compounds, or conifer resin compounds would 
be used depending on availability, cost, and soil type); and APM A 4  requires that surfaces 
permanently disturbed by construction activities would be covered or treated with a dust 
suppressant. 

As stated in the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District impact analysis in Section 
D. 11.4.3 in this EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure AQ-la (Develop and Implement a Fugitive 
Dust Emission Control Plan) would replace and strengthen the required APMs with even 
more enforceable and stringent requirements. For instance, part of Mitigation Measure AQ-la 
(see Table D. 11-29 in Section D. 1 1.8) would require application of CARB certified non- 
toxic soil binders to all active unpaved roadways, unpaved staging areas, and unpaved park- 
ing area(s) in amounts meeting manufacturer’s recommendations to meet the CARB certifi- 
cation fugitive dust reduction efficiency of 84 percent. Another part of the mitigation mea- 
sure would require that disturbed areas where CARB certified soil binders were not applied 
would be watered at least three times a day during construction. As such, use of a chemical 
additive would already be required in the Palo Verde Valley (CA) with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measure AQ- la  and no additional mitigation is necessary. 

A8-6 The spelling correction for the Town of Quartzsite is noted. However, because the entire Final 
EIR/EIS will not be reprinted, corrected color maps have not been presented here since the 
aforementioned spelling edit does not affect the impact analysis within this EIR/EIS. The 
EIIUEIS maps will not be used for construction as SCE will develop detailed maps during 
the final engineering stage. 

A8-7 As discussed in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8 and Section C.5.2.5, SCE’s South of Blythe Alter- 
native was eliminated from full consideration during the alternatives screening process. The 
South of Blythe Alternative was first considered in the 1985 DPV2 Project in response to 
concerns regarding agricultural impacts in the Blythe area and it was also included in SCE’s 
2005 Proponent’s Environmental Assessment as Subalternate 3. Figure Ap. 1-4, which depicts 
the route uses GIS data post-1970 and therefore, should depict the re-channelized River. 

Regardless, the current location of the Colorado River would not affect the outcome of the 
alternative evaluation. The EIR/EIS concluded that the overall impact resulting from ground 
disturbance would be greater with SCE’s South of Blythe Alternative and the route would 
establish a new transmission corridor. As stated in Section 4.2.8 of Appendix 1 of the Draft 
EWEIS, the route would traverse much more sensitive biological habitat near the Colorado 
River and Cibola Wildlife Refuge, cause greater visual impacts and have a much higher cul- 
tural sensitivity than the proposed route. Therefore, the alternative route was eliminated due 
to much greater visual, land use, biological resources, recreation, and cultural resources impacts 
than the Proposed Project. 

A8-8 There are no local, State, or federal regulations with specific limits on placement of trans- 
mission line towers in farmlands. However, text has been added on page D.lO-33 in Sec- 
tion D. 10.12.2 (Other Field-Related Public Concerns) regarding the safety concerns related 
to aerial applicators: 
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Safety Concerns Related to Agricultural Aerial Applicators 

In agricultural areas, aerial spraying (crop dusting) is used to control insects, weeds, and 
diseases. Where transmission lines exist in an agricultural area, pilots fly over, beside, and 
even under transmission lines to spray agricultural land with various products (usually 
pesticides). Aerial applicators fly at low levels, sometimes at speeds in excess of 100 miles 
per hour. High numbers of fatalities associated with aerial applicators can partly be 
attributed to flying at these low altitudes and speeds with the additional possibility of crashing 
into power lines, trees, towers, and sometimes buildings and mountainsides within the flight 
area. Many aerial applicator accidents are not reported unless they resulted in an injury or 
fatality. Of the crashes reported between 1992 and 1998, 33 percent were as a result of 
having struck a power line, tree, or tower (Suarezi, 2000). Transmission line towers present 
a substantial obstacle to avoid, and therefore require additional attention from the pilots. 

The following reference has also been added to the references section in Section D. 10.14: 

Suarezi, Peggy. 2000. Compensation and Working Conditions, Flying Too High: Worker 
Fatalities in the Aeronautics Field. Volume 5, No.1, Spring 2000. 

An additional impact has been added to Section D.10.12.2 (Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Transmission Line) on page D. 10-57: 

Impact PS-5: Transmission Lines in Agricultural Areas Present a Safety Hazard to Aerial 
Applicators (Class 111) 

Transmission lines and towers can be safety hazards for aerial applicators because they present 
additional obstacles for pilots to avoid. Transmission lines are especially hazardous when: 

0 

Multiple lines exist side-by-side 
0 

0 

0 

Lines are diagonally oriented, relative to field boundaries 

Change in direction (angle) is created along the corridor 
New transmission lines and towers are installed 
Towers and lines are not clearly visible. 

In the Palo Verde Valley (CA), pilots are now aware of the presence of the DPVl trans- 
mission line, which has been in place since 1982. Some pilots may periodically fly over 
fields that they haven’t been to in six months or longer. In those cases, pilots may have no 
knowledge that new transmission lines and towers may have been constructed during their 
absence, which creates an increased potentially significant danger for pilots in the agricultural 
areas in the Palo Verde Valley (CA). This impact is considered to be adverse but less than 
significant (Class 111), impact due to the existence of the DPVl towers and conductors 
immediately adjacent to the new line. However, as a part of Mitigation Measure AG-la 
(Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural landowners) 
SCE would establish agreements with and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners and thus they would be aware of the construction of the new Devers-Harquahala 
line and could warn aerial applicator pilots. By matching towers and spans as is specified in 
Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to 
avoid agricultural operations), the new DPV2 500 kV line would be immediately adjacent 
to the existing DPVl 500 kV line and the incremental impact of a new line would not create 
a new significant impact on flight patterns of aerial applicators flying in the Palo Verde 
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Safety Concerns Related to Agricultural Aerial Applicators 

In agricultural areas, aerial spraying (crop dusting) is used to control insects, weeds, and 
diseases. Where transmission lines exist in an agricultural area, pilots fly over, beside, and 
even under transmission lines to spray agricultural land with various products (usually 
pesticides). Aerial applicators fly at low levels, sometimes at speeds in excess of 100 miles 
per hour. High numbers of fatalities associated with aerial applicators can partly be 
attributed to flying at these low altitudes and speeds with the additional possibility of crashing 
into power lines, trees, towers, and sometimes buildings and mountainsides within the flight 
area. Many aerial applicator accidents are not reported unless they resulted in an injury or 
fatality. Of the crashes reported between 1992 and 1998, 33 percent were as a result of 
having struck a power line, tree, or tower (Suarezi, 2000). Transmission line towers present 
a substantial obstacle to avoid, and therefore require additional attention from the pilots. 

The following reference has also been added to the references section in Section D. 10.14: 

Suarezi, Peggy. 2000. Compensation and Working Conditions, Flying Too High: Worker 
Fatalities in the Aeronautics Field. Volume 5, No. 1, Spring 2000. 

An additional impact has been added to Section D. 10.12.2 (Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Transmission Line) on page D. 10-57: 

Impact PS-5: Transmission Lines in Agricultural Areas Present a Safety Hazard to Aerial 
Applicators (Class 111) 

Transmission lines and towers can be safety hazards for aerial applicators because they present 
additional obstacles for pilots to avoid. Transmission lines are especially hazardous when: 

0 

0 Multiple lines exist side-by-side 
0 

0 

0 

Lines are diagonally oriented, relative to field boundaries 

Change in direction (angle) is created along the corridor 
New transmission lines and towers are installed 
Towers and lines are not clearly visible. 

In the Palo Verde Valley (CA), pilots are now aware of the presence of the DPVl trans- 
mission line, which has been in place since 1982. Some pilots may periodically fly over 
fields that they haven’t been to in six months or longer. In those cases, pilots may have no 
knowledge that new transmission lines and towers may have been constructed during their 
absence, which creates an increased potentially significant danger for pilots in the agricultural 
areas in the Palo Verde Valley (CA). This impact is considered to be adverse but less than 
significant (Class 111), impact due to the existence of the DPVl towers and conductors 
immediately adjacent to the new line. However, as a part of Mitigation Measure AG-la 
(Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural landowners), 
SCE would establish agreements with and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners and thus they would be aware of the construction of the new Devers-Harquahala 
line and could warn aerial applicator pilots. By matching towers and spans as is specified in 
Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to 
avoid agricultural operations), the new DPV2 500 kV line would be immediately adjacent 
to the existing DPVl 500 kV line and the incremental impact of a new line would not create 
a new significant impact on flight patterns of aerial applicators flying in the Palo Verde 

October 2006 A-57 Final EIR/EIS 

e 

e 

0 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENB AND RESPONSES 

Valley. Mitigation Measure AG-4a has been modified to state that SCE shall locate towers in 
agricultural areas to incorporate the concerns regarding safety issues of aerial applicators 
flying in the Palo Verde Valley at night. This impact would be less than significant (Class 
111) and further reduced with the incorporated Agricultural Resources mitigation measures 
(see Section D.6). 

Mitiqation Measure for Imuacf PS-5 f Transmission Lines in Aqricultural Areas 
Present a Safetv Hazard to Aerial Auulicators) 

AG-la Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners. 

AG-4a Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural 
operations. SCE shall site transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations in 
locations that minimize impacts to active agricultural operations. Specifically, 
SCE shall comply with the following measures when siting transmission towers 
and splicing/pulling stations within areas where active cultivated farmland would 
be removed through the presence of structures: 

0 SCE shall avoid orchards, vineyards, row crops, and furrow-irrigated crops 
where towers would interfere with irrigation and harvest activities. 

SCE shall avoid irrigation canals and ditches. 

SCE shall align towers adjacent to field boundaries and parallel to rows (if 
located in row crops), and shall avoid diagonal orientations and angular align- 
ments within agricultural land. 

SCE shall match tower spans with existing DPVl towers within agricultural 
land. 

SCE shall construct towers with heights and spacing to minimize safety 
hazards to aerial applicators flying in the Palo Verde Valley (CA) and other 
agricultural areas; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SCE shall consult with the Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) regarding tower 
placement to minimize disruption to PVID facilities. 

SCE shall document and provide proof of compliance with the above listed items 
90 days prior to the start of Proposed Project construction. This documentation 
shall be submitted to the CPUC and the BLM for review and approval prior to the 
start of construction, and reviewed with affected landowners during coordination 
presented in Mitigation Measure AG-la (Establish agreement and coordinate 
construction activities with agricultural landowners). 

A8-9 The height and elevation data was taken from preliminary DPV2 engineering drawings devel- 
oped approximately 20 years ago and provided by SCE to the CPUC. The tables indicate con- 
ductor height, so the maximum tower height would be approximately 25-30 feet higher. 
The title of Table 3 has been corrected and a footnote has been added to Table 1 in Appen- 
dix 3 of the Draft EWEIS for clarification, as follows: 
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Table 1. -Proposed Tower Heights‘ along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment - Line 1 

The heights listed in the table are calculated from the qround elevation to the point of support (Le., conductor heiqht). For a 
sinqlecircuit 500 kV lattice, tubular steel pole, or “H frame” tower, the top of the entire structure would be approximately 
25-30 feet above the conductor heiqht. The top of a doublecircuit 500 kV lattice tower would be approximatelv 56 feet taller 
than the highest conductor heiqht. Please refer to Fiqures 8-8, B-9. and B-10 in Section B for diaqrams of tvuical 500 kV 
structures. 

A8-10 The difference between irrigation canals and irrigation drainage ditches has been noted and 
it is acknowledged that this wording should be corrected in Section D.2 and other EIR/EIS 
sections. The text in Section D.2.2.4 under Plant Communities and Sensitive Habitats on 
page D.2-56 has been updated as follows: 

The agricultural areas in this segment are generally located between MPs E102.3 and 
E l  12.6, and consist of scattered residences and fields that are crossed by irrigation canals 
and drainage ditches. These agricultural areas are dominated by what appears to be row 
crops, hay, cotton, and some fallow fields. The irrigation canals are generally channel- 
ized and hold water above adjacent ground levels with very little side brush and no 
cattails or tulles. Irrigation drainage ditches carry groundwater from adiacent properties, 
have a water level 8 to 15 feet below adjacent farmland, and cattails, reeds, tulles, quail 
bush, arrow weeds, salt cedar, etc. are allowed to grow as long as the drain operates 
satisfactorily. . These vegetated 
areas tend to be dominated by non-native and weedy species of plants. 

In addition the paragraph on “Agricultural, Pastureland, and Windfarms” (Section D.2.1.1.1, 
Vegetation Overview) on page D.2-15 has been updated as follows: 

In some areas, the large extensive agricultural areas are crisscrossed by an extensive array 
of irrigation canals and drainage ditches. The banks of these canals generally exhibit little 
or no vegetation, although those drainage ditches that do support vegetation are primarily 
covered by non-native weedy plant species. Small farms, plant nurseries, and horse stables 
also comprise a portion of the agricultural and/or pasturelands located along the ROW. 

The paragraph on “Agricultural Areas, Pasturelands, and Windfarms” (Section D.2.1.1.2, 
Wildlife Overview) has similarly been corrected on page D.2-19 as follows: 

Suitable habitat for denning and nesting for such species generally occurs along the weedy 
edges of fields and irrigation drainage ditches &as well as in the poorly maintained 
or fallow fields. Agricultural areas can provide a year-round water source for wildlife. 

A8-11 The text in Table D. 12-1 (Surface Water Crossings - Devers-Harquahala) in Section D. 12.2 
of this EIR/EIS has been updated for the Palo Verde Valley as follows: 
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Table D.12-1. Surface Water Crossings - Devers-Harquahala 

MileDost Description 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River 

~ ____~ 

E82.6 
E82.8 
E85.3 desert wash 

Tyson Wash (desert valley wash) 
Tyson Wash Braid (desert valley wash) 

E88.7 desert wash 
E90.4 La Paz Arrovo (desert vallev wash) 
E91.5 
E93.6 to E93.7 desert wash 
E94.1 desert wash 
E95.3 to E95.5 

La Paz Arroyo (desert valley wash) 

Ehrenberg Wash (desert valley wash) 
E96.5 desert wash 
E97.3 Limekiln Wash (desert vallev wash) 
E96 desert wash 
E98.9 desert vallev wash 
E99.0 to E99.1 
E101.5 to E102.2 Colorado River 

desert valley wash 

Milepost Description 
Palo Verde Valfey 
E102.2 to E102.4 Colorado River 
E102.9 D10-11-2 (formerlv F Canal) 
E W 1 0 3 . 8 1  D10-11 (formertv F Canall 
E W 4 W  N c a n a l  
E W E  Eastside Drain 
E X W J W  D or D-28 canal 
E105.9 Lovekin Drain 
E % & Q W  CCanal 
E107.4 Central Drain SaRal 
E W 1 0 7 . 5 8  =canal 
E108.6 C-05 Canal 
E107.92 to 108.95 Fisher Drain 
E l  08.7 WC-2 Canal 
E W 1 0 8 . 9 5  Westside Drain 
E109.9 C-03 Canal 

~ 

E44441 10.45 C-03-11 canal 
E W 1 1 0 . 7  to Keirn Drain SaRal 
i inw-  
E111.4 Rannells Drain 
E W l . 9 2  to C-03-11-4 SaRal 
112.44 
E W 1 1 2 . 4 5  Palo Verde Drain SaRal 
E112.7 desert wash 

A8-12 The revisions to Table D.12-1 have been noted and are incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS 
(see Response A7-11). It is noted that PVID can enter into an agreement to provide dust control 
water at any of the crossings in the Palo Verde Valley. Please also refer to Response A8-5 
for a discussion regarding dust control. 

Table D. 14-6 (Utility and Service Providers by Jurisdiction - Palo Verde Valley (Colorado 
River to Midpoint Substation) Segment) in Section D. 14.2.4 in this EIR/EIS has been updated 
as follows: 

Table D.14-6. Utility and Service Providers by Jurisdiction - 
Palo Verde Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint Substation) Segment 

Riverside County 
Natural gas & electricity - SCE, Southwest Gas 
Corporation Management Department 
Water - 
wells; Palo Verde lrriqation District 
Wastewater - Eastern Municipal Water District 
Telecommunications - Verizon, SBC 

Solid Waste (Landfills) - Riverside County Waste 

' ' Residential Fire protection - Riverside County Fire Department . .  

Police protection - Riverside County Sheriffs 
Department 
Schools within One Mile of Proposed Project - None 
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- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~  
City of Blythe (Riverside County) 
Natural Gas & Electricity - SCE, Southwest Gas Solid Waste (Landfills) - Blythe Sanitary Landfill 
Corporation . .  Fire Protection - Blythe Fire Department, Riverside 
Water - City of Blythe County Fire Department 
Wastewater - Blythe Regional Wastewater Authority Police Protection - Blythe Police Department, 
Telecommunications - Verizon, SBC Riverside County Sheriffs Department 

Schools within One Mile of Proposed Project - None 

A8-13 

A8- 14 

A8-15 

Section D. 14, page D. 14-29 has been updated as follows: 

As identified in Table D.14-6, Utility and Service Providers by Jurisdiction - Palo Verde 
Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint Substation) Segment, when water is required, this 
segment of the project route is served by the Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID). 
PVID has stated that the 0.5 af of water required for the Proposed Project would have 
no impact to PVID’s use of water for farming operations. . .  

. . .  E Consequently, water demands of the Proposed Project 
would have a less than significant impact with no mitigation required (Class 111). 

The correction has been noted and the tower number #4742 should be corrected on Map 
Sheet 18 of 39 in Appendix 10 of this EIR/EIS. However, because the entire Draft EIR/EIS 
has not been reprinted, the corrected map of Sheet 18 of 39 has not been reprinted here 
since the spelling correction does not affect the impact analysis within the EIR/EIS. This 
map will not be used for construction as SCE will develop detailed maps during the final 
engineering stage. 

The attachment containing a table of Potential PVID Facilities Crossings has been noted and 
the text in Table D.12-1 has been updated (see Response AS-11). Please refer to Response 
A8-1 as well. 
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Comment Set A9 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation 0 

State of California The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Amold Schwarzenegger, 1 

Ruth Coleman. 
-” Inland Empire District 

17801 Lake Penis Drive 
Penis, CA 92571 

http://www.parks.ca.gov 
(951) 443-2423 

August 2,2006 

Ms. Billie C. Blanchard 
California Public Utilities CommissiodBureau of Land Management 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 92 104 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement for the Proposed 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project, SCH# 2005 101 104 

Dear Ms. Blanchard: 

The Inland Empire District of the Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the aforementioned project. State Parks is a trustee 
agency as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). State Parks’ mission in 
part is to provide for the health, inspiration, and education of the people of California by 
preserving the state’s extraordinary biodiversity and creating opportunities for high quality 
outdoor recreation. 

As the office responsible for the stewardship of State Parks property in the San Timoteo 
Canyon area, we have an interest and concern about the proposed project. Although San Timoteo 
Canyon has yet to be planned, we remain c o d t t e d  to preserving the biological, cultural and 
recreational integrity of the area. 

We identified three topics of interest related to ingress and egress. It is acknowledged that 
rights exist to enter the property for improvements within the utility easement. We ask that 
actions be taken to limit the amount of disturbance on and off the easement. Specifically, we ask 
that if the towers are moved on and off the site by truck, that we be contacted well in advance to 
help establish an efficient route@). 

It is recognized that the road may need to be widened for the transport of materials and 
towers into and out of the sites within the State Parks holdings. Any widening andor removal of 
existing vegetation should be coordinated with the State Parks Environmental Scientist in an 
effort to avoid disturbance af habitat for sensitive species. 

A9-1 

A9-2 

I A9-3 
San Timoteo Canyon provides suitable habitat for Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat. prior to 

construction, surveys for sensitive species, including Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat, should be 
conducted. 
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0 Comment Set A9, cont. 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation 

Devers-Palo Verde DEIWEIS 
August 2,2006 
Page 2 of 3 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, 
please feel free to call Enrique Arroyo, District Planner at (95 1 )  940-5664. 

Sincerely, 

ev* 
Gary hatts 
District Superintendent 

cc: Rick Rayburn, State Parks 
Andre Ramos, State Parks 
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Responses to Comment Set A9 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation 

A9- 1 Biological resources setting and impacts in the Calimesa and San Timoteo Canyon segment 
are addressed in Sections D.2.3.3 and D.2.6, respectively. Mitigation Measure B-la (Prepare 
and implement a Habitat RestorationKompensation Plan) would require that SCE would 
restore all areas disturbed by project construction, including temporary disturbance areas 
around tower construction sites, laydowdstaging areas, temporary access and spur roads, and 
existing tower locations that are removed during construction of the Proposed Project. Miti- 
gation Measure B-6a: (Develop a transplanting plan) would require that SCE prepare a trans- 
planting plan in compliance with both Arizona and California laws and regulations regarding 
native and sensitive plants, prior to project construction activities. As a result, biological 
resources impacts in San Timoteo Canyon would be Iess than significant. 

Cultural resources setting and impacts in the San Timoteo area are discussed in Sections 
D.7.3.3 and D.7.7.3, respectively. No known cultural resources were discovered within 
the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the CaIimesa and San Timoteo segment of the Pro- 
posed Project (see page D.7-82 of the Draft EIR/EIS); however, because there is the poten- 
tial to encounter unknown resources Mitigation Measures C-lc through C-5a should be imple- 
mented to ensure that impacts to cultural and paleontological resources would be less than 
significant. If a resource is discovered and cannot be avoided then that impact would be con- 
sidered significant (Class I). 

The wilderness and recreation setting for the Calimesa and San Timoteo areas is described 
in Section D.5.3.3 of the Draft EIWEIS. Potential impacts in the area are addressed in Section 
D.5.7.3 of the Draft EIWEIS and would be reduced to Iess than significant levels with the 
implementation of mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure L- la (Prepare Construction 
Notification Plan) in Section D.4.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS requires that SCE prepare a 
construction notification plan. Mitigation Measure WR- la  (Coordinate construction schedule 
and activities with the authorized officer for the recreation area) in Section D.5.6 of the 
Draft EWEIS states that no less than 40 days prior to construction, SCE shall coordinate 
construction activities and the project construction schedule with the authorized officer of 
the recreation areas listed in the measure. San Timoteo State Park has been added to the 
mitigation measure, thus requiring consultation prior to construction and the movement of 
towers. Mitigation Measure WR-la has been modified to add the following bullet: 

0 San Timoteo State Park 

A9-2 Please refer to Response A9- 1. 

Because the Proposed Project would be located in an existing corridor, existing access roads 
would be used to the maximum extent feasible. Loss of vegetation is addressed in Section 
D.2 (Biological Resources), and specifically Impact B-1 (Construction activities would 
result in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation), Impact B-6 (Construction 
activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed plants), and Impact B-8 (Construction 
activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals or a direct loss of habitat for 
sensitive plants) address the disturbance of vegetation and would be reduced to less than sig- 
nificant levels with the implementation of Mitigation Measures B- l a  (Prepare and imple- 
ment a Habitat RestorationKompensation Plan), B-6a (Develop a transplanting plan), and 
B-Sa (Conduct surveys for listed plant species). 
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A9-3 As discussed in Section D.2.6.1.6 of the Draft EIIUEIS under Impact B-7 (Construction activ- 
ities could result in the loss of listed wildlife or habitat), Mitigation Measure B-7f (Conduct 
focused surveys for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and San Bernardino kangaroo rat) would require 
surveys prior to the implementation of construction in all areas that support suitable habitat 
for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Calimesa and San Timoteo 
Canyon). 

In addition to Stephens’ kangaroo rat surveys pre-construction surveys would be required 
under the following proposed mitigation measures in Section D.2 (Biological Resources) of 
the Draft EIR/EIS as well: Mitigation Measure B-2a: Conduct invasive and noxious weed 
inventory); Mitigation Measure B-Sa(Conduct pre-construction surveys and monitoring for 
breeding birds); B-7b (Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys); Mitigation Measure 
B-7e (Conduct focused surveys for California gnatcatchers); Mitigation Measure B-8a (Conduct 
surveys for listed plant species); Mitigation Measure B-9a (Conduct pre-construction 
surveys); Mitigation Measure B-9d (Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys); Mitigation 
Measure B-9e (Conduct pre-construction surveys and owl relocation); Mitigation Measure 
B-9g (Conduct pre-construction surveys and relocation for American badger); and Mitiga- 
tion Measure B-9h (Conduct pre-construction surveys for roosting bats). 
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Comment Set A10 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish &Wildlife Service 

United States Depatmcnt of the Interior 
I W H  ANT) WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Sonny Bono Salton Sca Nationd Wildlifc Kel'uge Cmipplex 
906 Wes? Sinclair Koad 

Citliputrin, CA 02231-9744 
760-348-5278 FW 348-7245 

Mr. John Kalish, ULM 
d o  Aspen hvircmmeiibl Group 
235 Moiitgotnery Street, Suitc Y35 
Sim Ikmcisco, CA 94104 August 10, 2006 

This letter is intended to providc comment on the Draft Envinmmenbl Impact Kcport Ibr the 
Dcvcrs-YaloVd No.2 'i'msmisGon Line Pmjcct a. 1:Jr as it's potentid impact on the 
Coachellit Valley National Wildli re Refugc. 

First, a comnicnt on lhe urigins and stat&< ol'the Right of Way through the refbgc as 1 understund 
it: we arc aware 01' Southern C'difornia Edison's acquisition ol' Rights of Way crossing thwrrgh 
the mcntioited refuge in 1979 and ewlier for the purposes ol'opernting atid maintaining electrical 
transmission lines. ?'his prcclaks establishncnt ol' the refuge which occurred in 1985. IIowcvcr~ 
in the draft EIR on page R-45 it states "ln 1989, the BLM grantcd a ROW to SCE for thc DPV2 
transmission linc proposed ut that timc. This ROW includcs land niaimged by thc ULM and 
IISFWS." 'I'his discrepancy in date fiw the estublishcd ROW now is  probably of minor 
significance? in this mutter, howcver i t  should bc clarifed Ibr the record. 

Our main cuncern in thc proposed projcct is potentiill negative impacts on biological resourccs 
on the refuge. Gcncrally speaking, thxtcncd Coachella Vallcy fringe-lotxi lhrds  arc not found 
in the ROW m. However, flat-tdcd horned liards arc found in the ROW area and protecting 
this specks from negative impacts associated with powcr line ~cmstniction is our gmtesl 
conccrn. The Fish and Wildlifc Service reoyencd thc propcwd listing of flat-tailed horned iimrds 
undcr the Endangered Spccics A d  to public comment in April 2006. ln table D.2-6, Applicant 
Proposed Mwsures, AYM 8-35 ideutifics March 15 - May 15 as thc appropriate period for 
surveying for cithcr CVFTT, or FTl4L. March and April may bc a little w l y  in the ycar to 
adequfikiy bc ahle b locute E'I'HL. Uepnding on tcnipcrature, FTHL could be prcscnt but not 
detectablc. The d u g e  suggcsts hginniny survcys in May and continuing throughout the 
sumrncr a~ long as construction llrsk. Construction should not occur on the rcfuge outside the 
dctmtion period for I'I'HL. 

Alw rccommcndcd in APM B-34, "a quatilied biologist will. ..clew work ~ w e m  daily for 
C W L  and FTHI,. .." The mcthod isn't sjwified, but wc presume this includes establishing tl 
barricr on the bundary of the ROW and relocating lizards outside the KO W .so that they we not 
ablc to re-enter in the construction xone- 

A10-1 

A I  0-2 

A10-3 
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Comment Set AlO, cont. 
US. Department of the Interior, Fish &Wildlife Service 

hi tablc D.2-6, Applicant Proposed Measures, APM R-2 stipulntcs thal the introduction of' 
noxious weeds and/or other invasive species will be avoidcd through standard mciwures, 
"Avoid" alouc is not an appropriate standard for a construction project where soil disturbance 
wilI likely rcsull in weed cstahlishnient in many arcas. O n  refuge m s ,  we prefer avoidance with 
post-construclicm follow-up weed abatement the lidlowing Spring, prior (0 flowering or seed 
cstablishmeiit. This is a more pro-active apprwwh that can cnswe lhd comtmction activities do 
not cause the establishment of morc weds along thc KOW. 

We recognize SCE's KOW through the refuge for electricity distribution and look forward t c ,  
possibly working with SC'E on th is projcct. 't'hmk you for thc opporlunity to comtncnt on this 
pmjcct. 

Chris Schonanun 
Project I .eder 

A I  0-4 
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Responses to Comment Set A10 
US. Department of the Interior, Fish &Wildlife Service 

A10-1 The clarification in the date for the established ROW has been noted with the following 
footnote in Section B.3.3.1: 

Note that the USFWS, Coachella Valley National Wildlife Refuge, states that SCE acquired 
rights-of-way through the Refuge in 1979, which pre-dated the creation of the Refuge, 
which occurred in 1985. 

Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-132, Mitigation Measure B-7d) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

A10-2 

B-7d Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to fringe-toed lizard habitat. SCE shall 
purchase or enhance lands for all permanent loss of habitat that are within the 
Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard Critical Habitat unless otherwise directed by 
the USFWS Biological Opinion for the Proposed Project. Mitigation Lands shall 
be determined in consultation with the USFWS, CDFG, and CPUC. 

Surveys and monitoring for CVFTL and flat tailed horned lizards (FTHL) shall 
be conducted in all areas that support suitable habitat during the appropriate 
time and weather conditions to allow the detection of these species (May 1 through 
the end of summer). The duration of the surveys and monitoring shall coincide 
with the duration of construction activities in potential habitat for these species 
(particularly on the Coachella Valley Preserve) that occurs during the summer 
season. Construction shall not occur on the Preserve or in other potential habi- 
tat areas outside of the detection period for CVFTL or FTHL. 

Clearing work areas of CVFTL and FTHL in the Coachella Valley Preserve. 
A temporary fence or other effective barrier that does not allow lizards to enter 
the work areas shall be constructed around the perimeter of each of the work site 
in the refuge. Any lizards found within the barrier shall be relocated outside of 
the work areas by the qualified biologist. 

A10-3 Please refer to Response A10-2. 

A104 Section D.2.6.1.2 (page D.2-117, Mitigation Measure B-2b) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

B-2b Implement control measures for invasive and noxious weeds. SCE shall adhere to 
the BLM management guidelines for reducing the potential for the introduction of 
noxious weeds and invasive, non-native plant species on the BLM lands by imple- 
mentation of the following standards: 
0 Wash all equipment and vehicles. Vehicles and all equipment must be washed 

BEFORE AND AFTER entering all project sites unless otherwise directed in 
writing by the BLM. This includes wheels, undercarriages, bumpers and all parts 
of the vehicle. In addition, all tools such as chain saws, hand clippers, pruners, etc., 
must also be washed BEFORE AND AFTER entering all project e. For exam- 
ple, vehicles traveling into contaminated areas are the main dispersal mechanism 
for yellow star-thistle. All washing must take place where rinse water is collected 
and disposed of in either a sanitary sewer or a landfill. 
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0 Keep written logs. When vehicles and equipment are washed, a daily log must 
be kept stating the location, date and time, types of equipment, methods used and 
staff present. The log shall contain the signature of the responsible crewmember. 

0 Written logs will be available for CPUCBLM inspection and shall be turned in 
to BLM on a weekly basis. 

0 Post-construction weed abatement on the Coachella Valley Preserve. Post- 
construction follow-up weed abatement will be conducted on the work areas within 
the Coachella Valley Preserve. Weed abatement will be conducted during the 
Spring following construction and prior to when the weeds establish flowers or 
produce seeds. 
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a 
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Comment Set A l l  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF INDlAN AFFAIRS 
Southern California Agency 

1451 Research Park Or., Suite 100 
Riverside, CA 92507-21 54 

Telephone (951) 276-6624 Telefax (951) 276-6641 

Via facsimife: (800) 886-1888 

IN REPLY REFER T O  

AUG 1 1  2006 

CPUrnLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Mamgomery S a ,  Suite 935 
$an Francisco, CA 94104 

Re: Wers-Patb Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

Dear Ms. Blanchard and Mr. Wish: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed Dews-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transmission Line Project, which would potentidly span 278 miles with 176 d e s  located in 
Califimia and 102 miles in Arizona. We apprmiated the oppomity to meet with you and the 
project proponent on June 27,2006, regar-jurisdidod authorities for land held in trust by 
the United Sfates government on behalf of the Morongo Band of Mission Indians. 

We uaderstand that the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative has become the preferred alternative for 
the portion of the alignment west of the Devers Substation and that no tnast lands located on the 
Momqo Indian Resesvation will be impacted by implementation of the selected alternative- 
Should the preferred project alternative fix this section ofthe line become infeasible in the fittun 
and should the project proponent wish to revert to the West of Devers conidor alternative, we 
would encourage early consultation and coordination with the Morongo Tribe and the Bureau of 
Indian m i s ,  Southern California Agency. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to learn about your project. Please address questions 
or concerns about this letter to me or Lisa Northrop, Natural Resources Officer at (95 1) 276 
6624, ext. 222 or 254. 

Superintendent 
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cc. ' Nr. hhuhce Lyons, Morongo Band of Ivlissjon Indians 
Mr. Tom Lintoq Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

TAKE PRIDE 
INA'ERICA 
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A1 1-1 Should the West of Devers Upgrades be found feasible as a result of successful negotiations 
between SCE and the Morongo Tribe, the Bureau of Indian Affairs would be contacted. 
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A G U A  C A L I € N T €  B A N D  O f  C A H U I L L A  I N D I A N $  
TRIBAL P L A N N I N G  & D E V E L O P M E N T  

August 10,2006 

CPUC and BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery St., Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

RE: 
No. 20051 01 IO41 

Dear CPUC and BLM: 

ElFUElS for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (DPV2) [SCH 

The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians offers the following comments in opposition to the 
above-referenced project. Specifically, the Tribe is concerned with the preferred alternative for 
the West of Devers Segment that proposes to cross the boundaries of the Santa Rosa San 
Jacinto National Monument as well as Mt. San Jacinto. 

ElSlElR Exhibits 
All exhibits in the document show the boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation 
incorrectly. Because of these errors, the extent of the impacts to the Reservation are not fully 
analyzed in the document. The proposed project alignment crosses the boundaries of the 
Reservation. It is important to note that there are three types of land on the Reservation: fee, 
allotted trust and Tribal trust. The exhibits in the ElSlElR incorrectly i d e n t i  fee land on the 
Reservation as allotted and Tribal lands on the Reservation. Further, larger scale exhibits 
highlight only fee lands on the Reservation. The project crosses the Reservation through 
Sections 2 and 12, Township 4 South, Range 5 East, which total 1280 acres of Reservation 
land. 

Please include revised exhibits in the ElSlElR that accurately show the extents of the 
Reservation and off-Reservation Tribal Trust Land. The Tribe's Interim GIS Manager, Beckie 
Mintzer, can provide accurate mapping and can be reached at 325-3400 ~1911. I believe your 
representatives have communicated by email with Ms. Mintzer. This information can be verified 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Tribal Utility Ordinance 
In 1979 the Tribe adopted an ordinance that regulates the deVelODment of public utility Droiects 
within the Reservation. This project is required to secure approval of a Tflbal CondiGonaiUse 
Permit (CUP) prior to construction of the project through the Reservation or Tribally-owned 
property. As part of the CUP application, the project proponent is required to provide a written 
explanation of the direct benefit to be realized or gained by the Tribe or its member through 
allowing the project to use or cross lands within the exterior boundaries of the Reservation. 

The Tribal Public Utility Ordinance (Tribal Code Chapter 7.04) applies to "those lands within the 
exterior boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation ...* The ordinance also defines a 
public utility project as "any utility proje ct... including but not limited ta ... transmission lines...". 
The proposed project definition and location are such that the project proponent must secure 
approval of a Tribal Conditional Use Permit. 

6 5 0  E A S T  T A H Q U I T Z  C A N Y O N  W A Y ,  P A L M  S P R I N G S ,  C A  9 2 2 6 2  

T 760/325/3400 F 760/325/6952 A G V A C A L I E N T E . O R G  

A12-1 

A I  2-2 
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Southern California Edison has indicated to Tribal Planning and Development that the project's 
proponents disagree and that SCEs written response to the CPUC includes a citation of federal 
law supporting this contention. SCE is flat wrong in claiming that "the requirement of a CUP 
would be inconsistent with Federal Law, [and} is therefore, inapplicable." Tribal Planning has 
requested a copy of Southern California Edison's response, however, was informed by SCE on 
Friday, August 4, 2006, that the written response, which includes the citation, would not be 
available until late in the week of August 7 to August 11, 2006 (Lin Juniper, SCE Local Public 
Affairs Department, 760-202-4231). As the deadline for input on the Final EIWEIS is Friday, 
August 11, 2006, the inability of SCE to provide the purported citation(s) precludes a rational 
response to their objections by the Tribe within the stipulated time frame. However, 
approximately two miles of the proposed alignment traverses the jurisdictional area of Tribal 
Government, which has soverign authority over land use within the exterior boundaries of the 
Reservation. Such authority is recognized under federal law to include regulatory functions on 
all lands, United States trust and non-trust alike, that are situated within the boundaries of the 
Reservation as long as they do not conflict with Federal Law. It is obvious that SCE and their 
representatives are ignorant of Indian Sovereignty and Indian Law. It is typical of the 
uneducated to confuse Tribal land use regulation and Federal Trust property management. 

And lastly, the Tribe requests a correction to the Draft EIWEIS, section D5 Wilderness and 
Recreation, page D.5-54. The first bullet point on this page states "The 271.400-acre Santa 
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument was established by Congress in 2000 and 
is managed by the BLM (BLM and USDA Forest Service, 2004)." Additionally, the Monument is 
managed under a Cooperative Agreement between the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians "...to coordinate and cooperate in management of 
Federal Lands within and outside the external boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian 
Reservation within the.. . monument designation." (See attached.) The Final El WElS should 
properly reflect this. 

AGUA CALIENTE BAND 
OF CAHUILLA INDIANS 

TJD:jb 

Attachments 

C: Tribal Council 
Gary Stopp, Chief of Staff 
Margaret Park , Director of Planning 
Art Bunce, Tribal Attorney 
Dale Walters, Senior Engineer 

AGUA CALI€NT€ BAND Of CAHUll  A I N D I A N 5  

A12-2 cont. 
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7.03.010 

Chapter 7.04 

PUBLlC UTILITY PROJECTS 

Sections: 
7.04.010 Purpose. 
7.04.020 Definitions. 
7.04.030 Statement of findings. 
7.04.040 Use of the reservation for 

public utility projects. 
7.04.050 Conditional use permits. 

7.04.010 Purpose. 
This chapter has the following purposes: 
A. To insure and promote the health, wel- 

fare, and safety of the members of the Band 
through controlling land use and regulating 
development ofall the lands within the exteri- 
or boundaries of the reservation. 

B. To protect the present and traditional 
character of the reservation for the benefit of 
the members of the Band. 

C. To insure the quality of the environ- 
ment ofthe reservation forthe members ofthe 
Band by restricting the use of the lands within 
the exterior boundaries of the reservation by 
public utility projects which do not directly 
benefit and serve the members of the Band. 

D,. To promote the orderly growth and 
development of the reservation. (Ord. 7 Art. 1, 
1979) 

7.04.020 Definitions. 

For the purposes of this chapter the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

“Agua Caliente Band” or the “Band” means 
the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, a 
federally recognized tribe of Indians, acting 
through its duly constituted Tribal Council. 

”Agua Caliente Indian Reservation“ or the 
“reservation” means those lands within the 
exterior boundaries of the Agua Caliente 
Indian Reservation, as that reservation was 
established through: ( 1)  Executike Order of 
President U.S. Grant (May 15, 1876); (2) 
Executive Order of President Rutherford B. 
Hayes (September 29, 1877); (3) Executive 
Order of President Grover Cleveland (May 14, 
1896); (4) Executive Order of President The- 
odore Roosevelt (October 29, 1906); (5) 
Executive Order of President William H. Taft 
(January 5, 1911); (6) Executive Order of 
President Warren G. Harding (March 29, 
1923); and (7) the Mission Indian Relief Act 
(ActofcongressofJanuary 12, 1891126Stat. 
7l2), which are held in trust by the United 
States for either the Band itself, or for indivi- 
duals. 

“Land use authorization“ means any right- 
of-way, easement, land use permit, lease, or 
other form of permission which grants any 
right to use or cross lands within the bounda- 
ries of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation. 

“Nonconforming use” means a land use 
which is in existence as of the date of 
adoption of the ordinance codified in this 
chapter and which does not conform to the 
regulations of this chapter. To be in existence 
as of the date of the enactment of said ordin- 
ance, such use must have been completed and 
in being rather than in the process of comple- 
tion. 

“Public utility project” means any utility 
project or public works project, including but 
not limited to railroads, highways, electrical 
transmission lines, telegraph or telephone 
lines, pipelines, canals, aqueducts, water lines, 
sewage systems, flood control projects, and/or 
rapid transit projects. As defined herein “pub- 
lic utility project“ does not include those 
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individual senice or distribution facilities 
providing utility service to the lands within 
the boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian 
Reservation. 

"Tribal Council" means the duly elected 
Tribal Council of the Agua Caliente Band of 
Cahuilla Indians. (Ord. 7 Art. 2, 1979) 

7.04.030 Statement of findings. 
The Tribal Council hereby finds; 

determines, and declares the following facts: 
A. The reservation was established for the 

exclusive use and benefit of the Band and its 
members. 

B. The lands within the exterior bound- 
aries of the reservation are and have been 
crossed by an interstate highway, railroad 
tracks and rights-of-way, numerous electrical 
transmission lines, numerous pipelines, and 
other public utility projects, which projects 
occupy lands that were set aside for the sole 
use and benefit of the Band and its members 
and preempt the use of such lands for the use 
and benefit of the Band and its members. 

C. The proliferation of the various public 
utility projects on the reservation and the use 
of the reservation as a utility and transpor- 
tation corridor have had a negative impact 
upon the reservation and are detrimental to the 
health, safety, and welfare of the members of 
the Band as well as to the present and future 
interests of the Band and its members. 

D. The land use authorizations for the 
many public utility projects crossing the res- 
ervation lands extend, in most cases, for many 
years in the future, during which period the 
Band and its members will continue to suffer 
the adverse impacts and effects of these pro- 
jects. 

53 
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E. The use of the lands of the reservation 
for public utility projects is contra? to the 
purposes for which the reservation was 
created and interferes with the use of the 
reservarion by the Band and its members. 

F. It would be detrimental to the interests 
of the Band and its members to allow any 
additional public utility projects topass within 
the exterior boundaries of the reservation un- 
less those public utility projects will provide 
direct service and tangible benefits to the 
Band or its members. (Ord. 7 Art. 3, 1979) 

7.04.040 Use of the reservation for 
public utility projects. 

The following regulations shall govern the 
use of the lands within the exterior boundaries 
of the reservation for public utility projects: 

A. The lands within the exterior bounda- 
ries of the reservation may not be used for 
public utility projects except as provided in 
this chapter. 

B. Public utility projects in existence on 
the date of the adoption of the ordinance 
codified in this chapter are declared to be 
nonconforming uses under the terms of this 
chapter for the duration of their land use au- 
thorizations. 

C. Any alterations of existing land use 
authorizations which provide for additions to 
or changes in the land use authorizations for 
public utility projects which are in existence 
on the date of adoption of the ordinance codi- 
fied in this chapter shall be subject to the 
provisions of this chapter. 

D. Land use authorizations for any public 
utility projects in existence at the time of the 
adoption of the ordinance codified in this 
chapter shall be subject to the provisions of 
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this chapter at the espiration of their current 
land use authorizations. 

E. If an applicant desires to renew or 
otherwise extend the land use authorization 
for any existing public utility projects which 
are nonconforming uses under the terms of 
this chapter, the extension or renewal thereof 
shall be granted pursuant to the procedures set 
forth below for the granting of a conditional 
use permit. In such cases, the conditional use 
status shall extend only for the term of years 
that the Tribal Council grants for such a 
project. 

F. A nonconforming use shall be deemed 
discontinued or terminated under the terms of 
this chapter at such time as (1) its land use 
authorization expires and is not renewed or 
extended; or (2) it is aBandoned for a period 
of sixty (60) days; or (3) any term or condition 
of the land use authorization is violated or not 
followed; or (4) the land is not used for i t s  
authorized purpose for a period of sixty (60) 
days; or (5) its right-of-way grant is termi- 
nated pursuant to the provisions of Title 25 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 
161.19. 

G. No new or altered public utility pro- 
jects shall be built or allowed to operate on the 
reservation unless a conditional use permit is 
granted pursuant to the procedures set forth in 
Section 7.04.050. (Ord. 7 Art. 4, 1979) 

7.04.050 Conditional use permits. 

A. No new or altered public utility 
projects shall be allowed to operate on the 
reservation pursuant to currently existing land 
use authorizations or pursuant to any future 
land use authorization unless a conditional use 
permit is granted by the Tribal Council pur- 

suant to the procedures set forth in th i s  
sect ion. 

B. Any applicant desiring permission to 
cross or otherwise use the lands within the 
exterior boundaries of the reservation for a 
public utility project or to alter an existing 
project must make written application to the 
Tribal Council for a conditional use permit for 
said project at the same time as making 
application to the Band or the allottee for a 
land use authorization. Said written applica- 
tion shall be accompanied by application fees 
in the amount set by the Tribal Council pur- 
suant to subsection M of this section, and 
must include the following information: 

I .  Description of the proposed project; 
2. Explanation of the direct benefit to be 

realized or gained by the Band or its members 
through allowing the project to use or cross 
lands within the exterior boundaries of the 
reservation; 

3. Exact location of the proposed project, 
including a map thereof; 

4. Effect of the project on land uses of 
those lands adjacent to the proposed utility 
project; 

5. Effect of project on health and safety of 
persons living or working in vicinity of the 
project; 

6. Amount of land to be used for proposed 
project ; 

7. Compensation to be offered to the 
allottee(s) or Band for the use of land for the 
proposed project; 

8. Any other information desired by the 
Tribal Council that is included on the applica- 
tion for a conditional use permit which will be 
developed by the Tribal Council; and 

9. Any other relevant infomation. 
C. After said written application for a 

conditional use permit is submitted to the Tri- 
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bal Council, the Tribal Council shall 
determine: 

Whether the public utility project will 
provide a direct and tangible benefit to the 
Band or its members; 

Whether the project is in the general 
welfare and for the convenience of the mem- 
bers of the Band; 

3.  Whether the project will promote and 
not have detrimental effects on the interests, 
health, safety, comfort and general welfare of 
persons residing on the reservation; and 

4. Whether the use will not adversely 
affect adjoining lands. 

D. If the Tribal Council by a majority vote 
makes an affirmative finding on each of the 
factors listed in subsection C if this section, 
and determines, in addition, that it would be in 
the best interests of the Band and its members 
to grant a conditional use pennit for the said 
public utility project, then the Tribal Council 
may grant conditional use status to the public 
utility project. Prior to reaching its decision. 
the Tribal Council shall also solicit the views 
and input of the allottee(s) whose land is 
involved, which shall be considered in the 
decision-making process. 

E. The Tribal Council shall require that 
such conditions be placed on the conditional 
use permit as are necessary and in the best 
interests of the Band. 

F. I f  the Tribal Council does not make 
affirmative findings on all the factors listed in 
subsection C of this section, then the sponsor 
of the utility project shall be advised that the 
conditional use permit shall not be granted. 
The decision of the Tribal Council shall be 
final and nonappealable. 

G. A conditional use permit shall issue for 
a term of not more than twenty-five (25) years 
and may be revoked if new land uses develop 

I .  

2 .  
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that are incompatible with the use for which 
the permit \has obtained. 

H. If a public utility project is not begun 
within the time stated on the permit, or if no 
time is stated, then at the expiration of one 
year following the granting of a conditional 
use permit. said conditional use permit auto- 
matically shall be deemed to have expired. 

Any conditional use permit may be 
revoked by the Band acting through its Tribal 
Council if any of the conditions or  the terms 
of such permit are violated. I f  the Tribal 
Council finds that such a violation has 
occurred, it may either revoke the permit or 
give written notice of the violation to the 
permit holder. Said notice shall specify the 
violation and give the permit holder a 
prescribed time in which to correct the 
violation or appear before the Tribal Council 
and show that there is no violation or that 
additional time is necessary to make the 
correction. After a hearing on the matter, the 
Tribal Council may either revoke the permit 
or at its option give the permit holder a 
specific amount of time to cure the violation. 

If any modification ofthe utility project 
conditional use permit is necessary, then the 
applicant shall file a new application for a 
conditional use permit in accordance with the 
provisions of this section. 

K. If the public utility project for which 
such a conditional use permit has been granted 
has ceased to operate or has been suspended 
for one year, the Band, acting through its 
Tribal Council, may revoke the conditional 
use permit. 

L. N o  land use authorization shall be 
granted on tribal land for a public utility 
project unless that project has been issued a 
conditional use pennit by the Tribal Council. 

1. 

J. 
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M. The Tribal Council may set nonre- 
fundable fees to be paid to the Band by the 
applicant upon subinission of the application 
for a conditional use permit. These fees shall 
be set at an amount sufficient to cover the 
costs to the Band of reviewing and analyzing 
the application as well as processing the appli- 
cation. (Ord. 7 Art. 5, 1979) 
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COOPERATWE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR-BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
AND 

THE AGUA CAUENTE BAND OF C A H U I U  INDIANS 
FOR THE SANTA ROSA AND SAN JACINTO MOUNTAINS 

AGREEMENT NO.- 

1. STATEMENT OF JOINT OBJECTNES 

A. Purpose. This cooperative agreement is made and entered into between the 
USDI Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Agua Caliente Band of 
Cahuilla Indians, herein after referred to as. the ELM and the Tribe, 
respectively, to coordinate and cooperate in management of Federal lands 
within and outside the external boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian 
Reservation within the Santa Rosa and Sari Jacinto Mountains proposed for 
National Monument (Monument) designation. This relationship will provide 
for more consistent, effective, and collaborative management of these lands. 
Specific programs in natural resource management, land tenure adjustment 
and land use planning, will enhance the values underlying the proposed 
Monument designation. 

Objective. This agreement provides the mechanism to cowdinate land use 
planning, budget priorities, cooperative allocation of resources and 
development of long term resource management and programmatic goals 
between the signatories. The agreement is anticipated to improve BLM 
service to the community by increasing the effectiveness of land 
management efforts through cooperation, addressing Tribal issues, and 
developing mechanisms for increasing the effectiveness of Tribal 
government coordination and outreach efforts at all organizational levels. 
m e  agreement also provides a foundation for a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the BLM and the Tribe pursuant to 
authorities provided under Section 206 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act, as amended. The MOU provides the oppwtunity for the 
Tribe to acquire Federal lands. 
Authority. Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, Sections 202 
( C )(9) and 307(b), Public Law 94-579, provides that the Secretary of 
Interior may undertake programs of resource management through 
Cooperative Agreements with Indian Tribes. 

B. 

C. 
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D. Benefits. This cooperative undertaking will result in increased public land 
management Mektiveness, enhancement of natural resource program 
coordination, opportunity for joint public outreach, and a greater level of 
consistency and effectiveness in public and Tribal land use planning. This 
cooperative relationship provides the Bureau access to resources and 
services not othennn'se obtainable and to the contributed involvement of 
Tribal officials, planners, resource specialists and general membership, in 
public land management. This relationship is critical to providing a higher 
level of service and to enhancing cawdination and cooperation betwen the 
Tribal government and the BLM in the development of resource management 
programs, planning and opportunities. 

DEFINITIONS 

A BLM: Means the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, California State Office. May be referred to as the Bureau. 

TRIBE: Means the Tribal Council of the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Cooperative Agreement: Means this Cooperative Agreement. 

Agreement Area: Means all public lands managed by the BLM within the 
proposed Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument. 

SCOPE 

A. BLM agrees to: 

I. Coordinate and consult with the Tribe at least annually, to seek their 
participation and support in the development of public land use planning 
and public land management actions. 

2. Identify opportunities for development of initiatives to cooperatively 
initiate and conduct land management programs. 

3. Seek specific opportunities to actively involve the Tribe in public land 
management activities. 

4. Coordinate, organize, and assure appropriate government, professional 
and management involvement in programs within the scope of this 
agreement. 

B. The TRIBE agrees to: 

1. Coordinate and consult with BLM at least annually, to identify Tribal land 
management priorities, resources and opportunities for joint TriballBLM 
program development. 

2 
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2. Coordinate, organize, and assure appropriate Tribal professional and 
executive involvement in programs within the scope of this agreement. 

3. Identify and provide appropriate staff for planning and implementation of 
initiatives developed pursuant to this agreement. 

C. The BLM and the Tribe agree to: I 
1. Cooperate in program development. budget preparation, and planning. 

Conduct specific programs for BLM managers, professional staff, Tribal 
officials and other appropriate parties to address critical resource 
management, Tribal and agency program priorities and comprehensive 
program issues. 

2. Maintain a joint commitment to address areas of Tribal concern, 
including: 

a. The protection of the rights of the Tribe and the allottees to 
access, development, and enjoyment of their property, consistent 
with applicable Federal and Tribal laws and regulations. 

b. The need to identify, preserve, protect and, where necessary, 
recover cultural resources and artifacts. 

c. The need to identify, preserve and protect federal reserve water 
rights. . 

d. The need to preserve and protect cultural and traditional uses, 
including gathering and access to sacred places. 

3. Provide for review of projects, proposals, and management actions that 
may affect the other party's interests or management. 

4. Jointly Contribute to implementation of coordinated strategies to improve 
law enforcement efforts to protect natural and cultural resources, and to 
enhance public outreach services, within the agreement area. 

5. Meet at least annually to identify specific resource management, land 
tenure adjustment and joint management goals, including but not limited 
to: 

Implementation of a Memorandum of Understanding bebeen 
BLM and the Tribe for acquisition and exchange of lands within 
the proposed Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument. 

a. 
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b. Actively seek funding for joint management efforts, land 
acquisitions, and exchanges which meet the goals of this 
agreement. 

c. Undertake a cadastral survey and other land surveying and 
engineering tasks to support land management, acquisitions and 
exchanges. 

d. Complete a cultural resource survey of the proposed National 
Monument area to identify significant cultural resources, and 
provide for the management and protection of those resources. 

e. Provide technology and resources to accomplish the above goals. 

Iv. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

TERM OF THE AGREEMENT 

This Cooperative Agreement shall become effective on the date of signature of the 
BLM Field Manager and the Tribal Chairman and shall remain in effect until 
cancelled or modified as provided in Section VI. 

FINANCIAL SUPPORT 

This document does not authorize the transfer of funds or anything of intrinsic 
monetary value, nor does it confer upon any signatories the authority to commit the 
Federal Government to the expenditure of funds. It is anticipated that, at a Mure 
date, the transfer of funds will be necessary to implement the intent of this 
Cooperative Agreement. Such transfers must be accomplished by a separate 
appropriate procurement or financial assistance instrument. 

MODIFICATION OR TERMINATION OF THIS AGREEMENT 

This agreement may be modified, amended or supplemented by mutual consent of 
the patties. Either party may propose modification by notifying the other in writing. 
The parties agree to seek a mutually acceptable schedule to negotiate any 
modifications in the agreement. 

This agreement may be terminated oniy by mutual consent of the parties. 
Termination may be requested in writing by either party through notification of the 
other signatory. Notification shall indude a description of the basis for the request. 
The notified party shalt respond within 30 days, proposing a schedule to negotiate 
unresolved issues offered as the basis for termination. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Nothing in this agreement shall abrogate the statutory responsibility or other 
authority of either party signatory to this agreement. 

4 
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Comment Set A12, cont. 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilia Indians 

Each of the signatories warrants that he or she is authorized to enter into this 
agreement on behalf of the Party on whose behalf he or she has executed the 
agreement. 

VIII. COUNTERPARTS 

This agreement may be executed in counterpart originals and each copy will have 
the same force and effect as if signed by all the parties. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this agreement. 

APPROVALS: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTEfUOR 
BUREAU OF.LAND MANAGEMENT 

By: 

Field hanager 
South CoasffPalm Springs Field Office 

AGUA CAUENTE BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS 

Date 
Chairman, Tribal Council 
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Comment Set A12, cont. 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

August 18,2006 

Billic C. Blanchard, CPUC 
Johi Kalish, BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Monrgomcry Street, Suire 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 

RE: Extension of Public Comment for 117 Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Project, Agua Caliente Iridian Reservation, Palm Springs, Riverside Coirnty, CA 

Dear Sirs: 

Thc Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians appreciates your efforts to include the Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (TI-IPO) in your project. On checking the Agua Caliente Cult~iral 
Register, it is clear that a portion of the proposed project area identified above is located within 
the Agua Caliente Indian Resetvation boundaries, specifically Sections 2 and 12, Township 4 
South, Range 5 East, Curizeclrd Ciry t.J.S.G.S. Quadrangle map. Rased on the project location, 
Agua Caliente THPO requires the following: 

1. To insure that cultural resource information is current, the Agua Caliente THPO requires 
that an Archaeologist qualified according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and 
Guidclines pcrfonn a rccord search and appropriate level field investigations of the area 
prior to initiation of construction. 

a. Two copies of  all cultural resource documcntation, including site records, survey 
rcports (one copy bound, one loose) generated in connection with this project, 
other reports of investigations, record search results, maps, and site 
rccordshpdates, shall be forwarded to the TI-PO for review and comment. Any 
records forwarded to the Tribe will be permanently curated in the Agua Caliente 
Cultural Register. 

2 .  Given that buried resources tnay be present beneath the ground surface, an Approved 
Cultural Resource Monitor(s) shall be present during all ground disturbing activities 
(archaeological testing/data recovery and construction related actions). Should buried 
cultural deposits be encountered, the Monitor shall have the authority to halt destructive 
construction and shall notify a qualified archaeologist to investigate and, if necessary, to 
prepare a treatment plan, for submission to the State Historic Preservation Officer and/or 
the Agua Caliente THPOICultural Resource Coordinator for approval. 

A I  2-4 

A I  2-5 

A rccords check of tlic Agua Caliente Cultural Register shows that portions of the project have I A12-6 
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Comment Set A12, cont. 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

- I __ _ ”  - ~ - - ~  _ _  - . ~  ___ 
been subject to previous surveys. Our rccords do not show any culrural resources sites wi 
proposed propxt arca. Thc information on previous surveys was obtained through the 
Infotmation Center (EIC) located at University of California, Riverside. Your records 
EIC should reveal thc same information. 

Please contact our officcs for furthcr infoimation about Approvcd Cultural Resource Monitors. 
Again, the Agua Caliente Tribc appreciates your interest in our Tribal heritage. I f  you have any 
questions, please call tile at (760) 883-1368 or c-mail me at I.benav~~a~uacaIieritc 1x1. 

Sincerely, 
- T ”  - - _  

1 fl$C<+,I( i li [ai,” 
:.> Richaid M. Begay 
/,‘ f Director of Historic I’reservation 

AGIJA CAI,IENTE BAND 
O F  CAHUlLLA INDIANS 

c: Agua Calietite Cultural Register 

AGUA C A L I € N T €  BAND OF CAHU1Li.A I N D I A N 2  
A G U A C A L I E N T E . O R G  
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Responses to Comment Set A12 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Letter dated August 10, 2006: 

A12-1 The maps of the Proposed Project presented in Appendix 10 have been modified to show 
the correct boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation. The corrected maps are 
Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Sheets 36, 37, and 38 and West of Devers Sheets 2 and 3. The 
maps of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative in Appendix 1 (Figures Ap.1-8a and 1-8b) 
have also been updated. In addition, Figure B-7c (Agua Caliente Allottee Lands) has been 
updated to illustrate the correct boundaries for tribal properties. 

The attachment provided by the Agua Caliente Band of Tribal Code Chapter 7.04 is noted. 
EIWEIS Table A-4 (Permits of Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 
in Arizona and California) in Section A.3.4 of the EIWEIS includes the Agua Caliente 
Indian Reservation and states the following regarding the required permit: “Conditional Use 
Permit or a land acquisition process to be determined by consultations between Agua Caliente 
Tribe and SCE.” A note at the end of the table addresses the December 16, 2005 letter 
submitted by the Tribe to the CPUC and BLM regarding the 1979 Tribal Public Utility Ordi- 
nance. The issue is also discussed in Section D.4.6.7 of the Draft EIIUEIS (pages D.4-36 
and D.4-37). Implementation of Mitigation Measure L-lc would require that SCE provides 
proof of resolution of land acquisition issues for crossing Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians tribal lands 30 days prior to the start of construction. After discussions between BLM, 
SCE, and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians staff, Mitigation Measure L-lc has 
been modified as follows: 

A12-2 

L-le Provide proof of resolution of land acquisition issues for crossing of Agua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla Indians tribal lands. SCE shall negotiate in good faith to reach 
a mutually acceptable agreement with the allottee. If an agreement is reached, SCE 
shall consult and coordinate with the Planning Department of the Agua Caliente to 
provide the information and/or fees requested by the Planning Department regarding 
land use matters. If SCE and the allottee reach an agreement then SCE shall notify 
the PIanning Depmnent of the Agua Caliente, and if SCE and the Pladng Department 
agree on the legal requirements, including appropriate waivers, SCE shall notify the 
BLM and the CPUC of the agreement; however if SCE and the Planning Depdrt- 
ment are unable to reach an agreement, SCE shall notify the CPUC of the inability 
to reach agreement and the CPUC may hold a hearing within thirty days of notifica- 
tion. SCE reserves the right to institute eminent domain proceedings. SCE believes 
that a conditional use permit is not required. SCE 2 
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A12-3 The attachment of the Cooperative Agreement Between U.S. Department of Interior Bureau 
of Land Management and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians for the Santa Rosa 
and San Jacinto Mountains has been noted. Section D.5 (page D.5-54, first bullet) has been 
modified as follows: 

Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument. The 271,400 acre Santa 
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument was established by Congress 
in 2000 and is managed by the BLM (BLM and USDA Forest Service, 2004). Addi- 
tionally the Monument is managed under a Cooperative Agreement between the 
BLM and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (October 13, 1999) “...to 
coordinate and cooperate in management of Federal Lands within and outside the 
external boundaries of the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation within the.. .monument 
designation. ” 

Letter dated August 18, 2006: 

A12-4 The Areas of Potential Effect (APE) for the segments of the Proposed Project that cross the 
Agua Caliente Indian Reservation have already been surveyed intensively by archaeologists 
qualified under the Secretary of the Interior’s standards. As indicated in comment letter, 
there are no cultural resources identified on tribal land. Two copies of the cultural resources 
survey report will be forwarded to the THPO. If additional surveys on tribal lands are 
required for the project, those will be conducted in consultation with the THPO. 

A12-5 Mitigation Measures C-la and C-le have been modified as illustrated below to include a 
requirement for consultation with the THPO for any cultural resources management or mon- 
itoring on the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation. 

C-la Inventory and evaluate cultural resources in Final APE. Prior to construction 
and all other surface disturbing activities, the Applicant shall have conducted and 
submitted for approval by the BLM and CPUC (and the USFS, on San Bernardino 
National Forest land and the THPO on Agua Caliente land) an inventory of 
cultural resources within the project’s final Area of Potential Effect. The nature 
and extent of this inventory shall be determined by the BLM and CPUC in con- 
sultation with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and 
shall be based upon project engineering specifications. Results of this inventory 
shall also be filed with appropriate State repositories and local governments. As 
part of the inventory, the Applicant shall conduct field surveys of sufficient nature 
and extent to identify cultural resources that would be affected by tower pad con- 
struction, reconductoring activities, access road installation, and transmission line 
construction and operation. At a minimum, field surveys shall be conducted 
along newly proposed access roads, new construction yards, new tower sites, 
and any other projected areas of potential ground disturbance outside of the pre- 
viously surveyed potential impact areas. Site-specific field surveys also shall be 
undertaken at all projected areas of impact within the previously surveyed corri- 
dor that coincide with previously recorded resource locations. The selected right- 
of-way and tower locations shall be staked prior to the cultural resource field 
surveys. As part of the inventory report, the Applicant shall evaluate the signifi- 
cance of all affected cultural resources on the basis of surface observations and 
provide recommendations with regard to their eligibility for the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) or local registers. Preliminary determinations of NRHP 
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eligibility will be made by the BLM, in consultation with the CPUC and appropriate 
local governments, the USFS (on USFS land), and the appropriate S H P O z  
THPO. 

C-le Monitor construction. [2nd paragraph] Compliance with and effectiveness of the 
cultural resources monitoring plan shall be documented by the Applicant in a monthly 
report to be submitted to the BLM and CPUC, and, on San Bernardino National 
Forest, to the USFS, and on Agua Caliente land to the THPO, for the duration of 
project construction. In the event that cultural resources are not properly pro- 
tected by ESAs, all project work in the immediate vicinity shall be diverted by the 
archaeological monitor until authorization to resume work has been granted by the 
BLM and CPUC. The Applicant shall notify the BLM of any damage to cultural 
resource ESAs. The Applicant shall consult with the BLM and CPUC to mitigate 
damages and to increase effectiveness of ESAs. At the discretion of the BLM and 
CPUC, such mitigation may include, but not be limited to modification of protec- 
tive measures, refinement of monitoring protocols, data-recovery investigations, or 
payment of compensatory damages in the form of non-destructive cultural resources 
studies or protection. 

A12-6 Records searches and surveys for the Proposed Project resulted in findings that match the 
THPO’s records; there are no known cultural resources in the APE on tribal lands. The Bureau 
of Land Management will continue consultation with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians throughout the course of the project. The issue of Native American monitoring 
during construction will be one important subject of that consultation. 
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Comment Set A13 
US. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

6?3=&-? 
=?-5 

United States Department of the Interior 
TAKE PRIDE, 

Lower Colondo Regiodal Office "AMERICA 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

PO. Box 61470 
IN REPLY RC16Y To 

LC-2600 
ENV-1.10 

Boulder City, NV 89006-1170 

AUG 1 3 2006 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Bureau of Land Management 
c/o Aspen Envir0nment.d Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Subject: Comments on Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 T d s s i o n  Line Draff Environmental Impact 
RepoWEnvuonmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) 

Dear Project Managas: 

The Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Regional Office in Boulder City, Nevada received 
a hard copy and electronic disc of the DElIUEIS on May 18,2005. Our Phoenix Area Office 
also received an electronic copy of the document last week. We are submitting the folIowing 
comments and request: 

The text and figures in The DEIIUEIS are not detailed enough to clearly determiue the relative 
impact or resources affected by the proposal and alternatives on the lauds or -facilities managed 
by Reclamation. 

In order to provide more substantive comments, we requested more detailed information on the 
following occasions: 

On June 8", while atrending the informational meeting in Palm Desert., California, our Yuma 
Area Office staffmade a request to Mr. Claude Kirby and Mr. John Kalish of BLM's Palm 
Springs Office for detailed drawing of where the proposals crossed Iceclamation facilities at 
the Colorado River and the Central Arizona Project (managed from our Phoenix Area 
Office). 

On June 1 S", Mr. Roy Romines eom the Yuma Area Office sent Mr. Kirby an e-mail again 
requesting the drawings and providing him the new address of the Phoenix Area Office. 

To date, we have not received the requested idormation. 

Please be aware that Reclamation must review add approve project design plans wherever it 
crosses its facilities. If Reclamation Eacilities andor lands are impacted or authori-zation for 
crossing the same are required by Reclamation, environmental compliance with the National 
Environmentat Policy Act, National Historic Preservation Act, Endangered Species Act, and 
possibly other environmental laws could be facilitated by this EIIUEIS process XRcclamation is 
afforded coordination and concurrence. If not, further environmental compliance may be 
required. 

A13-1 
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Comment Set A13, cont. 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

In order to evaluate the scope of 'our involvement or impact, we request an extension of time to 
receive the requested information and respond. Please provide the infirmathk to Mr. Koontz, 
Realty Specialist, at out Phoenix Area Office, 6250 W. Thmderbird Road, Gl-e, Arizoaa 
853064001 ; and Mr. Romines, R d t y  Specialist, at our Yuma Area Office, 7301 W e  Aqua 
Salada, Yuma, Arizona 85364. If you have questions regardhg our request or conusents you 
may reach Mr. Koontz at 623-773-7247, Mr. IROmines at 9285434331 or Mr. Iohn Jamrog at 
our Regional office in Boulder City, Nevada at 702-293- 8675. 

W e  look forward to coordinating with Bureau of Land Management on tbis project. 

Sincerely, 
f 

w: Mr.JohnKalish 
EIWEIS Project Manager 
Palm Springs South Coast Field Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
690 West Garnet Avmw 
North Palm SpriagS, CA 92258-1260 

2 
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Responses to Comment Set A13 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

A13-1 On August 18, 2006 detailed maps (1 inch to 500 feet), along with an index, were sent to 
the Bureau of Reclamation. Table A 4  (Permits of Other Actions Required Prior to Construction 
of the DPV2 in Arizona and California) in Section A.3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes the 
Bureau of Reclamation and states that construction on or in land administered by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation would require a Right-of-way Grant (including CAP Canal). This 
permit to cross Bureau of Reclamation facilities would include review and approval of project 
design plans prior to approval. 

A13-2 Several maps and diagrams have been provided to the Bureau of Reclamation staff between 
August 15, 2006 and August 22, 2006. This includes a series of aerial photographs at a 
scale of 1 "to 500' showing tower locations, and preliminary engineering diagrams provided 
by SCE. The EIR/EIS team also provided the Bureau with graphics from the EIR/EIS 
Project Description that illustrate the types of towers that would be constructed. 
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Comment Set A14 
Forman & Associates, Attorneys at Law 

FORMAN & ASSOCIATES 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

4340 REDWOOD HIGHWAY, SUITE F228 
SAN RAFAEL, CALIFORNIA 94903 

TELEPHONE: (415) 491-2310 FAX: (415) 491-2313 

GEORGE FORMAN 
KIMBERLY A. CLUFF 

August 1 1,2006 

VIA E-MAIL (dpv2@aspenerr.com) ONLY 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Re: MoronPo Band of Mission Indians' Comments on D-PV2 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

In their May 2006 Draft Environmental Impact ReporVEnvironmental Impact Statement 
("EWEIS"), the California Public Utilities Commission and the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (collectively "Reviewing Agencies") describe and evaluate Southern California 
Edison's ("SCE) proposed D-PV2 project, which contemplates, in part, significant upgrades to 
approximately 50 miles of 230 kV transmission lines west of the Devers substation ("Proposed 
Project"). As required by the environmental review process, SCE also proposed an alternative to 
its West of Devers segment ("D-V Alternative"). The Proposed Plan depends on SCE and the 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians ("Tribe") negotiating a renewal of SCE's rights-of-way to a 
nearly 5 mile stretch of Tribal land over which its transmission lines currentIy (and under the 
Proposed Project, would) tun. The D-V Alternative would not cross Morongo land and thus 
could be constructed without negotiating with the Tribe. 

~ 

Proposed Project in several respects,' SCE has decided, since the issuance of the EIREIS, to 
pursue the D-V Alternative rather than its originally Proposed Project. The D-V Alternative 
offers few advantages over the Proposed Project while creating several "significant and 

Though the Reviewing Agencies concluded that the D-V Alternative was inferior to the 

' ES 63-64. All subsequent page references are to the May 2006 EIWEIS. 

A14-1 

Final EIR/EIS A-92 October 2006 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set A14, cont. 
Forman & Associates, Attorneys at Law 

CPUCIBLM 
August 11,2006 
Page 2 

unavoidable impacts112 as well as the prospect of considerable delays to accommodate "the 
extensive permitting and coordination with relevant federal land management agen~ies."~ In light 
of these considerations, the Tribe suggests that it is premature to conclude that SCE should be 
allowed to pursue the D-V Alternative option. Rather, the Tribe respectfully asks the Reviewing 
Agencies to postpone a final decision for a period of 12 months, during which time the Tribe will 
continue negotiating with SCE concerning the latter's rights-of-way across tribal land. Assuming 
an agreement is reached, SCE could go forward with its original Proposed Project, a result that 
would have great potential benefit for the environment, the parties, and SCE's ratepayers. 

Presently, SCE enjoys the use of a combination of rights-of-way 450 feet wide across 
nearly 5 miles of Morongo tribal lands to accommocbte SCE's 230 kV transmission lines West of 
Devers. SCE's Proposed Project contemplates making significant upgrades to the lines within 
this right-of-way corridor. Specifically, SCE would: 

0 Remove two existing single-circuit 230 kV lines [Devers-San Bernardino 

Replace those two lines with a new double-circuit 230 kV line; 
Reconductor an existing double-circuit 230 kV line for a distance of 40 

No. 1 and Devers-Vista No. 11; 
0 

0 

miles between Devers Substation and San Bernardino Junction in San 
Bemardino County, California [Devers-San Bemardino No. 2 and Devers- 
Vista No. 21; 
Reconductor 4.8 miles of a 230 kV transmission line between San 
Bernardino Junction and Vista Substation, also located in San Bernardino 
County, California; and 
Reconductor 3.4 miles of a 230 kV transmission line between San 
Bemardino Junction and San Bemardino Substation located in San 
Bernardino County, California? 

0 

The Devers-San Bemardino No. 1 230 kV line, which SCE proposes to remove and 
replace with a new double-circuit 230 kV line, operates on a right-of-way pursuant to a tribal 
license that expires in 2010.5 That license provides that SCE was to begin negotiations with the 
Tribe to renew its rights in 2008. The right-of-way for SCE's Devers-Vista No. 1 230 kV line 
also expires in 2010. The rights-of-way for SCEs other 230 kV lines that cross the Tribe's 

' ES63. 
' C27. 
' ES 7;  B 14. 

That same license authorizes the Banning-Garrett-Maraschino I 15kV line to operate until September 
2010. The right-of-way for that line expired in 2005. 

A14-1 cont. 
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Comment Set A14, cont. 
Forman & Associates, Attorneys at Law 0 

0 

0 

CPUCBLM 
August 1 1,2006 
Page 3 

Reservation - Devers-San Bemardino No. 2 and Devers-VistaNo. 2 - expire in 2019. SCE also 
owns and operates several 1 15 kV electrical transmission lines across Tribal land, including 
those that provide transmission for various wind generation facilities east of the Reservation. 
The remaining 1 I5 kV lines are on rights-of-way that expire on various dates between 2010 and 
2019. 

Because SCE's tribal licenses and rights-of-way expire in 2010 and 2019, SCE and the 
Tribe stifl must negotiate renewals in order to make SCE's West of Devers upgrades feasible, 
particularly to the extent that SCE may need to upgrade those facilities in any event, whether to 
accommodate increased demand within its service area, or to meet the needs of other proposed 
generation or transmission projects that would send power through or near Devers.6 Otherwise, 
SCE would have no choice but to pursue the D-V Alternative, which does not cross tribal land 
and thus would not require SCE to renew its rights-of-way across the Tribe's Reservation, but 
which will not be adequate to alleviate the congestion that will occur as demand for transmission 
capacity West of Devers increases. Thus, the successfil negotiation of renewals of SCE's current 
rights-of-way across Tribal land potentially has critical ramifications far beyond the D-PV2 
project for Southern California energy consumers and their suppliers. 

Apart from facilitating the delivery of power from SCE's own and other currently- 
proposed sources of generation, the Proposed Project clearly is the preferred option because it 
would create several "beneficial impacts [that] would not occur if the [D-V Alternative] were 
construed."' For example, the Proposed Project would offer "improved views at three visual 
resources viewpoints. And because the Proposed Project would necessitate renewal of SCE's 
rights-of-way, the "project operation would provide revenue to the Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians."' 

By contrast, the D-V Alternative' has little to recommend it, other than that it would 
avoid the Tribe's Reservation" and thus, for the moment, defer the need to negotiate a renewal of 
SCE's rights-of-way. In addition, the D-V Alternative would not entail removing any existing 
transmission line towers and would therefore require the disposal of less waste. Yet, the D-V 
Alternative's few potential advantages are dwarfed considerably by its drawbacks. As the 

' E.g.. Slythe Energy, Desert-Southwest, Imperial & Imgation District, and Los Angeles Dcpartmcnt of 
Water & Power. ' 

ES63. 

ES 63. 

' C27. - 
lo But not the Agua Caliente Reservation. 
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Comment Set A14, cont. 
Forman & Associates, Attorneys at Law 

CPUUBLM 
August 1 1.2006 
Page 4 

Reviewing Agencies recognized, not only would the D-V Alternative "not eliminate any 
significant impacts of the Proposed Project," but "it would create the following additional 
significant and unavoidable impacts:" 

Visual Resources: Increased visual contrast and skylining fiom 5 key 

Visual Resources: Inconsistency with BLM and San Bernardino National 

Wilderness and Recreation: Operation would change the character of a 

Noise: Permanent noise levels along the [right-of-way] would increase 

hazards to fire-suppression aircraft that must navigate treacherous 

viewpoints along Devers-Valley alternative; 

Forest scenic criteria; 

recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value; 

due to corona noise from operation of the transmission lines;" 

canyons traversed by the line. (These hazards were the subject of U.S. 
Forestry Service and the California Division of Forestry and Fire 
Protection concern when Devers-Vista No. 1 was proposed.) 

0 

. 
0 

Though these negative impacts would not render the D-V Alternative technically 
unfeasible, they likely would lead to numerous delays and uncertainty. For example, "the D-V 
Alternative would require a Special Use authorization from the USDA Forest Service for the 
portion of the [project] located on National Forest System lands."'* The Forest Service, in turn, 
would need to ensure that the authorization, if granted, complied with NEPA - hardly a sure 
thing. Because the D-V Alternative likely "would not be consistent with Forest Plan direction for 
desired landscape characters or scenic integrity objects,"" the D-V Alternative might.wel1 
implicate, and thus require amendments to, the following plans: 

San Bemardino National Forest Land Management Plan 
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument Proposed 

Memorandum of Understanding between Bureau of Land Management, 

. 
Management Plan and Final EIS 

Forest Service, and the Pacific Crest Trail Asso~iat ion. '~  

I '  ES 63; D.5 60. 

'' C 26. 
l 3  C 27. 

l4 C 27. 
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Comment Set A14, cont. 
Forman & Associates, Attorneys at Law 

CPUCBLM 
August 1 1,2006 
Page 5 

In sum, these considerations would not render the alternative plan unfeasible, but "construction 
could be delayed due to the requirement for extensive permitting and coordination with relevant 
federal land management agen~ies."'~ 

A14-4 cont. I 
When one weighs the anticipated environmental benefits and drawbacks of SCE's 

options, the balance tips heavily in favor of its original Proposed Project. When one factors in 
the potential benefits arising from other currently proposed transmission projects that would rely 
on SCE's West of Devers operations on Tribal land, the choice becomes even clearer. Only the 
current absence of renewed rights-of-way stands in the way of realizing these rewards. In light of 
these considerations, the Tribe believes it is premature to conclude that the D-V Alternative 
merits selection over the Proposed Project. The Tribe proposes that the Reviewing Agencies 
postpone a decision on SCEs proposed transmission plans for a period of 12 months, during 
which time the Tribe will continue negotiating with SCE to renew the latter's rights-of-way 
across Tribal lands. Assuming the parties reach an agreement, SCE can pursue its Proposed 
Project and, with it, realize the manifold environmental benefits recognized in the EWEIS. 
Southern California's energy consumers will also benefit, not just in the short-term fkom D-PV2 
but in the future, as SCE's West of Devers infrastructure and rights-of-way facilitate other 
transmission projects' delivery of power to the region. If the parties cannot come to terms, SCE 
will have lost only a few months to pursue an inferior option. Under the circumstances, this 
seems a small price to pay. 

As to the potential impacts on the Tribe's cultural resources, presently there is insufficient 
data on which to base any recommendations for either the Proposed Project or the A-V 
Alternative.16 Given the importance of these issues, the Tribe requests that SCE consult it on any 
matters potentially impacting the Tribe's cultural resources as they arise during construction of 
whichever project is ultimately selected, but in no case shall such consultation occur after SCE 
has already treated or otherwise disposed of the cultural resources(s) at issue. 

Sincerely, 
/ 

Is C27. 

l6 See DPV2 DraA EIR-EIS Public Meetings and Hearings: Cultural Resources (June 2006.) 
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Forman & Associates, Attorneys at Law 

A14-1 

A14-2 

A14-3 

A14-4 

A14-5 

Negotiations between the Morongo Tribe and SCE regarding the Right-of-way Grant/Easement 
are independent of the EIR/EIS process. This EIR/EIS complies with the requirements of 
CEQA and NEPA and evaluates the environmental impacts of the project as proposed by 
SCE. The EWEIS is one component of the decision-making processes related to the Proposed 
Project. The commenter’s request for a 12-month extension on the decision will be taken 
into consideration by the CPUC’s Administrative Law Judge, CPUC Commissioners, and 
the BLM, who as the decision-making bodies have the power to grant that extension. 

The existing transmission lines crossing the Morongo tribal lands in the 450-foot ROW and 
their associated license expiration dates have been noted. 

The letter is correct that the existing transmission lines have rights-of-way expiring in 2010 
and 2019, and that SCE will have to negotiate with the Tribe in order to retain those lines. 
However, if the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative is constructed as a result of the approval 
of the DPV2 Project, future renewals of the existing West of Devers transmission line 
rights-of-way will be completed outside of this EIR/EIS process. 

The commenter is correct regarding the environmental disadvantages of the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative in comparison to the proposed West of Devers upgrades. The EWEIS sup- 
ports this stated conclusion; Section E and the Executive Summary (Section ES.5.2.3) state 
that the proposed West of Devers Upgrades were found to be environmentally superior/ 
preferable unless determined to be infeasible, in which case the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alter- 
native would be constructed. 

The commenter’s preference for the Proposed Project has been noted. Please refer to Responses 
A144 and A14-1. BLM is in the process of completing the government-to-government 
consultation with the affected Native American groups, including the Morongo tribe. That con- 
sultation will determine if there are any TCPs within the segment on Tribal land that could 
be impacted. As discussed in Section D.7.7 of the Draft EWEIS, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure C-3a (Complete consultation with Native American and other Traditional 
Groups) should reduce any impacts to TCPs to a level that is less than significant (Class 11). 
This measure would require Native American consultation and appropriate treatment of 
Native American resource values prior to, during, and after construction of the project. 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, San Bernardino National Forest 

United States Forest San Bernardino National Forest 602 South Tippecanoe Ave 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
Phone: 909-382-2600 
F ~ x :  909-383-5770 
TTD: 909-383-5616 

File Code: 2720 

Date: &j6 1 1 2006 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 941044 

Dear Project Managers : 

RE: Draft EIR/EIS Southern California Edison Comuanv’s Avulication for the Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 Transmission Line Proiect: SCH #2005110104/EPA OEPC Control No. DES-06-20 

As a cooperating agency on the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project, the USFS 
wishes to offer the following comments in response to the Draft Environmental Impact 
StatementReport (DEISR, May 2006). We would also like to arrange a meeting with the 
APUC and BLM at their earliest convenience to discus in depth our comments. 

Land Use 

Much of the mountainous terrain north and south of the San Gorgonio Pass Utility Corridor is 
located within the San Bernardino National Forest. Land ownership patterns in the Pass are such 
that any transmission line route must cross lands within the Forest or lands of the Morongo Band 
of Mission Indians. With that being the case, in 1984 the preferred route for the then proposed 
Devers-Valley No.1 500 kV transmission line easement was across Morongo tribal lands. 
Permission to cross was not granted so an alternate route was selected crossing 1.8 miles of 
National Forest System Lands within the then proposed San Jacinto Wilderness Addition. An 
easement was issued May 30, 1985 and the line constructed. The U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
(USFS) understands a similar routing situation exists for the construction of the Devers-Palo 
Verde No. 2. 

The USFS issued the authorizing document for the Devers-Valley rights-of-way through the San 
Bernardino National Forest for a 30 year period beginning May 30,1985. The Forest Service 
granted the easement under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 “for a right- 
of-way for the construction, operation and maintenance of the Devers-Valley 500 kV 
transmission line.” The area authorized is limited to 330 feet in width with the authorization 
ending December 31,2015. but is renewable provided SCE will comply with the then-existing 
rules and regulations and is compatible with then-existing land use plans governing the 
occupancy and use of National Forest System lands. 

The “Morongo Bypass” crossed portions of the San Bernardino National Forest that was 
designated San Jacinto Wilderness Addition in the California Wilderness Act. The California 
Wilderness Act provided that if the power line right-of-way crossed the Wilderness, the 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
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easement area would cease to be a part of the Wilderness. Notice to that affect was to be 
published in the Federal Register. Mitigation measures identified in the EIS were required as 
conditions of the right-of-way grant. These mitigations included helicopter access during 
construction and maintenance in lieu of road construction. Non-specular materials were to be 
installed, and tower sitting to be consistent with National Forest management objectives written 
at that time. 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative proposes to construct a new 500 kV transmission line north 
of existing lines and within the existing easement. The USFS intends to use the Devers-Palo 
Verde No. 2. Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) to: 1) Approve the construction of 
the new Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission line with fiber optic attachments as disclosed in the 
FEE, 2) Amend the existing Southern California Edison authorization (easement) for raptor, 
visual, and tower placement modifications, and, 3) Issue a new authorization (easement) to 
Southern California Edison covering all improvements within the existing easement, including 
3rd party fiber optic attachments for a 50 year term, updated annually through an operation and 
maintenance plan. 

Visual Resources 

Currently, the existing Devers-Valley 500 kV 4ine is a powerline that crosses approximately 1.8 
miles of National Forest System land within an area designated as the San Jacinto Wilderness. 
Outside the wilderness boundary are apparently private lands but they are within the Santa Rosa 
& San Jacinto Mountains National Monument Lands. The comments on the Visual Quality are 
concerned with National Forest System Lands but the comments on the Pacific Crest Trail are 
both within the National Forest as well as the private lands outside the National Forest System 
boundary. 

Visibility of Existing Transmission line 
The current transmission line is seen from 4 important viewpoints of which the Forest Service 
Visual Management System Defines as Concern Level 1 and are listed in the order of importance 
of concern. 

First, the silhouette of the towers is seen from the Pacific Crest Trail from within the National 
Forest in Sections 28 and 29. The towers are seen along side of the hill immediately east of 
Snow Creek and prominently as they cross the ridge. Since the movement of recreation hikers is 
slow, in both directions and the trail switches back and forth across a neighboring ridge, the 
views are often, obvious and direct. 

A15-1 cont. 
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The top of the ridge and midsfopc are 
obvious from lower trail - light angle 

Second, i s  the view from the Pacific Crest Trail north out side the National Forest System lands 
out but south of the cmssing point of L I Q .  The towers are obvious during cenain light 
conditions on the cast slope of the ridge immediately west of Snow Creek village. The line 
descends the slopc: and crosses the Trail and at least 5 towers ure very obvious west of the trait. 

Third, the silhouette of the tower line as it crosses the top of the ridge as seen from both 
directions of 1-10 most of the time and on the east slope of the ridge west of Snow Cmek at 
certain light conditions. The lattice tower structures are seen from both directions of travel by 
driver and pasmngers who view the grandcur of the San Jacinto Mountains. This is an obvious 
view jn the driver’s cone of vision at some limited points but is not an obvious direct view at all 
times. The primary seen periods would be by passengers viewing the San Jacinto MounUxin - a 
long term view potentially viewed by many people but not a large prominent view. 

F r m  Snow Creek , each tower on the 
east slope is visible and the crossing 
of the ridge is highly silhouetted, ̂ I 

From 1-10 the tower silhouettes can be Seen. 
many points. 
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Foflh, is the view from the development of Snow Creek. The towers on the west slope of thc 
ridge inside the wilderness are visible from some viewpoints in about 1/3 of the houses. Outside 
the National Forest System lands dong the west slope of the ridge east of the  village the towers 
are obvious. 

Fifth, the view from rhe community of Ctibmon on the east side to the ridge includes most of thc 
towers at the top of thc ridge, and in the right light, rhe line and towers descending the ridge can 
be seen by most of the community (e& the silhouetted towers and in the afternoon light, all 
towers descending the ridge). 

Silhouetted tower from Cabazon 
close to ridge. 

Scenic Integrity Objectives 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

0 
Comment Set A15, cont. 
US. Department of Agriculture, San Bernardino National Forest 

0 

0 
October 2006 A-101 

Within the National Forest System lands, the tmnsmission line corridor is within the wilderness 
area and is mapped on in the Forest Land Management Ran as “Very High”. This SI0 (Scenic 
Integrity Objective) definition is “(Unaltered) ... refers to landscapes where the valued landscape 
characteristic is intact with only minute if any deviations.” 

However, the California Wilderness Act of 1984 provided that when the transmission line was 
consemcted, the easement would he withdrawn from the wil&rnes. In a letter dated February 
16,1992 the San Bernardino Forest Supervisor noted the existence of a May 30, 1985 30 year 
easement granted fo SCE for construction, operation and maintenance of 8 tmnsmission line with 
an assumed width of 330 feet. A notice in the Federal Register in 1991 published this official 
withdrawal from the Wilderness System. However, when mapping the SlO’s for the new Forest 
Plan, this change of management status wtls not noted and should have been. 

This easement with the power line does not meet the definition of ‘Very High” and there me no 
intentions to upgrade it or manage it to that guideline. Immediately east and contiguous to the 
section of land designated with the SI0 of ‘‘High” the landscape character ‘appears slightly 
altered’. Noticeable deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture and 
pattern common to the landscape character so completely and at such scde they are not evident.” 
It i s  reasonablc to manage the easement to a high standard to allow the current activity but 
maintain high visual standards compatible with the contiguous lands. 
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Comment Set A15, cont. 
U S  Department of Agriculture, San Bernardino National Forest 

Until the proposed transmission line upgrade called attention to this parcel, the difference in land 
status was not known. Since the easement is not part of the wilderness, it is logical to upgrade 
the SI0  map to conform with existing visual management standards where it would have been 
assigned. This should be a map correction to the SI0 map. 

Expected Visual Effects of Proposed Action 

Some visual disturbance or change from an existing natural view can be. partially mitigated if the 
physical conditions of form, line, color and texture of the proposed action can match the existing 
form, line, color and texture of the backdrop. The relative ability of a landscape to accept human 
alterations without loss of scenic quality is called Visual Absorption Capability. 

The 3 areas of concern are: 

Desert flat: Obvious and more noticeable than the existing single tower. There is almost no 
Visual Absorption Capability in this area since the towers are single large vertical elements in a 
predominately horizontal view plain. There are no desert flat areas affected in National Forest 
System lands so this is not an issue but it does affect the Pacific Crest Trail, Cabazon, and 1-10. 

Mid-slope: The extra line would increase the area of visual impact by double or more 
depending on the slope. However there is significant Visual Absorption Capability in the slope 
since the new towers would probably be viewed against the mid-slope. In some light the towers, 
with the right color, could blend into the backdrop of the highly patterned slope. However the 
lines would be noticeable since they do reflectlglint in most light and have an incompatible line 
for a long distance. There are mid-slope areas in National Forest lands that can be seen from the 
Pacific Crest Trail. Off the National Forest, communities in Snow Creek, Cabazon and the 
Pacific Crest Trail outside the National Forest would have strong potential to have the visual 
quality of the view shed negatively impacted. 

Ridge Crossing: The towers silhouetted against the open sky are highly visible with no Visual 
Absorption Capability except darkness and fog. The proliferation of tower structures will 
increase their visibility as seen from all previously discussed points of view. The best 
opportunity for limiting the towers visibility is to reduce the silhouetted to more closely hug the 
mountain ridge. 

Proposed Mitigation to Reduce Visual Impact on NFS Lands 

The definition of Visual Impact is a change from the existing form, line, color and texture of an 
existing natural condition. The magnitude of the impact is based on the time of viewing, angle 
or view relative to the viewer, and extent of change. The goal of the Forest Service Scenery 
Management System is to assign values of existing and proposed scenery character according to 
a priority of existing character, intended uses and values of the expected audience. 

A15-3 cont. 
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The LMP mapped SIO’s assign the relative change that should be allowed for proposed uses of 
the natural forest which create changes. The SI0 of High expects that the intended action, as 
well as the existing condition, “appear unaltered.” This means that if you look at the landscape 
on a casual basis the introduced feature would not leap out as immediately noticeable. Given 
time to study, the feature could be discerned from the natural landscape; this would be the goal 
of the mitigation proposed. 

The existing condition of the towers fit the Moderate, or lower, SI0 definition in that the 
landscape with the tower silhouettes and color is usually obvious to the casual view although the 
land base is not drastically changed. It also follows that to achieve the SI0 of high for the new 
transmission line, the existing lines need also to be altered to help moderate the total impact for 
the new line to attempt to reach the goal of High SIO. 

The following mitigation measures are suggested to conform to the expected impacts to 2 areas 
of concern on National Forest System Lands. 

Common treatment of all areas: 
0 All transmission lines should have a permanent coloring of dark gray. 

All towers not back-dropped on mid-slope should have permanent coloring of cool mid 
gray (battleship gray). 

Mid-slope: 
0 

0 

All towers and concrete bases on slopes which could serve as backdrops (mid-slope) 
should be painted olive drab. 
Tower pads should be left uneven without leveling. 
No construction roads should be built. 
Towers should be constructed by air support. 

Ridge Crossing and Mid-slope: 
Towers should be constructed of lower profile to closer “hug” the top of the ridge to 
avoid tower silhouetting. 
Graphic studies from dominate view sites should be used to best place towers where they 
would be best back dropped from expected viewing points. 
All’towers and concrete bases on slopes which could serve as backdrops (mid-slope) 
should be painted olive drab. 
Tower pads should be left uneven without leveling. 
No construction roads should be built. 
Towers should be constructed by air support. 

0 

* 

Pacific Crest Trail outside NFS Lands: 

According to 1971 and 1972 Memorandums of Agreement between Forest Service, National 
Park Service and Bureau of Land Management, the Forest Service is responsible for management 
and development of those trail segments outside National Parks and not within the designated 
BLM administered areas. The Forest Service asserts that the trail between the Forest and 1-10. 
and inside the Monument Boundary, is managed by the Forest Service. 
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The Forest direction in the Land Management Plan (Part 11- page 100) reads: 
SBNFS7 - Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail - Protect scenic value in accordance with adopted 
scenic integriq values. Protect foreground view from the footpath, as well as the designated 
viewpoints. Where practicable, avoid establishing unconfonning land uses with the view shed of 
the trail. 

The trail is crossed by the existing transmission line in the Desert Hats zone. The crossing has 
the hiss of the corona and the towers on both sides are visible. The additional line will increase 
the sound and duration of corona as will as add to the negative visual impact of the area. This 
trail in not in wilderness at this point but it is in a natural setting. Views and sounds from 1-10 
are part of the setting. The towers are a negative impact but the direction of the Pacific Crest 
Trail guide points out: “The existence of the trail in general will not dictate the management of 
lands it traverses. Rather, the management of the trail will reflect the management of the 
adjoining lands.” Direction is also to mange the trail as a Sensitivity Level 1 and with the Visual 
Quality Objective of Retention (comparable to the S I 0  of High). 

Proposed visual mitigation for the Pacific Crest Trail is: 

0 

0 

Where towers could be practically back dropped, utilize mitigation suggested for Mid- 
slope and Ridge Crossing on National Forest System Lands. 
Do not cross the PCT with construction roads - remove any existing. 
Locate towers so the PCT is in the middle of the span (if this does not involve placement 
of extra or taller span towers to accomplish such action). 

Wilderness and Recreation 

There has been some concern that lands adjacent to Wilderness are only suitable for compatible 
uses. However, according to Congress they did “not intend for the designation of Wilderness 
Areas to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around any Wilderness area. 
The fact that non-Wilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within a 
Wilderness area shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of the 
Wilderness area.” 

Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument: within the San Jacinto 
Wilderness 
According to the National Monument Management Plan no utility comdors were identified 
within the National Forest System lands of the Monument. However, the Devers- Valley line 
had been approved and constructed in 1985. Pertinent text in the Plan addresses activity of this 
nature as follows: “Impacts to the resources that the National Monument was established to 
protect are analyzed according to NEPA upon receipt of an application for a right-of-way”. 
Impacts to visual resources are included in such an analysis as addressed in a previous section of 
these comments. The Plan further states, ‘No adverse impacts to utilities or public services 
would result from any of the Monument Plan alternatives.” The routing shift of Devers-Valley 
No. 2 to the Devers-Valley power line rights-of-way displayed in Alternative 2 is consistent with 
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the current National Monument Management Plan which states, “Existing special uses are 
expected to continue (Non-Recreation Special-Uses).” The Devers-Valley rights-of-way was in 
place prior to creation of the Monument. No dimensional changes nor type of use are proposed 
to the easement in the DEIS. 

Cultural and Paleontoloeical Resources 

We find that if implemented, the protection measures described in Table D.7-34 (pp. D.7-125 
through D.7-134) are adequate and sufficient to identify and protect sensitive cultural resources. 
With regard to proposed Mitigation Measure C-le (p. D.7-128), copies of monthly reports sent to 
BLM which document monitoring efforts, should be sent to the San Bernardino National Forest 
(SBNF) if the effected lands are on SBNF property. 

As noted on page D.7-112, approximately 50% of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of the 
Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative located on the SBNF has not been surveyed for cultural 
resources. For the purposes of this project, the entire APE should be surveyed. The permittee 
proposes to survey the un-surveyed portion of the APE. We agree with this approach. However, 
we suggest that any portions of the APE that have been surveyed in the past be resurveyed if the 
report covering those portions is over 15 years old. 

As it pertains to SBNF 
relocated and updated. 
National Forest should 

land, all newly discovered sites should be recorded, and all known sites 
Regarding sites located on Forest Service land, the San Bernardino 
receive copies of site records for all newly discovered sites and for all 

known sites for which the records are updated. Copies of all cultural resource reports deaiing 
with land belonging to the San Bernardino National Forest should be sent to the Forest 
Archaeologist and the District Archaeologist. Cultural resource specialists should obtain a permit 
from the Forest Archaeologist before conducting inventories on the San Bernardino National 
Forest. 

Hvdrologv and Water Resources 

Since the DEIS/R was not developed with the Devers-Valley route as the focus Le. crossing NFS 
Lands there was little to comment on. However, if the work to be done and a rewrite is done to 
the same thoroughness as for the Devers-PaloVerde 2 across the Pass floor (Morongo) it will 
adequately address our issues of implementation of Best Management and Plans Practeces. 

Biolopical Resources 

Analyze and disclose the effects of powerlines and the increased maintenance of the additional 
power line as an impact to wildlife species, paying particular attention to Management Indicator 
Species (MIS). Potential mitigation to consider for these effects: 

Post-construction surveys for threatened, endangered and sensitive ( T E S )  species may be 
required and if required will be reported to the Forest Service to enter into the California 
Natural Diversity Database. 
Consult with the Forest Service regarding mitigating any adverse effects to species. 
Additionally, if new TES species are found post construction or during the lifetime of the 

0 

0 
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500 KV line, consult immediately with Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate land 
owners prior to additional maintenance. 

Include provisions for raptor safety when issuing pennits for new power lines and 
communication sites. Also implement these guidelines for existing authorizations within one 
year in identified high-use flyways of the California condor and within five years in other high- 
use raptor flyways. Coordinate with the California Department of Fish and Game, U.S.Fish & 
Wildlife Service, and power agencies to identify the high-use flyways. 

0 Insure the latest raptor protection measures are included as a condition of construction 
and ongoing operatiodmaintenance of the powerlines. 

0 Retrofit the existing line to improve raptor safety. 

The following changes to Table D.2-14 are recommended 

B-9b. 
0 

0 

B-9c. 
0 

0 

0 

B-9f. 
0 

0 

B-9g. 
0 

Add “ Forest Service shall be notified of all sensitive species found on Forest Service 
land”. 
Add Region 5 sensitive and forest watchlist animals to those species to be monitored or 
moved and report any sightings to Forest Service. 

Add Forest Service to all reviews and updates on Worker Environmental Awareness 
P r O g r a m .  
Add Forest Service training element for contractors especially if work is on FS lands. 
Regulations and data collection needs may be different between BLM, PUC, and FS. 
Add Forest Service R5 and forest sensitive and MIS wildlife species to list of wildlife 
species contractors are trained to identify. Provide opportunities for Forest Service staff 
to comment and assist on training. 

Add survey for peninsular bighorn sheep on Forest Service land prior to construction and 
maintenance of powerlines. Consult with Bighorn Institute and FWS and Forest Service 
if sheep are found in the area. 
Add peninsular bighorn sheep to list of species that have potential to occur on Forest 
Service lands. 

Add “relocate after consultation with Forest Service” 

B-9a-i. 
0 

B-13a-b 
0 

Appendix 10 
0 

Report the results of all surveys and monitoring efforts to the Forest Service in addition 
to the other agencies (PUC and BLM) 

Comply with Coachella Valley MSHCP in all lands that fall within its jurisdiction. 

Update detail maps to include alternative routes such as the Devers route across National 
Forest System lands. 
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Vegetation 

Since there are no service roads to the existing towers or new roads proposed for construction of 
the new line and ingress and egress is by helicopter impacts to vegetation will be minimal. 
Aerial equipment used should have the capacity to put out any fires that might start from 
construction activities. The direction provided in the Memorandum Of Understanding (June 1, 
2006) between the Edison Electric Institute, the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, 
the Fish & Wildlife Service, the National Park Service and the U,S, Environmental Protection 
Agency regards vegetation management along rights-of-way for electric transmission and 
distribution facilities on Federal lands should be incorporated into the FEIS and made part of the 
project guidelines. The direction provided in the Forest Service publication “Guide to Noxious 
Weed Prevention Practices” should be incorporated into the FEIS and for the disclosure of the 
effects associated with the proposed construction. 

Geologv, Minerals and Soils 

The document on the whole contains adequate information concerning the effects of the 
proposed action on the soil resources. The defined impacts of the project on the soil resources are 
actually detailed better in the hydrology and water resources section of the document rather than 
in the section related to geology, mineral resources and soils. This can be somewhat confusing. 
The information detailed about impacts to the soils from the project is covered and with the 
proper best management practices used the majority of these should be minimized. The potential 
for increased erosion, debris slides from the project is covered. Although, in Chapter 4 of the 
document titled Environmental Consequences (page 4-24) the impacts to the soil resources are 
not stated. 

Thank you providing us the opportunity to comment on the Devers-Palo Verde No.2 proposal. 
We are looking forward to our further participation with this project. Please contact George 
Kenline, 909-382-2690, if you have questions regarding this response. 

Sincerely, 

JEA%NE WADE EVANS 
Forest Supervisor 
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A15-1 

A15-2 

A15-3 

A 15-4 

A155 

The information provided by the Forest regarding the establishment of the existing Devers- 
Valley ROW through the San Bernardino National Forest is consistent with the description 
of the transmission line in the EIR/EIS. The underlined text below was added to Section 
D.5.9.1: 
0 San Bernardino National Forest. The SBNF was established in September 1925 by 

President Calvin Coolidge and is managed by the USDA Forest Service (USDA Forest 
Service, 2005a). The SBNF is located both north and south of 1-10; the alternative would 
parallel the existing Devers-Valley No. 1 500 kV transmission line across 1.8 miles of 
tlie southern Dortion of the SBNF. Recreational activities at the SBNF include hiking. ", 

camping, off-highway vehicle use, skiing, fishing, and horseback riding (USDA Forest 
Service, 2006;). 

In 1984, the preferred route for the proposed Devers-Valley No. 1 route was across 
tribal lands owned by the Morongo Band of Mission Indians, for which permission to 
cross was not granted. As such, an alternate easement for the Devers-Valley No. 1 route 
was issued on May 30, 1985 by the USDA Forest Service under the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (USDA Forest Service, 2006b). The authorization for the 
330-foot-wide easement across the SBNF is set to expire on December 31, 2015, but is 
renewable provided that SCE will comply with then-existing rules and regulations and 
is compatible with then-existing land use plans governing the occupancy and use of 
National Forest System lands (USDA Forest Service, 2006b). 

The high visibility of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative route from the viewpoints described 
in the comment is acknowledged, and is consistent with the conclusions of the visual 
analysis presented in Section D.3.9.1. The comment describes views of the route from a 
different viewpoint than that considered in the EIR/EIS. 

The Forest's description of the required change in designated Scenic Integrity Objectives is 
acknowledged. See also Response E5-23. 

The expected visual effects described in this comment are acknowledged and are generally 
consistent with the findings presented in the EWEIS. The comment describes views of the 
route from a different viewpoint than that considered in the EIR/EIS. 

The proposed visual mitigation measures put forth in this comment are acknowledged and 
considered appropriate for that portion of the alternative route crossing National Forest 
System lands. Mitigation Measures V-4Ob has been added to Section D.3.9.1 to incorporate 
these requirements. The following text has been added, followed by the new mitigation 
measure. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure V-40b is added in compliance with requirements of the San 
Bernardino National Forest (SBNF). This measure applies to towers on SBNF land. 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would cross the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 
south of the 1-10 in the Desert Flats zone. Views and sounds of 1-10 are part of the setting 
in this area. The SBNF Land Management Plan (Part 11, page 100) reads: 
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SBWFS7 - Pacific Crest hTutioiud Scenic Trail - Protect scenic value in accordance 
with adopted scenic integrity values. Protect.foreRround vim)frorn the .footpath, as 
well as the desigmed viewpoints. Where yrm~cabk, maid establishbg unconfonning 
laid uses with the viewshed of the trail. 

The SBNF states that direction is to manage the trail as a Sensitivity Level 1 and with the 
Visual Quality Objective of Retention (comparable to the SI0 of High). As a result, Miti- 
gation Measure V4Oc is also added in compliance with SBNF requirements; it applies to 
the area near the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail south of the 1-10 (Towers numbered 
DV-38 to DV-46 on Figure Ap. 1-8b). 

V-40b Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors on San Bernardino 
National Forest land. The following design measures shall be applied to 
all new structures and conductors on SBNF land based on SCE’s consul- 
tation with SBNF staff prior to completion of final design. The details of 
these measures shall be developed: 

In all areas: 
0 

0 

Transmission lines should have a permanent coloring of dark gray. 

All towers not back-dropped on mid-slope should have permanent coloring of 
cool mid-gray (battleship .gray). 

In mid-slope areas (as defined by SBNF): 

0 All towers and concrete bases on slopes which could serve as backdrops (mid- 
slope) should be painted olive drab. 

Tower pads should be left uneven without leveling. 

No construction roads shall be built. 

Towers shall be constructed by air support. 

0 

0 

0 

At ridge crossing and mid-slope (as defined by SBNF): 
0 Towers should be constructed of lower proNe to closer “hug” the top of the ridge 

to avoid tower silhouetting. 

Graphic studies from dominant view sites should be used to best place towers 
where they would be best back-dropped from expected viewing points. 

All towers and concrete bases on slopes which could serve as backdrops (mid- 
slope) should be painted olive drab. 

Tower pads should be left uneven without leveling. 

No construction roads shall be built. 

Towers should be constructed by air support. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

A15-6 The proposed visual mitigation measures put forth in this comment are acknowledged and 
considered appropriate for that portion of the alternative route crossing the desert flats south 
of 1-10 in the vicinity of the Pacific Crest Trail, which is administered by the National 
Forest. Mitigation Measure V-4Oc (below) has been added to incorporate these requirements. 
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V-4Oc Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors near the Pacific Crest 
Trail. For towers located south of 1-10 and outside of the SBNF, the following 
provisions apply: 

e Where towers could be practicably back-dropped, utilize mitigation suggested 
for mid-slope and Ridge Crossing on SBNF lands (as defined in Mitipation 
Measure V-4Ob). 

The PCT shall not be crossed w7ith construction roads. 

Locate towers so that the PCT is in the middle of the span (if this does not 
involve placement of extra or taller span towers to accomplish such action). 

e 

e 

Mitigation Measure WR-lb (Provide a temporary detour for Pacific Crest National Scenic 
Trail users) has been updated to reflect that SCE shall coordinate with the USDA Forest 
Service regarding construction activities across the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT). 
In addition to Mitigation Measures WR-lb, APM L-9 was identified by SCE to avoid 
permanent impacts to the PCT. As described in Table D.5-1 (Section D.5.5.2), APM L-9 
would require the placement of utility structures parallel to existing structures in order to 
span and avoid displacement of the PCT. See Section D.5.7.1 (Impact WR-3) for a discussion 
of APM L-9. Mitigation Measure WR-lb has been modified as follows: 

WR-lb Provide a temporary detour for Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail users. 
No less than 40 days prior to construction, SCE shall coordinate with the USDA 
Forest Service 1 'to 
establish a temporary detour of the trail to avoid hazardous construction areas. 
SCE shall prepare a public notice of the temporary trail closure and information 
on the trail detour consistent with Mitigation Measure L-la (Prepare Con- 
struction Notification Plan). SCE shall document its coordination efforts with the 
USDA Forest Service and submit this documentation to the CPUC and the BLM 
30 days prior to construction. 

As described in Section D.5.7.1, the Proposed Project would involve the removal of two 
existing 230 kV single-circuit transmission lines and the construction of a new double- 
circuit 230 kV transmission line across the PCT. The total number of transmission lines that 
would traverse the PCT would decrease as a result of the project, and consequently, corona 
would not significantly increase above existing conditions. However, Section D.5.9.1 
describes the impacts to the PCT that would result from the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alter- 
native, which would be greater than the Proposed Project. The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alter- 
native would site a new 500 kV transmission line across the San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument and the PCT, which would introduce a new industrial land use and increase the 
sound and duration of corona across these recreational resources. As summarized in Section 
D.5.9.1, impacts to the character of recreational resources such as the PCT resulting from 
the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would be significant and unmitigable. Text changes 
are presented in Response A15-8 below. 

A15-7 Section D.5.9.1 (Wilderness and Recreation) does not make the assumption that the con- 
struction of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative adjacent to a wilderness area would, in and 
of itself, preclude activities within the wilderness area. However, direct and indirect impacts to 
recreational resources outside of the corridor (within the wilderness area) may occur as a result 
of construction activities and the siting of transmission structures. See Section D.5.9.1, 
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Impacts WR-1 and WR-3, for a discussion of these impacts. Mitigation Measures WR-la 
(Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer for the recreation 
area), WR-lb (Provide a temporary detour for Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail users), 
and WR-3a (Coordinate tower and road locations with the authorized officer for the recreation 
area) have been proposed to minimize impacts from construction and operation of the Devers- 
Valley No. 2 Alternative. 

A15-8 The Impact WR-2 discussion for Section D.5.9.1 has been updated to incorporate the infor- 
mation that the commenter have provided regarding the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Moun- 
tains National Monument Proposed Management Plan. The revised text is presented below. 

Impact WR-2: Operation would change the character of a recreation or 
wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value (Class I) 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would create a new 500 kV transmission line across 
the boundaries of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, the 
PCT, the SBNF, the San Jacinto WA, and the Potrero ACEC. This alternative would be 
located adjacent to an existing utility line, and would not likely require an expansion of 
the current easement. However, the alternative would intensify the industrial nature of 
the ROW through the construction and operation of new towers and spur roads across 
these recreational resources. 

The new 500 kV transmission towers would be approximately 150 feet in height. Given 
the substantial size of these structures and their industrial appearance, the new transmission 
towers would contrast with the natural landscape of the national monument, PCT, 
SBNF, WA, and the ACEC. New towers would be constructed across or adjacent to 
these resources, and as such, the alternative would significantly increase the total amount 
of industrial development within or adjacent to recreational areas, further degrading their 
landscape and character (see Section D.3.9.1, Visual Resources). 

In addition, existing resource management plans include goals and policies that address 
the need to preserve and protect the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument. Section 5(e) of the National Monument Act states, “Nothing in this act 
shall have the effect of terminating any valid existing right of way within the Monument. 
The management plan prepared for the National Monument shall address the need for 
and, as necessary, establish plans for the installation, construction, and maintenance of 
public utility rights-of-way within the National Monument outside of designated wilderness 
areas,’’ (BLM, 2000b). As stated, the act permits the continued use of existing ROWS 
within the monument. While lhwewx- , the act does not discuss the future development 
of existing utility corridors, & &&defers to the management plan for utility issues. L a  
reference to the future use of existing utilities within the Monument, the management plan 
states, “Existing special uses are expected to continue (Non-Recreation Special-Uses).” 
However, according Aexmhg-to the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument Final Management Plan, the purpose and need of the national monument is 
to preserve the monument’s national significant resources (biological, cultural, recreational, 
and others) and to secure the monument for future generations to have the opportunity to 
experience and enjoy the magnificent vistas and wildlife (BLM and USDA Forest Ser- 
vice, 2004). As such, the purpose and need set forth in the management plan for the national 
monument supports the preservation of WAS and the protection of natural resources, 
including recreation. 
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The 2005 Land Management Plan: Part 2 San Bernardino National Forest Strategy also 
restricts utility development in WAS. However, the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
would traverse the San Jacinto WA in an existing utility corridor that ceased to be 
designated as wilderness. As such, there would be no conflicts with the wilderness or 
recreational policies of the USDA Forest Service Land Management Plan that would 
require a plan amendment. For further discussion of plan amendments that may be required 
from impacts to other issue areas, see Section C.4.3, Alternatives, and D.3.9, Visual 
Resources. 

Overall, development and operation of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would change 
the character of recreational resources at the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto National 
Monument, the PCT, the SBNF, the San Jacinto WA, and the Potrero ACEC. Tke 

>The intensification of the existing ROW as 
a result of the alternative would also significantly diminish the character and recrea- 
tional value of traversed and adjacent recreational resources. Impacts to the Santa Rosa 
and San Jacinto National Monument, the PCT, the SBNF, the San Jacinto WA, and the 
Potrero ACEC would be significant and unmitigable (Class I). No mitigation measures 
have been identified that would reduce the industrial development of the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative across these recreational resources. 

A S 9  Mitigation measures in the Cultural Resources section for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
have been revised to add the USFS as a consulting party and permit grantor for cultural 
resources management activities and monitoring on San Bernardino National Forest land. 
Please see Response A12-5 where the modified measures are presented. 

Section D.12.9.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified 
to add the following sections: 

A15-10 

Impact H-2: Deqradation of water uualitv thmuah sui11 of Dotentiallv harmful 
materials used in construction (Class 11) 

Table B-6 in Section B (Project Description) lists the types of equipment that would be 
used during construction of the Proposed Project. Accidental spills or disposal of 
potentially harmful materials used during construction could occur during refueling or 
due to equipment damage. Spilled liquids could wash into and pollute surface waters or 
groundwater. Materials that could potentially contaminate the construction area due to 
spills or leaks include diesel fuel, gasoline, lubrication oil, hydraulic fluids, antifreeze, 
transmission fluid, lubricating grease, and other fluids. 

APMs W-2 and W-3 (see Table D.12-3) were designed in part to reduce the potential 
for water quality degradation from spills and leaks during construction. However, even 
with the implementation of these APMs and the required SWPPP, construction-related 
water quality degradation could occur. This impact would be potentially significant (Class II), 
but with the implementation of Mitigation Measures P-la (Develop Hazardous Sub- 
stance Control and Emergency Response Plan), P- l b  (Conduct environmental training 
and monitoring program), P-lc (Ensure proper disposal of construction waste), and P-ld 
(Maintain emergency spill supplies and equipment) it would be reduced to less than sig- 
nificant. This impact is similar to Public Health and Safety Impact P-1 (Soil contami- 
nation as a result of improper handling and/or storage of hazardous materials during 
construction activities), which is discussed in Section D. 10.6.1. 
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Mitiaation Measures for Imuact H-2: Degradation of water Quality throuah 
suill of uotentiallv harmful materials used in construction 

P-la Develop Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan. 

P-lb Conduct environmental training and monitoring program. 

P-le Ensure proper disposal of construction waste. 

P-Id Maintain emergency spill supplies and equipment. 

Operational Impacts 

Imuact H-3: Increased runoff from new imuervious areas resultina in ffoodinq 
or increased erosion downstream (Class III) 

Construction of tower foundations and access or spur roads could result in additional run- 
off through creation of impervious areas and compaction of soils. Impervious areas and 
compacted soils generally are less able to absorb rainfall, so increased flood peaks are a 
common occurrence in developed areas. Project construction may result in small local 
increases in runoff, but the total area affected by construction would be very small in com- 
parison to the total watershed. Further, the area of this segment of the proposed route is 
very sparsely developed, and any small increase in runoff that could increase flooding is 
not likely to have an appreciable impact. Implementation of APM W 8 would ensure that 
the adverse affects associated with increased runoff from new impervious areas would be 
less than significant (Class 111). No mitigation is required. 

Mitiaation Measures for Impact H-4: Water auality dearadation caused by 
accidental releases of oil from uroiect facilities 

P4a Prepare Spill Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control Plans 

Mitaation Measures for Imuact H-6: Encroachment into a floodulain or water- 
course bv Dermanent abovearound project features resultina in ffoodinc, ffood 
diversions, or erosion 

H-6a Design diversion dikes or other site remediations to avoid damage to adjacent 
property 

A15-11 Section D.2.8.1 of the Draft EIIUEIS has been modified by adding the following section, 
and Mitigation Measure B-18a to address the effects of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
on Management Indicator Species. 

San Bernardino National Forest Management Indicator Species 

The National Forest Management Act of 1982 requires that the USDA Forest Service 
address Management Indicator Species (MIS) during the development of forest plans 
(USDA 2005). These species are selected because their population or habitat trends are 
believed to indicate the effects of management activities on NFS lands (36 CFR 
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219.19(a) (1) [1982]; 36 CFR 219.14 [2005]), and as a focus for monitoring (36 CFR 
219.19(a) (6) [1982]). On the San Bernardino National Forest (SBNF) the following 
habitat types and management issues have been assigned an indicator species as a 
measure of management success. These include: 

Healthy Diverse Habitats (Mule deer) 

Fragmentation (Mountain lion) 

Montane Conifer Forest (California spotted 
owl, California Black oak, and White fir) 

Riparian Habitat (Song sparrow) 

Aquatic Habitat (Arroyo toad) 

Oak Regeneration (Blue oak, Engleman 
oak, and Valley oak) 
Bigcone Douglas-fir Forest (Bigcone 
Douglas-fir) 

Coulter Pine Forest (Coulter pine) 

Healthy Diverse Habitats (mule deer). Mule deer are common on the SBNF and 
much of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative ROW that is on NFS Lands supports 
habitat that could be utilized by this species. These animals occupy a wide range of hab- 
itats but prefer to forage and shelter near riparian areas, seeps, and oak woodlands. While 
these species occupy most habitats late successional chaparral typically is not preferred 
for foraging. Mule deer on NFS lands typically use dense vegetation for cover and 
forage mainly in the open sagebrush and edge habitats that occur along the route. These 
species are able to move along an elevational gradient to maximize use of climatic 
conditions and forage availability during different seasons. Movement usually occurs in 
the fall and spring and roughly the same routes are used by the same herds year after 
year. Mule deer have been chosen as an indicator of the effectiveness of forest manage- 
ment strategies on landscape patterns in chaparral age class diversity (USDA 2005). 

Fragmentation (mountain lion). The mountain lion (Puma concolor) is selected as an 
MIS to monitor the effects of forest activities and uses on a landscape-level scale to deter- 
mine effects of habitat fragmentation and habitat linkages (USDA 2005). The general health 
of this species largely depends on current deer populations and this solitary animal prefers 
large areas of undisturbed habitat that supports a stable prey base. Populations of this 
species on NFS lands are low primarily because this species requires large home ranges 
and has limited social interaction (USDA 2005). The greatest concern to this species is 
loss of habitat and connectivity between home ranges. Suitable range for this species 
occurs in the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative ROW and this species is expected to be 
mesent in the area. 

Montane Conifer Forest (California spotted owl, California black oak, and white 
fir). The California spotted owl is an uncommon permanent resident of heavily forested 
areas along the coastal ranges in southern California. The California spotted owl occurs 
in all major mountain ranges of Southern California, including the San Bernardino, San 
Gabriel, Tehachapi, Santa Lucia, Santa Ana, Cuyamacdhguna, Liebre/Sawmill Mountain, 
Mount San Jacinto, Palomar Mountain and the Los Padres Ranges (Noon and McKelvey 
1992). Spotted owls would not be expected to heavily utilize the portion of the ROW 
on NFS lands because the ROW does not support montane conifer forest. Rather, the por- 
tion of the ROW occurring on NFS lands is vegetated with scrub and chaparral commu- 
nities. The California spotted owl is an ideal indicator of the health of montane conifer 
forests, as this species requires the presence of “mature, large diameter, high canopy stands 
with densely shaded understory” for successful population growth. 
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White fir and California black oak are components of Montane conifer forests which 
are habitats dominated by varying combinations of ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), 
Jeffrey pine (P.  jeffreyz], white fir (Abiesconcolor var. Zowiana), black oak (Quercus 
kelloggii), canyon live oak (Q. chrysolepis), sugar pine (P .  Zambertiana), incense cedar 
(Calocedms decurrens), and western juniper (Juniperus occidentalis var. occidentalis) 
KJSDA. 2005). These MIS mecies was selected to assist the SBNF is determining whether 
current management activities are changing the composition of montane coniferous forests 
to pre-fire suppression conditions (USDA, 2005). As the white fir is a shade-tolerant 
species it is an indicator of forest stand densification and a return to historic conditions. 
The black oak is a gap-phase species that requires occasional openings in the forest 
canopy and the increased presence of saplings would indicate the presence of oppor- 
tunities for light-requiring species (USDA 2005). 

Riparian Habitat (song sparrow). The song sparrow is selected as an MIS because its 
relative abundance is expected to be responsive to disturbance or management activities. 
The primary threat to the song sparrow and other riparian birds is the destruction of 
habitat, loss of water in riparian areas, and human disturbance (USDA 2005). Long term 
monitoring of song sparrow populations will provide a measure of forest management 
success in increasing the quality of riparian areas. 

Aquatic Habitat (arroyo toad). The proposed Project is not located within the desig- 
nated critical habitat for this mecies (USFWS 2005b). The arrovo toad occurs in semi- 
arid regions including valley-foothill, desert riparian, and desert wash habitat. This species 
breeds in shallow, gravelly streams, and rivers with sandy banks that typically contain 
willows, cottonwoods, and sycamores, and it has been known to utilize upland habitat 
within 2000 meters (6,562 feet) of breeding habitat for foraging and wintering (USFWS 
2005b). The arroyo toad was chosen as an indicator of the health of aquatic habitat on 
the SBNF. This species is not expected to occur in the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
ROW on NFS lands. 

Oak Regeneration (blue oak, Engleman oak, and valley oak). Blue oak is a deciduous 
tree that occurs in the interior coast ranges in monotypic stands or with coast live oak 
or valley oak (USDA 2005). Some blue oak woodlands can also occur on serpentine soils 
(Stephenson and Calcarone 1999). Valley oak is the largest deciduous tree in the 
western United States and typically occupies valley floors and lower foothill commu- 
nities with a grass-dominated understory on deep soils with a shallow depth to 
perennially available soil moisture (USDA 2005). This species can form the dominant 
vegetation layer along semi moist drainages and form oak riparian woodlands. 
Engelmann oak, a deciduous species, has a small natural range and is the only species of 
subtropical white oaks in California (USDA 2005). This species most commonly occurs 
in savannas with grassland understory on valley floors, foothill slopes and raised stream 
terraces within riparian corridors in the northwestern Peninsula Range in San Diego and 
Orange Counties (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995). These MIS have been chosen as 
indicators of oak regeneration within the San Bernardino National Forest. Monitoring of 
these species, in particular saplings, will measure the success of the forest management 
strategies (USDA 2005). 

Bigcone Douglas-fw Forest (bigcone Douglas-fw). This MIS is often observed in associ- 
ation with canyon live oak and typically occurs on mesic sites such as shaded canyons 
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and draws and steep north- and east-facing aspects (USDA 2005). This MIS provides 
habitat for the California spotted owl and a variety of other wildlife and was selected as 
an obvious indicator of forest health due to its susceptibility to increased fire frequency 
and severity (USDA, 2005). 

Coulter Pine Forest (Coulter pine). Coulter pine is a major component of lower mon- 
tane forests and range from 3,950 to 5,900 feet in elevation (1,200 to 1,800 meters) 
(USDA, 2005). This plant community is typically associated with canyon live oaks and 
often intergrades with chaparral at lower elevations and with ponderosa pine and black 
oak at higher elevations in the Transverse and Peninsular ranges. The Coulter pine was 
selected as an MIS because of its broad habitat distribution and susceptibility to mortality 
from fire, drought, and bark beetle infestations. Coulter pine is not expected to occur in 
the designated utility corridor for the proposed Project. 

Impact B-18: The Project would result in disturbance to Manaaement 
Indicator Species (Class II and Class XI] 

Manaqement Indicator SPecies 

Management Indicator Species (MIS) are likely to be subject to various levels of 
disturbance from implementation of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative on NFS lands. 
Although discussed below, many of the SBNF MIS are State or federally listed species 
and have been previously addressed in detail in this EIS/EIR. MIS are listed according 
to the habitat type or management issue for which they are assigned. 

Healthy Diverse Habitats (mule deer). Impacts to mule deer could be caused by 
construction activities, which could cause individuals near the construction area to 
temporarily abandon their territories due to disturbance from noise and increased 
human activity (see Impact B-4). The noise from helicopters and other construction 
equipment may also reduce the day-time movement of mule deer along the ridge. Mule 
deer are most vulnerable to construction-related disturbances during their breeding 
seasons. Mule deer in the vicinity of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative may be 
disturbed or scared off as a result of the construction noise, but these impacts would be 
temporary and limited to the construction phase of the project. To reduce potential 
impacts, construction vehicles would remain on established roads except for tower 
construction in order to avoid unnecessary disturbances to wildlife (see APM B-3), and 
vehicles would be required to drive at low speeds on NFS lands (see APM A-5). 
Although construction may result in temporary disturbance to this species, the impact 
would be considered adverse but not significant (Class 111). 

Fragmentation (mountain lion). The mountain lion is a far ranging species that has 
the potential to be present in the utility corridor and on non-NFS lands. Populations of 
this MIS in the immediate vicinity are expected to temporarily decline or disperse 
during the construction phase of the project but are expected to return to their pre- 
construction levels following the restoration of the laydown areas and tower erection 
sites. Also, as construction would be limited to relatively small areas, this MIS would 
likely return to the designated utility corridor as work crews move to new tower 
locations. 
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Noise, dust, visual disturbance from increased human activity, and exhaust emissions 
from heavy equipment during construction could result in native habitats adjacent to the 
construction zone being temporarily unattractive to wildlife, such as the mountain lion. 
Construction could impact this MIS in adjacent habitats by interfering with breeding or 
foraging activities, altering movement patterns, or causing animals to temporarily avoid 
areas adjacent to the construction zone. However, this species is rarely seen and would 
likely move to areas outside the construction corridor if human activities are present. In 
addition, this species is primarily nocturnal and often hunts during dawn and dusk 
periods when construction activities would be limited. Likewise, most construction 
within the Forest would occur along the ridge tops where limited foraginp potential for 
mountain lions occurs. 

The SBNF has indicated the greatest concern to the mountain lion is loss of habitat and 
connectivity between home ranges (USDA, 2005). Construction of the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative would result in some loss of habitat as a result of tower footings, 
access roads, and construction staging areas. However, much of this would be 
temporary and only a small percentage of regional habitat would be permanently 
removed at each tower location. In addition, the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
would not create a physical barrier to dispersal or limit the connectivity between core 
habitat areas. Although construction may result in temporary impacts to mountain lions, 
impacts would be considered adverse but not significant (Class 111). 

October 2006 

Montane Conifer Forest (California spotted owl, California black oak, and white 
fir). Spotted owls may include portions of the corridor within their home ranges as 
foraging habitat but are not expected to nest in areas subject to project disturbance. 
Currently the SBNF identifies the greatest threat to this MIS to be the loss of habitat 
from large stand replacement wildfires (USDA, 2005). Conifer stand and oak 
woodlands utilized by this species would not be impacted by the Devers-Valley No. 2 
Alternative. White fir and black oak are not present in the corridor for the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative. Impacts to these MIS would not occur. 

Riparian Habitat (song sparrow). The primary threat to song sparrows and other 
riparian birds is the destruction of riparian habitat and loss of water (USDA, 2005). 
Numerous small intermittent drainages on the SBNF may support riparian habitat, and 
construction in riparian areas could result in potentially significant impacts to song 
sparrows and other riparian birds during construction and operation (Class 11). Impacts 
to these species would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures B-5a (presented above) and B-18a (below). Mitigation Measure 
B-5a would require that the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative span drainages, avoid 
impacts to riparian vegetation and riparian conservation areas, and travel would be 
restricted to existing roads in these sensitive areas. In addition, impacts to song sparrow 
and other listed riparian bird species (Impact B-5) would be reduced to a less-than- 
significant level (Class 11) with the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-5a 
(Conduct Pre-construction Surveys and Monitoring for Breeding Birds). To comply 
with the National Forest Land Management Plan (Forest Plan) no construction would 
occur in Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA’s). On NFS lands Mitigation Measure B- 
18a (No Activities in Riparian Conservation Areas) would be implemented to comply 
with the Forest Plan. This mitigation measure is required in addition to APMs and 
mitigation measures described above. 

A-117 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Mitiuation Measure for Itnvact 6-18: The Project would result in disturbance 
to Management Indicator Svecies 

B-5a Conduct Pre-construction Surveys and Monitoring for Breeding Birds 

B-18a No Activities in Riparian Conservation Areas. The final project design will 
include protective measures that prohibit construction activities on NFS lands in 

activities that will NOT be allowed include ground disturbance, adding potable 
water to these areas while implementing erosion control measures, and removing 
water from the waterways. 

I f  

Aquatic Habitat (arroyo toad). The arroyo toad is not expected to occur on the des- 
ignated utility corridor on NFS lands. This species may be present at Whitewater Can- 
yon which is on non-NFS lands. This species is not expected to be affected by the Devers- 
Valley No. 2 Alternative. Impacts to this MIS would not occur. 

Oak Regeneration (blue oak, Engleman oak, and Valley oak). Blue oak, valley oak, 
and Engleman oaks were not identified in the proposed utility corridor and would not be 
impacted by project construction. Impacts to these MIS would not occur. 

Bigcone Douglas-fir Forest (bigcone Douglas-fir). This MIS is not present in the des- 
ignated utility corridor for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. Impacts to this MIS 
would not occur. 

Coulter Pine Forest (Coulter pine). Coulter pine is a major component of lower mon- 
tane forests which are not present in the designated utility corridor for the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative. Impacts to this MIS would not occur. 

A15-12 Section D.2.10 (Table D.2-14 on pages D.2-271 through D.2-280, Mitigation Measures 
B-9b, B9-c, B9-f, B-9g, B-9a-i, in the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as shown in Table 
D.2-14 (below). The table has also been modified to reflect the comments of the SBNF. 

Table D.2-14. Mitigation Monitoring Program - Biological Resources 

IMPACT B-9 Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals, or 
a direct loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife 

MITIGATION MEASURE B-9b: Conduct biological monitoring. SCE shall conduct biological monitoring of the project 
area including the laydown, staging, access roads, and any area subject to project disturbance. 
The biological monitor shall look for sensitive wildlife species (includinq forest watchlist animals 
and Forest Service Reqion 5 sensitive species) that may be located within or immediately 
adjacent to the construction areas. If sensitive species are found, the biological monitor shall 
move them out of harm's way (listed species require take authorization) to avoid direct impacts 
to these species. In the event that the wildlife species may cause harm to the biologist, the 
biologist shall notify the construction crews and monitor the species until it moves out of harms 
way. The results of all monitoring shall be recorded in daily monitoring notes that shall be 
included as part of the required monitoring reports for the project. The SCE shall notify the 
CPUClBLM if any sensitive species are located during construction of the project. The SCE 
shall notify the Forest Service of all sensitive species found on Forest Service land. 

Location Entire project area. 
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0 Table D.2-14. Mitigation Monitoring Program - Biological Resources 

Monitoring I Reporting Action Bioloqical monitor shall oversee monitorinq activities and report findinqs to BLM and CPUC 
and when necessary ensure compliance with mitiqation measures. The Forest Service shall 
be notified of any reported siqhtings of Reqion 5 and forest watchtist animals on Forest Service 

Effectiveness Criteria Successful avoidance of impacts to all sensitive wildlife. 

Responsible Agency BLM and CPUC. 
~ 

Timing During construction 

MITIGATION MEASURE B-9c: Implement a Worker Environmental Awareness Program. A Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) shall be implemented for construction crews by a qualified bologist(s) 
provided by SCE and approved by the CPUClBLM prior to the commencement of construction 
activities. Training materials and briefings shall include but not be limited to, discussion of the 
Federal and State Endangered Species Acts, the consequences of noncompliance with these 
acts, identification and values of sensitive plant and wildlife species and significant natural plant 
community habitats, fire protection measures, sensitivities of working on forest service lands 
and identification of Forest Service sensitive species and MIS wildlife species, hazardous 
substance spill prevention and containment measures, and review of mitigation requirements. 
Training materials and a course outline shall be provided to the CPUC and BLM for review 
and approval at least 30 days prior to the start of construction. Training materials and updates 
of traininq materials shall also be provided to the Forest Service for review and comment. 
SCE shall provide to the CPUC and BLM a list of construction personnel who have completed 
training, and this list shall be updated by SCE as required when new personnel start work. No 
construction worker may work in the field for more than 5 days without receivinq the WEAP. 

Location Entire project area. 

Monitoring I Reporting Action 

Effectiveness Criteria 

Responsible Agency BLM and CPUC. 

A qualified biological shall oversee implementation of the WEAP and submit copies of all docu- 
mentation and training materials. 
Successful training of all new workers within the first 5 days of work. 0 

Timing 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

Prior to and during construction. 
B-9d: Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys. Prior to construction, SCE shall conduct 
surveys in areas of suitable habitat for common chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, and desert 
rosy boa within 48 hours prior to the start of construction activities. If common chuckwallas, 
banded Gila monsters and/or desert rosy boas are found on the construction site, they will 
be relocated to nearby suitable habitat outside the construction area. Following the clear- 
ance surveys, exclusion fencing will be erected or a biological monitor will be onsite during 
construction activities. 
0 If potentially suitable burrows or rock piles are found, they will be checked for occupancy. 

Occupied burrows will be flagged and avoided (employing a 50 foot buffer) during construction. 
If the burrow cannot be avoided, it will be excavated and the occupant relocated to an unoc- 
cupied burrow outside the construction area and of approximately the same size as the one 
from which it was removed. If an existing burrow is unavailable, the biologist will construct 
or direct the construction of a burrow of similar shape, size, depth, and orientation as the 
original. Trenches, holes, or other excavations will be examined for banded Gila monster 
prior to filling. If individuals are found, the biological monitor will relocate them to nearby 
suitable habitat. 

0 During construction, if a mmmon chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, andlor desert rosy boa occur 
on the project site, construction activities adjacent to the individual’s location will be halted and 
the animal will be allowed to move away from the construction site. If the individual is not 
moving, a qualified biologist will relocate it to nearby suitable habitat outside the construc- 
tion area. It shall be placed in the shade of a shrub. The Forest Service will be notified of 
any sensitive wildlife identified on NFS lands. 

Location All Droiect areas that may support sensitive reptiles. 
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Table D.2-14. Mitigation Monitoring Program - Biological Resources 

Monitoring I Reporting Action Biological monitor shall oversee surveys and monitoring, and if necessary, ensure compliance 
with mitiaation measures. 

Effectiveness Criteria Successful avoidance of impacts to chuckwallas. 

Responsible Agency BLM and CPUC. 

Timing 
MITIGATION MEASURE 

Prior to and during construction. 
B-9f Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period. Construction activities 
conducted within suitable habitat near Burnt Mountain, Harquahala Mountain, and Kofa NWR 
shall not occur during the period of the year when bighorn sheep are lambing (from January 1 to 
April 30). A pre-construction survey for biqhorn sheep shall be conducted on Forest Service 
lands prior to construction and maintenance of the transmission lines. If biqhorn sheep are 
found, then SCE shall consult with the Forest Service, USFWS, and Biqhorn Institute to 
identifv appropriate avoidance measures. 
All locations on BLM land and Forest Service lands where bighorn sheep breeding or lambing 
mav occur. 

Location 

Monitoring I Reporting Action Biological monitor shall oversee monitoring, and if necessary, ensure compliance with mitiga- 
tion measure. Bioloqical Monitor shall notifv BLM, CPUC, and Forest Service of the findinqs 
of the pre-construction surveys. 
Successful avoidance of impacts to bighorn sheep. 
BLM, USFWS, and CPUC. 
Prior to and during construction. 

Effectiveness Criteria 
Responsible Agency 
Timing 
MITIGATION MEASURE B-9g: Conduct pre-construction surveys and relocation for American badger. Prior to 

construction, SCE shall conduct pre-construction surveys for American Badger. Surveys will 
be conducted prior to ground disturbance activities in areas that contain habitat for this species. 
Badger dens located outside the project area shall be flagged for avoidance. Unoccupied dens 
located in the right of way shall be covered to prevent the animal from re-occupying the den 
prior to construction. Occupied dens in the ROW shall be hand-excavated if avoidance is not 
possible. Dens shall only be hand-excavated before or after the breeding season (February 1- 
May 30). Any relocation of badgers shall take place after consultation with the BLM, 
Service, and CDFG. 
All locations where construction activities would occur near or on suitable habitat for the Ameri- 
can badger. 

0 

Location 

Monitoring I Reporting Action BLM and CPUC to verify documentation of survey and avoidance or excavation documentation. 
Effectiveness Criteria Identification and avoidance of American badger dens. 
Responsible Agency CPUC and BLM 
Timing Prior to construction. 

MITIGATION MEASURE B-9h: Conduct pre-construction surveys for roosting bats. SCE shall conduct surveys 
focused surveys for suitable roosting habitat or nursery sites for sensitive bats at the tower 
location, accesslspur roads, and laydownlstaging areas that occur in rocky areas or in areas 
where caves or old mines are present. If suitable roostinglnursery sites are found, then focused 
surveys shall be conducted to determine if the sites support sensitive bat species. If sensitive 
bat species occur at these sensitive roostinglnursery sites, then tower-specific adjustments 
and adjustments of the locations of accesslspur roads and laydownlstaging areas shall be 
made to avoid these sites. If towers, accesslspur roads, andlor laydownlstaging areas cannot 
avoid these sites, then construction of the towers, roads, and establishment of laydownlstaging 
areas shall be delayed until the breeding cycles for the sensitive bats are completed. SCE shall 
consult with a bat specialist in order to determine when the breeding cycle for the sensitive bats 
are completed. SCE shall document the results of the surveys and any avoidance of roosting/ 
nursery sites for sensitive bats. The Forest Service will be notified of any sensitive wildlife 
identified on NFS lands. 
All locations where construction activities would occur near rocky areas, caves or old mines. 0 Location 
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0 Table D.2-14. Mitigation Monitoring Program - Biological Resources 

Monitoring I Reporting Action BLM and CPUC to review survey and avoidance documentation. 

Effectiveness Criteria Identification and avoidance of suitable roosting habitat or nursery sites for sensitive bats. 

Responsible Agency 

Timing Prior to construction. 

CPUC and BLM Phoenix. 

In Section D.2.10, Table D.2-14, pages D.2-279 and D.2-280, Mitigation Measures B-13a 
and B-13b refer to compliance with the Western Riverside MSHCP. The comment requested 
adding in that the project will comply with the Coachella Valley MSHCP for all lands that 
fall under its jurisdiction. The Draft Coachella Valley MSHCP has not yet been adopted 
so no provisions will be added for implementing measures of a proposed plan. 

A15-13 The figures in Appendix 10 of the Draft EIIUEIS depict the Proposed Project only. The figures 
showing the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative that crosses the SBNF are included in the Alter- 
natives Screening Report, Appendix 1 of the Draft EWEIS (Figures Ap. 1-8 through Ap. 1-8g). 

A15-14 Section D.2.6.1.2 of the EIIUEIS identifies and acknowledges that the introduction of invasive 
or noxious weeds poses a threat to native ecosystems. In addition, populations of exotic 
species are known to present in most of the project area at this time. Mitigation identified in 
this EWEIS (Mitigation Measure B-2a) requires preconstruction surveys and avoidance of 
identified populations and provides a mechanism to identify and eradicate specific popula- 
tions identified before construction. Mitigation measures also require a plan that would imple- 
ment the existing best management practices currently utilized by the BLM. However, the 
protocols identified in Mitigation Measure B-2b have been adopted from the United States 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service handbook for noxious weeds. The mitigation pro- 
vided in this EIR/EIS addressing invasive weeds provides a reasonable range of measures 
intended to reduce the potential for the spread of exotic plants. 

However, to ensure that noxious or invasive weeds have been addressed on National Forest 
System Lands Section D.2.6.1.2 (Mitigation Measure B-la and B-2b) of the EIR/EIS has 
been modified as follows: 

B-la Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan. SCE shall 
restore all areas disturbed by project construction, including temporary disturbance 
areas around tower construction sites, laydownlstaging areas, temporary access and 
spur roads, and existing tower locations that are removed during construction of the 
Proposed Project. Where onsite restoration is planned for mitigation of temporary 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, SCE shall identify a qualified Habitat 
Restoration Specialist to be approved by the CPUC/BLM. Hydroseeding, drill seed- 
ing, or an otherwise approved restoration technique shall be utilized on all disturbed 
surfaces using a locally endemic native seed mix approved by the CPUC/CDFG/ 
ADGF/FWS and BLM. SCE shall flag the limits of disturbance at each construction 
site. The Plan shall incorporate the measures identified in the June 2006 Memo- 
randum of Understanding regarding vegetation management along rights-of-way for 
electrical transmission and distribution facilities on Federal lands. In project areas 
that occur in the WRCMSHCP plan area, SCE shall use the applicable Best Manage- 
ment Practices identified in the WRCMSHCP. 
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The creation or restoration of habitat shall be monitored for five years after mitigation 
site construction, or until established success criteria are met, to assess progress and 
identify potential problems with the restoration site. Remedial activities (e.g., addi- 
tional planting, weeding, or erosion control) shall be taken during the monitoring 
period if necessary to ensure the success of the restoration effort. If the mitigation 
fails to meet the established performance criteria after the five-year maintenance 
and monitoring period, monitoring shall extend beyond the five-year period until the 
criteria are met or unless otherwise noted by the CPUUBLM. 

B-2b Implement control measures for invasive and noxious weeds. SCE shall adhere 
to the BLM management guidelines for reducing the potential for the introduction of 
noxious weeds and invasive, non-native plant species -by implemen- 
tation of the following standards: 

0 Wash all equipment and vehicles. Vehicles and all equipment must be washed 
BEFORE AND AFTER entering all project sites unless otherwise directed in 
writing by the BLM. This includes wheels, undercarriages, bumpers and all 
parts of the vehicle. In addition, all tools such as chain saws, hand clippers, 
pruners, etc., must also be washed BEFORE AND AFTER entering all project 
sitefareas. - For example, vehicles traveling into contaminated areas are the main 
dispersal mechanism for yellow star-thistle. All washing must take place where 
rinse water is collected and disposed of in either a sanitary sewer or a landfill. 

Keep written logs. When vehicles and equipment are washed, a daily log must 
be kept stating the location, date and time, types of equipment, methods used and 
staff present. The log shall contain the signature of the responsible crewmember. 

Written logs will be available for CPUC/BLM inspection and shall be turned in 
to BLM on a weekly basis. 

Post-construction weed abatement on the Coachella Valley Preserve and 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Post-construction follow-up weed abatement will 
be conducted on the work areas within the Coachella Valley Preserve. Weed 
abatement will be conducted during the spring following construction and prior 
to when the weeds establish flowers or produce seeds. 

0 

0 

0 

A15-15 Impact H-1 (Construction activity could degrade water quality due to erosion and sedimen- 
tation) in Section D.12 (Hydrology and Water Quality) addresses the potential for 
construction activities to create erosion and sedimentation. Mitigation Measure H- l a  is pre- 
sented specifically to protect National Forest System lands from erosion, and supplements 
the Applicant-Proposed Measures, detailed in Table D. 12-3. Stormwater Pollution Preven- 
tion Plan. In the Geology Section (Section D. 13), this concern is also addressed in Impact 
G-1 (Construction could accelerate erosion). The erosion issue is addressed in both sections 
because the concern is different: the hydrology section focuses on preservation of water 
quality, and the geology/soils section focuses on retention of soils. However, mitigation is 
coordinated between the two sections and both rely on a complete set of APMs as discussed 
above. 
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Comment Set A16 
Irrigation and Electrical Districts of Arizona 

I R R I G A T I O N  & ELECTRICAL D I S T R I C T S  

WA. DUNN 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 

R. GALE PEARCE 
PRESIDENT 

R.D. JUSTICE 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

ASSOCIATION OF ARIZONA 
SUITE 140 

340 E. PALM LANE 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85004-4603 

(602) 254-5908 
Fax (602) 257-9542 

E-mail’ rslynch@rslynchaty corn 

CHARLES W. SLOCUM 
SECRETARY-TREASURER 

ROBERTS. LYNCH 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY-TREASURER 

E-MAILED ONLY August 1 1,2006 

Gail Acheson, Field Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office 
P.O. Box 581260 
North Palm Springs, California 92258 

Re: Draft EIS/EIR, DPV 2 Transmission Line Project 

Dear Ms. Acheson: 

The Irrigation & Electrical Districts Association of Arizona (IEDA) welcomes the opportunity to 
make a comment on the draft EISIEIR, Devers-Palo Verde No. 2. 71 Fed.Reg. 42875-6 (July 28, 
2006). IEDA members and associate members (list attached) provide electricity and water 
throughout Arizona and utilize and/or are served by the bulk power system affected by this project. 

The July 28 notice invites the public to provide comments as to the scope and content of the Draft 
EIS/EIR, as posted on the Bureau of Land Management Palm Springs Field Office’s website. After 
reviewing the Draft EISEIR, IEDA believes the agency failed to consider the effects of a terrorist 
attached on the proposed project, as mandated by a recent Ninth Circuit Court decision. San Luis 
Obispo Mothers for Peace v. Nuclear Renulatow Commission, 449 F.3d 1016 (9th Cir. 2006). 

The Ninth Circuit in San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace held that, under NEPA, a federal agency 
must include studies of effects of terrorist attacks in the NEPA compliance documents. Id- at 1028. 

IEDA believes the Draft EISEIR for Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 transmission line may be adjudged 
inadequate for NEPA compliance purposes by a federal court following the holding in San Luis 
Obispo Mothers for Peace, thereby causing unnecessary delay in the development of this project. 
We understand that the draft was published before this decision. Nevertheless, it is currently the 
controlling law. Therefore, we respectfully request that the agency include the environmental 
impact of a terrorist attack in the final EIS for the Project. 

Sincerely, 

Is/ 
Robert S. Lynch 
Counsel and Assistant 
SecretaryD’reasurer 

RSL:psr 

SERVING ARIZONA SINCE 1962 

A I  6-1 
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Comment Set A16, cont. 
Irrigation and Electrical Districts of Arizona 

MEMBERSHIP LIST 

Voting Members 

&-Chin Electric Utility Authority 
Buckeye Water Conservation & Drainage District 
Electrical District No. 3, Pinal County, Arizona 
Electrical District No. 4, Pinal County, Arizona 
Electrical District No. 5,  Pinal County, Arizona 
Electrical District No. 7, Maricopa County, Arizona 
Harquahala Valley Power District 
Maricopa County Municipal Water Conservation District No. 1 
Roosevelt Irrigation District 
Tonopah Irrigation District 
Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District 

Associate Members 

Aguila Irrigation District 
Central Arizona Water Conservation District 
Electrical District No. 2, Pinal County, Arizona 
Electrical District No. 8, Maricopa County 
McMullen Valley Water Conservation and Drainage District 
The City of Mesa, Arizona 
SRP 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
Southwest Transmission Cooperative, Inc. 
The Town of Thatcher 
Yuma County Water Users Association 
Yuma Irrigation District 
Yuma-Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District 

SERVING ARIZONA SINCE 1962 
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Responses to Comment Set A16 
Irrigation and Electrical Districts of Arizona 

A16-1 The referenced Ninth Circuit decision regarding the Sail Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace 
required that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) consider the potential effects of 
terrorism in its assessment of the expansion of the spent fuel storage facility at the Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. The Decision referenced other NRC documents that had deter- 
mined that terrorism was a potential threat to U.S. nuclear power facilities. The potential 
for a terrorist act against the DPV2 project does exist, but the result of such an act would 
be far less serious than an act against a nuclear power plant. If the DPV2 transmission line 
or a major substation such as the Devers Substation were damaged by terrorism, the effects 
would not create far-reaching health effects to people in the region. Rather, there would 
likely be a short-term power outage until power was routed into the Southern California 
area via another transmission line route. While this effect is not considered to be severe, a brief 
discussion of terrorism has been added to Section D.10.12 (Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project - Non-EMF Electric Power Field Issues) as 
follows: 

Impact PS-6: Terrorist Acts Could Damage Transmission or Substation Facilities (Class 111) 

Electric system security has been an increasing focus of utility attention over the past several 
years. Major substations and high-voltage transmission lines serving major metropolitan areas 
could be targets for terrorist acts. If a major substation or transmission line were seriously 
damaged, the effects could include (a) injury to onsite utility personnel, and/or (b) power 
outages in areas served by the facilities. As is common practice when a line is down, the 
utility would have to re-route power around the affected substation or transmission line to 
serve southern California load, and an outage could occur for some period of time while the 
system was modified to provide service from other substations. 

In addition to DPV1, the proposed DPV2 line would be one of many transmission lines 
serving southern California from the southwest. Other transmission lines include North Gila- 
Imperial Valley-Miguel 500 kV transmission line (also known as Southwest Powerlink or 
SWPL), high voltage DC lines from the Las Vegas area to Los Angeles, two El Dorado-Lugo 
500 kV lines, plus many other lines operating at lower voltages (Western and IID have inde- 
pendent systems of their own). Therefore, the regional transmission system is interconnect 
as such that it is not possible to say that a single line outage would cause an outage at a specific 
hospital, airport, security facility, etc. In addition, although most facilities of this type may 
received power from the SCE grid supplied by DPV2, the facilities would also have back 
up power/generators to prevent electricity interruptions in the event of an outage, such as 
would occur with a terrorist attack on a transmission line. Therefore, this impact is con- 
sidered to be adverse, but less than significant (Class 111). 

0 

0 
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Comment Set A17 
California Department of Fish & Game 

nttp ~AWW ctg c;i.gav 
Eartern Sew&-Inland Dowrts Regron 
3602 tnland Errtpiir? Blvd . Surle C 220 

Ftlx fWt 481-2945 

August 11,2006 

John KalishlBillie 3lanchard 
BLMK PUC 
clo Aspen ~nv~ronm@ntal Croup 
235 Montgome~ Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94140-3002 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Repow Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(Draft EIRIEIS) Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

Dear Mr. Kaiish and Ms. Blanehard: 

The California Depadment of Fish and Game (Department) thanks you for the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft ~nv~~nmentat  impact RepotV Draft € n v ~ r ~ n r n e n ~ ~  
impact Statement for the l3evm-Pato Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project proposed by 
Southern California Edison. Southern Calrfomia Edison has filed an application for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity {CPCN) with the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) for the proposed project. The California Public Utilities Commission 
is the lead agency for the State of California and the US Bureau of Land ~ a n a ~ e ~ e n t  is 
the federal lead agency. 

The Department is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and witdlife! resources !Fish 
and Game Code sections 71 1.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines {CEQA) section 153861 and as a Responsible Agency regarding any djserefionaty 
actions (CEQA Guidelines section 4 5381). 

Southern California Edison is proposing to construct a new 230-mile, 500 kV 
electric transmission line between California and Amona (the Harquahala Generating 
Station west of Phoenix, Arizona) and mpiace 48.2 miles o# 230 kV transmission lines in 
Catifomra- The portion of the project in California consists of 128 miles. 

While Section D.2.4 lists appihble State e ~ ~ r o ~ ~ e n ~ a l  regulations, these are not 
explicitly listed in Section 0.2,5,2 Applicant Proposed Measures or in the ~ j t i ~ a ~ ~ n  
Measues fisted throughout Section 0.2. Specifically, tfie project may result in *take" of 
species listed as endangered under California Endangered Species Act (CE§A). over the 
fife of the project. These include the Mojave tarplant, slender-horned spinebwer, Nevin's 
barberry, Munz's onion, Santa Ana River woollystar, elf owl, witEow flycatcher, western 
yel low-b~l~ cuckoo, desert tortoise, Coachelfa Valfey friry)e-taes lizard, least Betl's dmo, 
Stephens' kangaroo rat, and s ~ u ~ ~ s t ~ r n  willow flycatcher. 

A17-1 
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Comment Set A17, cont. 
California Department of Fish & Game 

Dwers-PaIo Yorde No 2 Transmrssian Line ProjltCX DEIREIS 
Page 2, of 3 

Therefore, an Incidental Take Permit, pursuant to CESA, is required, Permits are 
issued to conserve, protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered 
species and their habitats. Specific M~~~gation Measures should include obtaining an 
Incidental Take Permit. 

The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or 
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species. 
Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in nature and largely 
unsuccessful. This affects the adequacy of M~tigat~o~ Measure B-6a. 

A d d i ~ i ~ n ~ ~ ~ y ,  Mitigation Measures for Section D. 12 should include the application for 
a Streambed Alteration Agreement under Section 1600 et seq of the Fish and Game 
Code. The Department requires the p r w  applicant to notify the Department of any 
activity that will divert, obstruct or change the natural flow or t he  bed, channel, or bank 
(which includes associated riparian resources) of a river, stream or lake, or use material 
from a streambed prior to the applicant's ~ m ~ e n c e m ~ n t  of the activity. However, if the 
CEQA document does not fully identify potential impacts to lakes, streams, and 
associated resources (including, but not limited to, riparian and alluvial fan sage scrub 
habitat) and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting 
commitments, additional CEQA documentation wilt be required prior to execution (signing) 
of the Streambed Alteration Agreement. In order to avoid delays or repetition of the 
CEQA process, potential impacts to a lake or stream, as well as avoidance and mitigation 
measures need to be discussed within this CEQA document. 

The Department previously requested all infonation regarding impacts to lakes, 
streams and associated habitat to be included in the Draft EIRIEIS. The Draft ElRlElS 
does nut contain this information, The information that neds  tu be included within this 
document includes: (a) a delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that wWi be 
directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed project; (b) details on the biological 
rtxiources (flora and fauna) associated with the lakes andlor streams; (c} identification of 
the presence or absence of sensitive plants, animals, or natural communities; (d) a 
discussion of environmental alternatives; (e) a discussion of avoidance measures to 
reduce project impacts; and (9 a discussion of potential mitigation measures required to 
reduce the project impacts to a level of insignificance. The applicant and lead agency 
should keep in mind that the State also has a policy of no net loss of wetlands. 

Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions, please call Robin Maloney- 
Rams, Environmental Scientist, at (909) 980-381 8. 

Sincerely, 

A17-1 cont. 

A17-2 

A I  7-3 

A I  7-4 

Scott Dawson 
Senior Environmentaf Scientist 
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Responses to Comment Set A17 
California Department of Fish & Game 

A17-1 The need for a “take” permit for impacts to state-listed species is briefly described under 
Section D.2.4 of the EIR/EIS, where the California Endangered Species Act is described 
(Draft EIWEIS page D.2-98). The document states that, “For projects that affect both a State 
and federal listed species, compliance with the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) 
will satisfy CESA if the Department of Fish and Game CDFG determines that the federal 
incidental take authorization is “consistent” with CESA under Fish and Game Code Section 
2080.1. For projects that will result in a take of a State-only listed species, the Applicant 
must apply for a take permit under Section 2081(b).” 

The EIWEIS clearly states throughout Section D.2 (impacts and mitigation) that a Section 
2081 or Section 2080.1 Incidental Take Permit will be required for direct or indirect impacts 
to state-listed species of plants and wildlife. However, the California Endangered Species 
Act requires that an Incidental Take Permit be acquired prior to any impacts to state-listed 
species. This is a law and as such, it is not appropriate to include the acquisition of an Inci- 
dental Take Permit as a mitigation measure in a CEQA document. APMs and mitigation mea- 
sures include pre-construction surveys that will identify whether state- and/or federal-listed 
species will be affected by the project. If it is determined that any state-listed species will 
be directly or indirectly affected by the project, then the Applicant will be required by law 
to acquire a Section 2080.1 or Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit (whichever is applicable). 

A17-2 As stated in Response A17-1, if the project will result in “take” of a state-listed species, 
then the Applicant will be required to apply for an Incidental Take Permit under Section 
2080.1 or 208 1 of the California Endangered Species Act. Additional measures for avoid- 
ance, minimization, and/or compensation for impacts to listed species will be determined 
through the process of obtaining the Incidental Take Permit. The EIWEIS specifically states 
that, to the extent feasible, sensitive species, sensitive resources, and sensitive features will 
be avoided by implementing APMs (see page D.2-120 under the Vegetation heading). If 
sensitive plant species are encountered and will be directly or indirectly affected by the 
project, then Mitigation Measures B-6a (Development of a Transplanting Plan) will be 
implemented in coordination with the BLM. The plan will include accepted measures for 
transplanting appropriate specimens, if feasible. TranspIantation of cacti, Joshua trees, and 
oak trees, for example, is a measure that is frequently utilized to mitigate for impacts to 
sensitive or protected species of plants. However, to address potential impacts to plant species 
that do not respond to transplanting the following change to Mitigation Measure B-6a has 
been made. 

B-6a Develop a transplanting plan. In coordination with the BLM, SCE shall prepare a 
transplanting plan in compliance with both Arizona and California laws and regu- 
lations regarding native and sensitive plants, prior to project construction activities. 
The plan will provide details on the plants being transplanted, including which species 
and how many individuals of each species; where the plants will be transplanted; how 
the plants will be transplanted; how the plants will be maintained during the trans- 
planting efforts; and if the plants will be used to re-vegetate disturbed areas of the 
construction site. As a condition of the plan, a pre-construction survey will be con- 
ducted to mark (using bright-colored flagging) all plants that will be transplanted. 
Some cacti will need to be transplanted facing the same direction as they currently 
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face (in other words, the north side of the plant must stay facing the north); these 
cacti will be identified in the plan and appropriately marked to identify which side 
faces north. For listed plant species, SCE shall identify if the plants can be avoided. 
If avoidance is not possible, SCE shall purchase off site mitigation in coordination 
with the USFWS and CDFG 

A17-3 The need for a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement is covered in Section 
D.2.6.1.9 of the EWEIS under Impact B-10 (The Proposed Project would result in adverse 
effects to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands). Any impacts to state jurisdictional waters 
will require completion of the Section 1602 permitting process. Impacts include diverting, 
obstructing, or changing the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream or 
lake, or use material from a streambed. SCE is responsible for applying for the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement prior to any impacts occurring in state or federal jurisdictional 
,waters. Applying for and acquiring a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement is 
required by law if a project will impact state jurisdictional waters. Therefore, it is not 
appropriate to include acquiring this permit as a mitigation measure in a CEQA document. 

A17-4 The EWEIS acknowledges that a formal jurisdictional delineation was not conducted 
(Section D.2.6.1.9, under Impact B-10) prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
biological information provided in the document and the known and potential occurrences 
of the flora and fauna along the route of the Proposed Project and alternatives was based 
partly on past surveys of the routes and partly on the reconnaissance surveys conducted for 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Sections D.2.1 through D.2.3 (pages D.2-1 through D.2-91) discuss 
the details of the biological resources along the routes, including the resources associated 
with the streams and associated habitats that are crossed by the project. In addition, the 
presence and potential presence of sensitive plant and wildlife species and natural communities 
occurring in the areas associated with the streams are discussed in these sections. The 
discussion of alternatives is included in Sections D.2.7 and D.2.8. Avoidance and mitigation 
measures for the proposed project are discussed in Section D.2.6 and Sections 0.2.7 and 
D.2.8 for the alternatives. The Applicant and Lead Agency both realize that the State has a 
policy of no net loss of wetlands. And, as a matter of law, the Applicant will be required to 
apply for, and acquire, a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement prior to imple- 
menting any activities that would affect state jurisdictional waters. Through the Section 1602 
permitting process, the Applicant will be required to provide the jurisdictional delineation 
and additional details on the biological resources that will be affected by the project. This 
will include the presence or absence of sensitive plants, animals, or natural communities 
and a discussion of additional avoidance and/or mitigation measures required to protect the 
jurisdictional waters. 
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Comment Set A18 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

United States Department of the Interior 
kW1 FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

P.O. Box 1306 
In Reply Refer To: 
R2/ES-EC 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 
http:Nifw2es.fws.gov 

Billie Blanchard, CPUC Project Manager 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Dear M s .  Blanchard: 

Tlic US. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) would like to thank you for the opportunity to review the draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environniental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 (DVP) Transmission Line Project. You will find our comments on the document below. We look 
fonvard to working with you to resolve these issues in the future. 

General Comments 

1. Based on the economic information provided, the benefit of the proposed project is questionable in light 
of its significant impacts. In several places the economic benefit of DVP2 is stated to be ‘3 1. I billion 
over the life of the project” (Page A-16 is one example), but nowhere in the EIS is the life of the project 
specified. A time period of 49 years is mentioned in the Southern California Edison’s (SCE) Cost 
Effectiveness Report (2004). An operational lifespan of only 49 years should be weighed carefully 
against the many pernianent Class I impacts that will occur if the project is implemented. Several other 
statements raise concerns about the need for the project and its purported economic benefits: 

“...uncertainty surrounding the SCE customer base, which could be diminished by direct access and 
municipalization trends.. .” (Page C-54). 

“No new generation or major transmission facilities would be required if the DVPZ project is not 
constructed” (Page C-63). 

“ ... DVP2 is primarily driven by SCE‘s desire to reduce energy costs to California customers, not by a 
need for improved reliabiiity” (Page C-61). 

“...constructing DVP2 was found to have a net negative impact of around $16 to $20 million per year to 
Arizona ...” (SCE 2004:4 I). 

The economic analysis was conducted under the assumption that the benefits of accessing Palo Verde 
generation in the southwest area will continue beyond 2012 (SCE 2004). Given the exponential growth 
of the Phoenix area, this assumption is questionable. The Cost Effrctiveness Report also states that 
uncertainty beyond 201 2 is so large that forecasting future generation patterns is too imprecise to be 
useful. This brings the $1 . I  billion figure into question. 

A18-1 

0 

0 

0 
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grid, has numerous Class I impacts, and will produce an economic benefit to consumers of only 61 cents 
Given that the project is almost purely economic in benefits, is not required for reliability of the power 

per MWh (Page A- IS), the No Action Alternative appears preferable to the proposed project. 
A18-1 Cant. I 

2. Tlte Underground Akernative should be reexamined fully. This alternative meets all project objectives 
and might not be cost prohibitive over short distances. This alternative should be seriously considered 
for sensitive areas such as the Kofa National Wildlife Refbge (Kofa NWR); in fact, if this is a feasible 
alternative for the Kofa NWR, then placing the DPVl project underground at the same time and 
removing the current DPVl towers should also be considered. WtGIe there is significant potential for 
severe environmental impacts in the short term, these could be avoided or minimized with careful 
planning, and long-term impacts to recreation and wilderness values coutd be significantly less than 
under the proposed project. There me no known active faults crossing the Kofa NWR segment of the 
project, and the project is in an area of low seismic hazard. There are few areas of steep slope along the 
utility right-of-way (ROW) and the existing access roads should allow for underground placement with 
little additional disturbance. Placing the DPV2 (and possibly DPVl) underground from the Series 
Capacitor east of the Kofa NWR boundary to approximately Milepost 80 should be seriously considered 
and examined in this draft EIS. 

The proponent should also explore an alternative that is within the 1-10 ROW east of Quartzsite and 
north of Kofa NWR. A combination of Sub-Alternate Route Nos. 1 and 4 could form an alternative that 
would result in niinimal impact to natural resources and avoid a second power line on Kofa NWR. There 
would be impact to visual resources, but this impact would be less significant than on Kofa NWR or on a 
previously undisturbed route. 

The proponent fails to differentiate btsween the impacts of what a person expects to see driving down I- 
10 east of Quartzsite 5t 85 mph, versus a person attempting to obtain a high quality wilderness 
experience on Kofa NWR. There is a tremendous difference in scale between the two experiences. 

3. We are concerned about the presentation and analysis provided for special status species, particularly 
those listed under the Endangered Species Act. In Section D.2 and Appendix 7, there are lists of special 
status species and discussions of potential effects to these plant and animal species. However, the 
organization ofthe Section and Appendix do not provide a clear summary of the potential for effects or a 
discussion of those effects for the listed species. In addition, the Section and Appendix do not recognize 
that some federally listed species, particularly the Yuma clapper rail (Ralltrs longiriustrts yirntairetisfs), 
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extirnus), and the candidate yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzta nntericaiius) are also found on the Arizona side of the Colorado River. These species are also 
listed under the Arizona Wildlife of Special Concern. The draft EIS also cites an Arizona Endangered 
Species Act, but there is no such legislation. 

We suggest that the federally listed species be separated from the others of special concern and evaluated 
in one place in Section D.2 and Appendix 7. With the current organization, it is very difficult to assess 
the potential effects and proposed mitigation for these species. We understand that a separate section 7 
consultation will be needed for this project; however, the discussion of the effects to fisted species in the 
draft EIS should be dearly provided. 
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Comment Set A18, cont. 
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e 

l 
A I  8-2 

A I  8-3 

A I  8-4 

A I  8-5 I 4. The draft EIS also does not adequately address the issues of crossing the Colorado River and the 
construction methods that would be needed to span the river. This information is important to 
assessing effects to aquatic and riparian bird species in the area. Also of concern is the additional 
effect to migratory birds from the placement of the new transmission line across the river. While the 
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Comment Set A18, cont. 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

Billie Blanchard 

new line would mirror the old in t y m s  OF location of towers, the width of the affected area would 
increase. Information on bird strike hazards from the existing line should be provided, as well as 
mitigation to reduce the effects of the additional lines. This is not fully discussed in the draft EIS in 
either Section B or D.2. 

Comments hv Section 

3 

Executive Summarv 

5. Page ES-2. Although the Service issued ;t Compatibility Determination in 1989 for the portion of OPV2 
that crosses Kofa NWR, the ROW Permit was never issued. Since the passage of the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, the Service has processed its permits for all proposed uses 
on nationaf wildlife refuges and this process has been closely tied to the compatibility process. The 
BLM ROW issued for DPV2 only applies to affected BLM lands, not to Kofa NWR. 

6. Page ES-70 (Table ES-I). The Class 1 impact WR-2 also applies to Kofa NWR (Page D.5-27). There is 
no mitigation proposed to address WR-2; measures such as habitat improvements elsewhere on the 
refuge should be discussed with refuge staff before project commencement. 

7. Page ES-73 (Table ES-2). Mitigation Measure B-16a (raven control plan) requires approval From the 
Service. 

Section A - Introduction 

8. Page A-2. A ROW Permit is required to cross the Kofa NWR. See comment number 5. 

9. Page A-I 6. What is the life of the project? See comment number I I 

10. Page A- 17. The non-quantifiable benefits of DVP2 come with non-quantifiable costs. What about 
impacts of new generation? New generation development and subsequent growth that may be 
encouraged by DVP2 would bring significant additional environmental impacts. If  non-quantifiable 
benefits are considered, non-quantifiable costs should be, as well. 

1 1. Page A-18. A ROW Permit is required to cross the Kofi NWR. See comment number 5. 

Section B - DescriDtion of ProDosed Proiect 

12. Page B-I 3. A ROW Permit is required to cross the Kofa NWR. See comment number 5. The 
Compatibility Determination will need to be updated or reissued. 

13. Page 8-46. The existing utility spur roads on KoFa NWR were left as unbladed 2-tracks until spring of 
2006, when the roads were bladed. Blading the roads causes vegetation loss, soil erosion, fugitive 
dust/air quality problems, and encourages trespassing by refbge visitors. A 2-track road is sufFtcient for 
almost all vehicles, and the spur roads should be leR in that state or allowed to return to it after 
construction, if blading is deemed absolutely necessary. Refbge staff should be consulted before blading 
of new or existing spur roads occurs. 

14. Page B-69. Applicant Proposed Measures (APM) B-20-Permits for Take of Common Raven Nests, 
would be issued by the Service’s Division of Migratory Birds, not Law Enforcement. Any raven control 

Al8-5 cont. I 
A I  8-6 I 
I A18-7 

1 A18-8 

I A18-9 

I A18-10 

A I  8-1 1 

A18-12 

I 

A I  8-1 3 

I 
I 
I A18-14 
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on Kofa NWR must also be approyed by refiige staff. Only one raven nest has been seen on the existing 
DPV I power line within Kofa NWR. Raven control to protect desert tortoise habitat is not necessary on 
Kofa NWR. 

Section C -Alternatives 

15. Page C-5 I. The Underground Alternative should be fully analyzed for Kofa NWR. See comment 
number 2. 

16. Page C-S4. If the SCE customer base might diminish, why is the DPV2 project necessary? The 
ramifications of the Sun Valley Project should be addressed here. A new power plant constructed in 
California by SCE’s parent company could address California’s power. See comment number 1. 

17. Page C-56. Wind power deserved more attention in this EfS as an alternative. According to the wind 
power figures provided, a single 1.5 MW turbine could generate 2,100 MWh annually, almost hvice the 
anticipated import capacity of DVPZ. Ifthe overage capacity of n wind turbine is 750 kW (half of 1.5 
MW) then theoreticaliy only two turbines would be needed to generate the capacity desired for DPVZ. 
Although wind turbines also have serious environmental impacts, it seems that at only 60 acres per 
turbine ( 1  20 acres total, of which only 6 acres would actually be occupied), wind power would be a far 
more environmentally friendly option than DPVZ at 1,052 acres of new area occupied (Tables B-t and 
B-2). 

18. Page C-6 1. 

a) Section C.6.1. I ,  states that during the early years of DVP2 a surplus of generating capacity will 
be available in Arizona. SCE analyzed the benefits of excess generation from 2009 to 2012 in its 
Cost Effectiveness Report (2004). What will happen during the later years of DVPZ? Given the 
exponential growth of the Phoenix area, how long will the surplus generating capacity in 
Arizona be available? It seems that the economic benefits of DVP2 would be sharply reduced if 
cheaper power from Arizona is no longer available for import into California. These issues 
should be addressed in depth. See comment number 1 - 

b) Because “DVP2 is driven primarily by SCE‘s desire to reduce energy costs to California consunters, 
not by a need for improved reliability,” we question the need for the project in light of the significant 
environmental impacts, especially if the “economic benefits would come mainly from lower energy 
costs based on the ability to access lower-cost energy supplies.. .particularly in Arizona,” and the 
availability of this surplus Arizona generating capacity appears to be short-lived. See comment 
number I .  

c) Decreased generation at older, less eficient California plants is touted as a benefit of DVP2, 
However, if there will also be decreased generation at newer, more efficient plants in California as a 
result of DVPZ (Page C-62), this implies that there is still room for either krther reductions in 
generation at older plants in California or reduction in generation in Arizona, which could offset the 
anticipated 200 ton increase in NO, emissions in Arizona. 

19. Page C-63. If no new generation or major transmission facilities would be required to meet California’s 
energy needs if DVP2 is not constructed, is the project really necessary? See comment number 1. 

A18-14 cont. I 
1 A18-15 

I A18-16 

A I  8-1 7 I 
A I  8-1 8 

A18-19 
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Section D.2 - Biological Resources 

20. Page 0.2-16. Bullfrogs (Rum cu!esbiuna) are an introduced species in the Colorado River and are 
partially responsible for the decline of native Colorado River frogs, such as Rat10 yavt~p~~iensi.~, the 
Lowland Leopard Frog. Bullfrogs are probably not the best amphibian species with which to categorize 
the Colorado River. 

- 

21, Page D.2-54. Buckhorn cholla is now considered to be Cylirrdropmtia ucunfhocn,-pu. 

22. Page D.2-55. It should be clarified that although the Kofa NWR is located within and directly adjacent 
to the boundaries of the New Water Mountains Wilderness Area, the SCE ROW (and thus, the Kofa 
NWR segment of the proposed project) lies entirely outside of the wilderness area because the ROW 
predated the wilderness designation. However, because the ROW is immediately adjacent to wilderness 
area, the proposed project will still cause impacts to wilderness character and values. 

23. Page D.2-94. Although bald and golden eagles, and their nests and eggs, are protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (as migratory birds), these species are not specifically mentioned under this 
law as is suggested under the paragraph in Section D.2.4 referring to the Act. It is the Bald Eagle 
Protection Act of 1940 that specifically protects bald and golden eagles. 

24. Page D.2- 100. APMs B-5 and B- I 1 should be applied to Kofa N WR, as well, for protection of 
biological resources. 

25. Page D.2-101. APM B-20-40mmon Ravens. See comment number 14. 

26. Page D.2-102. 

a) SCE must provide measures to enforce APM B-29, such as coordinating with local law 
enforcement agencies to monitor traffic speed along routes, or provide temporary speed bumps on 
access roads. Past experience shows that contractors frequently ignore posted speed limits on 
Kofa N WR. 

b) APM B-30 should apply in Kofa NWR. Spur road blading should only be done if essential. See 
comment number 13. 

27. Pages $3.2-104 and 105. Table D.2-7 must be updated to reflect that Impacts B-1 I and B-12 are, in fact, 
Class 111 impacts on Kofa NWR. Important sheep movement corridors occur between the Livingston 
Wills and western New Water Mountains, and also between the northeast Kofa Mountains and the eastern 
New Water Mountains (Cochran et al. 1984). During construction of the first DPVl line, transmission 
line construction activities precluded norma1 ram crossings between the New Water Mountains and the 
Kofa Mountains/ Livingston Hills, although subsequent operation of the line did not appear to affect 
sheep crossings of the corridor (Smith et aI. 1986). 

A I  8-20 

A I  8-21 

A I  8-22 

A I  8.23 

A I  8-24 

A I  8-25 

A I  8-26 

A I  8-27 

A I  8-28 

I A18-29 

I A18.30 

28. Page D.2-1 IO. Table D.2.8 should be updated to reflect that Impacts B-1 I and B-12 are Class I l l  on 
Kofa NWR and that Mitigation Measures B-9a and B-9b will be implemented on Kofa NWR for 
sensitive reptile species. 

29. Page D.2-117. Mitigation Measure B-2b for noxious weeds should contain a provision that SCE will pay 
for treating invasive plant species that appear along the ROW after construction within o certain time 
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I A18-30 cont. period. Invasive species may be ictroduced inadvertentfy, despite preventative measures described, and 
may not appear until rainfall occurs, perhaps many months aRer construction is completed. 

30. Page D.2-157. Section D.2.6.1. IO should include a brief discussion of impacts to bighorn sheep 
A18-31 I movement corridors on Kofa NWR. Jmpacts B-1 i and B-12 are Class 111 on Kofa NWR for bighorn 

sheep (see comment number 27). The assumption ofNo Impacts to movement corridors on Kofa NWR 
is erroneous. 

3 I .  Page D.2- 170. It cannot be said that the proposed project will not conflict with the managcment policies 
of Kofa NWR until the official Compatibility Determination is made. This determination will lend to a 
decision by the Rehge ManagerlRegional Chief of the NWR System on whether or not the use is 
compatible with refuge purposes, and whether or not a permit should be issued to that proponent for the 
proposed project. The original 1989 Compatibility Determination signed by former Regional Director, 
Mike Spear, expired in 2004. A new compatibility determination has not been issued for the project. 

32. Page D.2-174. Raven Control Plan. See comment number 14. 

A I  8-32 

I A18-33 

I 33. Page D.2-272. Table D.2-14 should be updated to reflect that Mitigation Measures B-2a and B-2b will 
also be implemented on Kofa NWR, not BLM land only. 

34. Page D.2-280. Mitigation Measure B-f6a. See comment number 14. 

Section D.3 - Visual Resources 

35. Page 3-57. APM B-5 {removal of construction debris) should apply to all construction areas, including I A18-34 those within KofaNWR. 

Section 0.4 - Land Use 

36. Page D.4-14. A ROW permit was never issued by the Service in 1989 for the DPV2 Project. The 1989 
Compatibility Determination will either be reissued or a new Compatibility Determination will be made. 
See comment number 5. 

A I  8-35 I 
37. Page D.4-25. The Proposed Project cannot be considered compatible with the Kofa NWR 

Comprehensive Management Plan untii the Compatibility Determination is made. I A18-36 

38. Page D.4-27. Table D.4-13. In about 2002, the existing maintenance or access roads leading from the El 
Paso Natural Gas Pipeline Road to each individual tower on the existing DPVl power line were bladed 
in order to access the power line with a boom truck to wash accumulated dust off of the insulators. Since 
the time DPVt was constructed in the early 1980s. native desert vegetation had returned and recovered 
within these old access routes. In 2006, the same access roads were upgraded from 2-tracks by blading 
without consulting refuge staff. For APM L-2, the refuge would like specific information on how 
existing and new tower maintenance roads will be maintained to reduce dust, erosion, and vegetation 
destruction. While it is understood that the access and spur roads must be maintained for project 
maintenance, 2-track roads provide adequate access for almost all vehicles and blading, especially on 
upland terraces, is not necessary. See comment number 13. 

A I  8-37 

NWR, not Class 11. A second powerline would violate both significant land use criteria on Page D.4-26 
39,Page D.4-28. Table D.4-14. The proposed project impact L-2 should be a Class I impact across Kofa 

and permanently damage the wilderness viewshed and recreation values. There is no way to mitigate 
this effect to less than significant. 

~ 1 8 - 3 8  I 
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40. Page D.4-33. Contrary to what is_stated under Section 4.6.2, there would be long-term land use impacts 
from the proposed project on Kofa NWR, given the significant recreational use the area incurs. Impact 
L- 1 would certainly occur from construction dust, noise, roadblocks. and vegetation destruction; Impact 
L-2 would indirectly affect wilderness and recreational users by generating noise and disrupting the 
viewshed. These issues are addressed in depth in Sections D.2, D.3, D.5, D.8, and D.1 1, but should be at 
least mentioned here, as well. 

A I  8-39 

Section D.5 - Wilderness and Recreation 

41. Page D.5-6. Change “Sawtooth Mountains” to “Sawtooth Mountain” and “La Cholla Mountains’’ to “La I ~ 1 8 . 4 0  

42. Page D.5-16. The text from Public Law 88-577, Section 4[d], cited on Page D.5-16, applies only to 

Cholla Mountain’’ in the Copper Bottom Pass section. 

national forests. Wilderness within other Federal lands, such as national wildlife refuges, is not covered 
by this particular stipulation. 

A18-41 I 
43. Page D.5-17. The legislative history of Kofa NWR is incorrect. Kofa NWR was established by PubIic 

Law 94-223 in 1976, changing the status from a Game Range (established in 1939) to a NWR. The 
Arizona-Idaho Conservation Act of 1988 applies to the withdrawal of Kofa NWR lands from mineral 
leasing. Also applicable is the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-628, 104 Stat 
4472 and 4478), which established portions of the Kofa and New Water Mountains as designated 
wilderness. 

A I  8-42 

A I  8-43 I 44. Page D.5-I 9. In regard to APMs B-3 and L-I, it should be strongly emphasized that no vehicular traffic 
may occur off of existing or new accesslspur roads or outside the ROW on Kofa NWR. Because off- 
highway vehicle (OHV) use policies differ throughout the various segments of the proposed project, SCE 
must ensure that all workers clearly understand that off-road travel is prohibited on Kofa NWR. 

I A18-44 45. Page D.5-21 and D.5-22, Table D.5-3. Policies regarding OHV use on the Kofa NWR differ from those 
on BLM land. There should be no off-road vehicular travel or travel outside the existing ROW. See 
comment number 44. 

46. Page D.5-27. Although construction would occur outside of designated wilderness on Kofa NWR, the 
proposed project runs directly along the boundary on the New Water Mountains Wilderness. Therefore, 
contrary to the first paragraph in Section D.5.6.2, there would still be indirect visual impacts to the 
wilderness areas on Kofa NWR. The highest recreational use of tlie Kofn NWR occurs in October 
through March. If construction were timed to avoid these months, impacts to refuge visitors would be 
minimized. 

47. Pages D.5-27 and 28. Providing mitigation funds to Kofa NWR or a cooperator for ( I )  acquiring private 
land in-holdings within the refuge boundaries from willing sellers, (2) constructing bet-accessible steel 
gates on abandoned mines that are important bat habitat, and (3) rehabilitating abandoned mine sites and 
old roads on Kofa NWR may be mitigation measures for Impact WR-2. The proposed construction of 
DPVZ wouId remain a Class 1 impact because of its detriment to the refuge and New Water Mountains 
Wilderness. This mitigation would help make up for the loss of habitat caused by the construction of the 
DPVZ, aithough it would not reduce the industrial development of the proposed project across the refuge. 
I t  must be clearly stated that any mitigation proposed would have no bearing on the compatibility 
determination completed by the Rehge Manager. 

A I  8-45 

A I  8-46 
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U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

Billie Blanchard 8 

Section D.7 - Cultural and Paleontolorical Resources 

48. Page D.7-50. Kofa NWR requests copies orany cultural or paleontological inventories conducted in the I A18-47 Areas of Potential Effects (APE). 

Section D.8 -Noise 

49. Page D.8-28. Impact N-2 is considered a Class 1 impact on P3ge D.8-22 and should be considered a 
CIass f impact on Kofa NWR. Even though the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard of 55 
Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) has not been specifically adopted for Kofa NWR, it is logical to 
use that standard to assess impacts given the recreational and wilderness uses of the refuge. The existing 
DPV I line exceeds this noise level already and is the most notable noise source in the area. Because 
DPVZ would increase this noise level further, corona noise impacts should be considered Class 1 within 
the refuge. This distracting sound may discourage visitors to the refuge or to other public lands from 
camping or picnicking or spending time in the vicinity of the power tines outside of their vehicles. 

Section D.9 - TrnnsDortation and Traffic 

A I  8-48 

heavy visitor use. The Crystal Hill Road receives heavy visitor use during the winter months. SCE must 
50. Page D.9-10. There is no APM to address trafiic congestion along the Crystal Hill Road during times of 

provide adequate signage at refige entrances and traffic coordinating personnel, if necessary. 
Ala-49 I 

could occur during construction of the proposed project. SCE must devise a plan to ensure that conflicts 
5 I .  Page D.9-16. Because of the remote nature of the refuge, it is possible that a helicopter rescue operation 

wouId not occur between rescue helicopters and helicopters being used in construction of the powerline. 
A18-50 I 

52. The utility ROW road from the west refuge boundary (Highway 95) to approximately milepost 79.5 
(where the utility road joins the Crystal Hill Road) is not a designated public access road. Past 
experience has shown that construction traffic on the ROW road creates enforcement problems when 
refuge visitors see construction traffic on the ROW road and think it  is open for public use. SCE must 
provide adequate signage at both ends of this road segment and work with refuge taw enforcement (in 
conjunction with measures requested in comment number 26) to reduce inadvertent visitor use of the 
ROW road. 

~ A18-51 

I& 

I A18-52 53. Page D.10-13. SCE must submit a copy of Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan 
to Kofa NWR, in addition to BLM, for review. 

54. Page D.10-25. Exposure to electric fields should be addressed on Kofa NWR because of the rural 
characteristics of the refuge-there are few trees and no walls on the refuge to shield visitors h m  
electric fields, and significant recreation is done on foot, outside of vehicles, which could expose visitors 
and staff to electric fields. There are several popular campsites within a few hundred feet of the existing 
DPVl power line. The final EIS should address whether or not any individuals should camp ovemighi in 
these sites either at this time, or after the proposed construction of DPVZ takes place. 

A I  8-53 

A I  8-54 I 55. Page D. 10-32. Kofa NWR uses two-way radios for routine and emergency communications and radio 
transmitters for radio tracking of animals during studies. SCE must provide data showing that the 
proposed project will not cause interference to radio use from electric or magnetic fields. Radio tracking 
frequencies generally range between 140 and 160 MHz; Kofn radio communications occur on 165 MHz 
(receiving) and I72 MHz (transmitting). 
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(Area 17). The towers on Kofa NWR are different than those in Copper Bottom Pass; Figure D.lO-7 for 
56. Page D.10-41. Figure D. 10-5 does not adequately represent the Magnetic Field Profiles for Kofa NWR 

Area 15 fits the project profile better and this should be noted in the figure legends because the profiles 
are so different. 

A18-55 I 
1 A1846 

57. Page D. 10-55. New metal fencing was erected along the utility ROW in 2006 by El Paso Natural Gas. 
SCE and El Paso must coordinate to ensure that these new fences are grounded. 

radio for communications and research. SCE must resolve any radio interference issues to the refuge’s 
satisfaction. 

A18-57 I 58. Page D.lO-56. Mitigation Measure PS-lb is especially important on Kofa NWR, which is dependent on 

Section D. 1 I -  Air Quality 

59. Page D.ll-40. Any chemical soil binders used on Kofa NWR must be nontoxic and biodegradable. SCE 
will submit labels and Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all soil binders for approval by Kofa 
NWR before any use of soil binders occurs. 

A I  8-58 I 60. See comment number 13. Keeping spur roads as 2-tracks and blading only if essential would reduce 
fugitive dust and improve air quality. 

Section D.12 - Hvdroloev and Water Resources 

61. Page D.12-IO. In regard to APM W-7, see comment number 13. Keeping spur roads as 2-tracks would I ~ 1 8 - 5 9  reduce water runoff and associated erosion. 

I A18-60 62. Page D. 12-28. SCE must submit a copy of Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan 
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan, and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to 
Kofa NWR, in addition to BLM, for review. 

Section D. I3 - Geolow. Mineral Resources. and Soils 

63. Page D. 13-69. In regard to Mitigation Measure G-la, SCE must submit a copy of the plan for 
identification, avoidance, and protection of sensitive desert pavement to Kofa NWR, in addition to BLM, 
for review. 

A18-61 I 
Section E - ComDarison of Alternatives 

64. Page E-1 5. The Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) cannot be found superior to the No Project 
Alternative based on the information in Section E.3. New generation facilities would be more efficient 
and be built to stricter environmental standards and might eventually replace older. less efticient power 
plants in California, thus, reducing net air emissions. New supply-side actions would also have 
environmental impacts, but with new technologies being developed it is possible these impacts could be 
less than the ESA (refer to comment number I7 as an example). The ESA also encourages energy 
overconsumption in California and discourages energy conservation. While Section E.3 is an attempt to 
quantify uncertain variables, the analysis is not complete enough to deem the ESA superior to the No 
Project A I ternative. 

A 8-62 
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Billie Bianchard 

Section F - Cumulative Scenario and 1-mmcts 

10 

65. Page F.2. Based on the defined project list approac.. (Page F.I), cumulative impacts wouL result from 
the addition of DPV2 to DPVI . Although no new projects are anticipated in La Paz County, the 
cumulative impacts of DPV2 added to DPVI must be analyzed for Kofa NWR. 

66. Page F.34. Based on the significance criteria for visual resources, the cumulative impacts of DPV2 and 
DPV 1 on visual access to scenic resources must be analyzed. 

67. Page F.36. Based on the significance criteria for land use, the cumulative impacts of DPVZ and DPVl 
must be analyzed because ofthe close proximity of DPVI and DPVZ, and because designated wilderness 
is located within 1 mile of the ROW on Kofa NWR. 

A I  8-63 

A I  8-64 

68. Page F.43. Based on the significance criteria for wilderness and recreation. the cumulative impacts of 
DPVl and DPV2 must be considered on Kofa NWR. See comment number 67 and Page F.45: "As 
significant impacts have already occurred to the character and recreational value of the recreation oreas 
located long the DPVI line, operation of the proposed project, alone or in conjunction with other 
Proposed Projects, would contribute to a significant, cumulative effect to established recreation areas 
(Class I).'' 

Section G - Other CEOA and NEPA Reauirements 

69. Pages (3-33 and 34. The significant and unavoidable Class I impact to visual, wilderness, and recreation I A18-65 resources on Kofa NWR remains a primary objection to the proposed project. See comment number 1. 

Section H - Mitigation Monitorine and ReoortinE 

70. Page H-4. Although BLM is the lead agency for the proposed project on Federal lands, the Service 
retains authority to halt any construction, operation, or maintenance activity on Koh NWR refuge lands 
if the activity has deviated from the approved project or mitigation. 

A I  8-66 

1 A18-67 
71. Page H-5. SCE shall provide Kofa NWR, in addition to BLM, copies of project quarterly reports. 

IFyou should have any questions regarding these comments, plea& contact the Field Supervisor or Lesley 
Fitzpatrick, Arizona Ecological Services Field Ofice, at 602-242-02 10. for issues regarding endangered 
species, migratory birds, and habitat conservation; and the Refuge Manager, Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, 
at 928-783-7861, for issues regarding Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. 

Sincerely, 
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Comment Set Al8, cont. 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

cc: Field Supervisor, Arizona Ecological Services Field Office, Phoenix, AZ 
. Refuge Manager, Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, Yuma, AZ 

Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Management, North Patm Springs, CA 
NEPA Coordinator, Region 2, Albuquerque, NM 
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A18-72 
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Responses to Comment Set A18 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

A18-1 The preference of the USFWS for the No ProjectlNo Action Alternative over the Proposed 
Project is noted. The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) independent Economic 
Evaluation (February 2005) of DPV2 assumes that the economic life is 50 years, which is a 
typical life expectancy of a transmission line. The BLM Right-of-way Grant is typically 
issued for 50 years, so this is one indication of the life of a project; however, there are 
many examples of transmission lines that are still operational more than 50 years after they 
were constructed. Please refer to Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. The CPUC 
Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through economic modeling during the 
Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-Ml), and the Arizona Corporation Commission in a 
separate proceeding is also addressing project need. See also Response B3-4. 

A18-2 An underground alternative is described in detail in EIIUEIS Appendix 1, Section 4.4.3. 
Please refer to Response B8-8 regarding the feasibility and impacts of an underground 
transmission line alternative. Undergrounding the 500 kV transmission line approximately 
28 miles from the Series Capacitor east of the Kofa NWR boundary (Milepost 52) through 
Kofa NWR to Milepost 80 would have much greater construction and operational environ- 
mental impacts than the Proposed Project, due to the requirements for continuous trenching 
and installation of numerous buried vaults. As a result, this alternative was not analyzed in 
detail in the EIR/EIS. 

A18-3 Several possible alternative routes passing north of the Kofa NWR are evaluated in the 
Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix 1) of the EIWEIS. One of these routes, “SCE 
Subalternate Route 1 ’’ would follow the south side of Interstate-10. While it is true that this 
route would eliminate the new visual impacts in Kofa that would result from installation of 
the second transmission line, an 1-10 alternative would introduce a new utility line with 
industrial character into a landscape presently lacking such facilities. As a result, views of 
the Plomosa Mountains and New Waters Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) would experi- 
ence an adverse visual change, though it is true that views of the route would be of rela- 
tively shorter view durations due to the high rate of vehicular speed on 1-10. However, the 
long-duration views of residents and recreationists using the La Posa Recreation Site and 
Long-term Visitor Area would also be adversely affected from substantially c losr  viewing 
distances. Therefore, siting the new line adjacent to the existing DPVl line would avoid 
the proliferation of transmission line facilities across the landscape and the visual impacts 
on 1-10 and the La Posa Recreation Site and Long-term Visitor Area as well. 

However, visual impacts were not the primary reason for elimination of the north of Kofa 
alternatives. The major reasons were the impacts to biological and cultural resources that 
would result from the extensive new disturbance of ground resulting from construction of 
new access roads, towers, and staging areas. These factors are documented in detail in Gen- 
eral Response GR-1. 

A18-4 Please refer to Response B6-8 regarding the discussion of project impacts and mitigation. 
Table D.2-11 (Sensitive Wildlife with High Potential to Occur) identifies that Yuma clapper 
rail, southwestern willow flycatcher, and yellow-billed cuckoo have the potential to occur 
in both the Arizona and California sections of the project. In addition, Section D.2.6.1.6 
(Threatened or Endangered Species) provides specific language identifying the potential for 
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A 

A 18-5 

A 18-6 

A 18-7 

8-8 

8-9 

A18-10 

A18-11 

these species in both Arizona and California (See Birds, Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to 
Colorado River and Colorado River to Midpoint Sub-station). 

Regarding the EIR/EIS’ reference to an “Arizona Endangered Species Act,” EIR/EIS authors 
are aware that there is no such law and have not found reference to it in the EIR/EIS. 
Section D.2.4 addresses laws and regulations, and does not include reference to this act 
under the sub-heading for Arizona. 

The EIR/EIS utilizes bird strike information and cites several references (APLIC, 1994, 
APLIC 1996, and Avery et al., 1978) regarding the potential for bird strikes in the EIR/EIS. 
However, detailed accounts of bird strikes at the Colorado River were not available. The 
EIR/EIS does indicate that impacts to bird species may occur from the proposed power 
lines. Mitigation measures identified in this EIR/EIS including B-15a (Utilize collision- 
reducing techniques in installation of transmission lines) and APMs would be utilized to 
reduce potential impacts to birds from transmission line collisions. 

Please refer to Responses A18-35 and A18-9. Executive Summary Section ES.l on page 
ES-2 has been clarified as follows: 

In 1989, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Certificate of Right-of-way Com- 
patibility for the portion of the DPV2 route that crosses the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
in Arizona, but a Right-of-way Permit was never issued. 

Section D.5.6.2 states that Impact WR-2 (Operation would change the character of a recre- 
ation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value) in Kofa NWR would be signif- 
icant and unmitigable (Class I) for the Proposed Project. 

See Response A18-46 for a discussion of consultation with refuge staff prior to project 
commencement. 

Mitigation Measure B-16a (Prepare and implement a raven control plan) specifically identifies 
that SCE would have to gain approval from the USFWS to implement the plan. 

Please refer to Response A18-35. Table A-4 in Section A.3.5 (Permits Required for the 
DPV2 Project) of the Draft EIR/EIS states that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would 
have the following jurisdiction and permitting authority for the following: Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility for the Kofa NWR; Right-of-way Grant (crossing Kofa NWR 
and Coachella Valley NWR); Consultation for Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act; 
and Habitat Conservation Plans (Riverside County). Regardless, Section A. 1.1 on page A-2 
of the Draft EIR/EIS has been clarified as follows: 

In 1989, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Certificate of Right-of-way Com- 
patibility for the portion of the DPV2 route that crosses the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
in Arizona, but a Right-of-way Permit was never issued. 

Please refer to Response A18-1. 

Section G.2 discusses growth-inducing effects of the Proposed Project, including growth 
related to the provision of additional electric power. As discussed in Response A18-1, the 
economic analysis of the project is occurring in a separate proceeding and is not within the 
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scope of CEQA or NEPA. It is highly speculative to assume that new generation would 
occur as a result of DPV2 especially because DPV2 has been found to be needed inde- 
pendent of any new generation. The Arizona Corporation Commission is responsible for power 
plant review and permitting within Arizona, which is independent of DPV2. The economics 
of building new generation outside of California is discussed in Section C.5.5.1 (under New 
Conventional Generation Alternative) of the EIR/EIS. Non-quantifiable environmental 
costs and benefits related to the Proposed Project have been analyzed in this EIR/EIS for 13 
different issue areas in Sections D.2 through D. 14. 

A18-12 Please refer to Responses A18-9 and A18-35. Section A.3 on page A-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows: 

Also, the USFWS issued a Certificate of Right-of-way Compatibility (CRC) in 1989 for 
the portion of the proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line that crosses 
the Kofa NWR in Arizona, but a Right-of-way Permit was never issued. 

In addition, Section B.2.2.1 on page B-13 of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified as follows: 

The USFWS has indicated that they will re-evaluate the project and update or reissue 
the 1989 CRC and will need to issue a Right-of-way Permit. 

A18-13 The EIR/EIS preparers agree that clearing roadways and grading spur roads increases the 
potential for impacts to vegetation and wildlife, and the EIR/EIS addresses this activity in 
the biological resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, and geologic resources 
impact assessments in Sections D.2, D. 11, D. 12, D. 13, respectively. Ground disturbance 
also has the potential to increase fugitive dust and result in off-site sediment transport. The 
EIWEIS also provides specific mitigation addressing these issues and provides a mechanism 
to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Further, within the Kofa NWR, Mitigation 
Measure B-lb (Coordinate tower placement with USFWS/BLM) requires SCE to 
coordinate with the refuge to reduce impacts from tower placement. 

A18-14 Comment noted. Please see Response A18-8. 

A18-15 Please refer to Response A18-2. 

A18-16 Please refer to Response A18-1. See also Response B8-4 regarding the New Conventional 
Generation Alternative. In addition, Distributed Generation is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in 
Appendix 1 of the Draft EWEIS. As mentioned in the footnote at the bottom of page C-54, 
the Sun Valley Project is currently proposed by Edison Mission Energy, a subsidiary of 
Edison International (the parent company of SCE as well), and it is considered as a comple- 
ment, not as a replacement to DPV2. According to the Technical Appendices (Appendix 
D, Resources) for the CAISO February 2005 Economic Evaluation of PVD2, the 500 MW 
Sun Valley generation project is not included in the 2008 or 2013 scenario. CAISO does 
not normally consider generation in their studies unless it is under construction, and Sun 
Valley has yet not received its Preliminary Staff Assessment or approval by the California 
Energy Commission. In addition, the nearby 800 MW Inland Empire Energy Center, which 
broke ground September 2005, is also not included in the economic modeling. 
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A 18- 17 Renewable Generation Resources Alternatives, including wind technology, are evaluated in 
Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1, Section C.5.5.2, and Executive Summary Section 2.3.4 and 
were eliminated from full consideration during the alternatives screening process. Not only 
was wind technology evaluated as an alternative on a general basis, but both the Tehachapi 
and the San Gorgonio Pass areas were specifically addressed in the alternatives discussion. 

Use of renewable generation technologies would avoid the specific impacts associated with 
the construction and operation of the proposed DPV2 project, but new transmission would 
still be required from the renewable generation locations, creating impacts similar to those 
of the Proposed Project, which is proposed to transmit power from an already existing 
generation source. 

In addition to the reliability and feasibility issues discussed in Appendix 1 and Section C, 
use of renewable resources would be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed DPV2, 
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. 

A18-18 Please refer to Response A18-1 and General Response GR-3 regarding project need. The 
CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through economic modeling 
during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-041). The Arizona Corporation Commission 
in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. See also Response B3-4. 

Please see Response B3-14 for information on the “increase” of NOx emissions in Arizona, 
which would be offset by reduced operation of many power plants elsewhere. The power 
plant emissions reported in the EIR/EIS would occur at existing facilities that are presently 
permitted to generate power and send it wherever transmission accesses demand. The com- 
ment suggests that further reductions in generation at older plants in California may be real- 
ized, but this would be accomplished by either developing more new power plants in Cali- 
fornia or additional transmission infrastructure to import power, options that could involve 
a vast range of environmental impacts. Please see Response B18-1 regarding the purpose 
and need of the project. 

A18-19 

A18-20 Specific information describing sensitive amphibian species that may occur along the Colorado 
River are described in Section D.2.2.4 (Palo Verde Valley/Fishes and Amphibians). This sec- 
tion describes the potential for the presence of Colorado River toad and Couch’s spadefoot 
toad. 

A18-21 This species name of the buckhorn cholla has been updated in EIWEIS Section D.2.2.2 as 
shown below. 

D.2.2.2 Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 

Plant Communities and Sensitive Habitats 

The portion of the Proposed Project within the boundaries of the Kofa NWR contains 
species typical of upland and xeroriparian areas of Palo verde-Cactus-Mixed Scrub 
series of the Arizona Upland subdivision of the Sonoran Desert scrub biotic community. 
The dominant plant species observed in proposed ground-disturbing areas within the Kofa 
NWR segment of the Proposed Project during field reconnaissance include Creosote bush, 
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A 18-22 

A 18-23 

A18-24 

A 18-25 

A 18-26 

foothill palo verde, saguaro (Carnegiu gigantea), desert ironwood, catclaw acacia, buck- 
horn cholla (Cylindropuntiu acunthocarpa), and mesquite. Additional detail concerning 
these plant communities can be found in Section D.2.1.1.1. 

The characterization of the project area and its proximity to wilderness areas has been 
modified in Section D.2.2.2 of the EIR/EIS as follows. 

Special Habitat Management Areas Overview 

The Kofa NWR segment of the Proposed Project is located within and directly adjacent 
to the boundaries of the New Water Wilderness Area as designated and managed by the 
Kofa NWR and the BLM. However, the proposed ROW is not a part of the Wilderness 
Area. The Proposed Project would traverse approximately 20 miles within the bounda- 
ries of the Kofa NWR, which is also within and directly adjacent to the boundaries of 
the New Water Mountains Wilderness Area. Additional detail on these can be found in 
Section D.2.1.1.4. 

Section D.2.4 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards, Migratory Bird Treaty Act) 
of the EIR/EIS has been modified to accurately reflect the status of gold eagles and bald 
eagles. The Draft EWEIS did include a section describing the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 
1940, specifically referencing both bald and golden eagles. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703 711) is a treaty signed by the 
United States, Canada, Mexico, and Japan that makes it unlawful at any time, by any 
means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill migratory birds. The law 
applies to the removal of nests (such as swallow nests on bridges) occupied by migratory 
birds during the breeding season. The Act makes it unlawful to take, pursue, molest, or 
disturb species 1 , their nests, or their eggs 
anywhere in the United States. 

Applicant Proposed Measures would apply to all areas of the ROW including the Kofa 
NWR. In addition, specific coordination with the Kofa is required in Mitigation Measure B-lb 
(Coordinate tower placement with USFWS/BLM), which would require SCE to coordinate 
with the Refuge to reduce impacts from tower placement. In addition, Applicant Proposed 
Mitigation Measure A-5 limits vehicle speeds to 15 mph on unpaved surfaces and Mitigation 
Measure B-29 limits off road speeds to 25 mph in tortoise areas. 

Please see Response A18-8. 

If the project is approved and all required permits are granted, approval documents will 
state which Applicant Proposed Measures and mitigation measures are adopted as conditions 
of approval. Adopted APMs, mitigation measures, and permit conditions identified would 
be monitored for compliance by a representative of the CPUC and BLM (including within the 
Kofa NWR, if monitoring by these personnel is approved by Kofa management for NWR 
lands). All non-compliance activity would be reported to CPUC/BLM and any affected 
agencies. Repeated non-compliance can result in work stoppage and violations of State or 
federal law would be reported to law enforcement agencies. 
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0 A 18-27 

A 18-28 

Please see Response A 18- 13. 

Table D.2-7 (Impacts Identified-Biological Resources) of the EIR/EIS has been modified to 
reflect this comment. 

Table D.2-7. Impacts Identified - Biological Resources 

Impact 
No. Description 

Impact 
Significance - 

Proposed Project 
B-11 Construction activities would result in adverse effects to the movement of fish, wildlife 

movement corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites 
No Impact, 
Class II, 111 

A18-29 Table D.2-8 (Summary of Impacts by Segment) of the EWEIS has been modified to reflect this 
comment. 

Proposed Mitigation 
Project Measures’ 

Segment B-10 B-11 B-12 8-13 B-14 B-15 B-16 B-17 
Kofa National Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class B-la, B-lb, B-2a, 
Wildlife Refuge II - 111 - 111 111 111 I I  II 111 B-2b, B-5a, B-6a, 

B-7b, B-7c, B-9a, 
- B-9b B-9C, B-gd, 
B-9f. B-15a. B-16a 

A18-30 Mitigation Measure B-2a (Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory) contains a provision 
for post-construction monitoring and eradication of noxious weeds. This plan will have to 
be submitted to the BLM, CPUC, ADGF, CDFG, and USFWS prior to construction of the 
project. 

Please see Responses A 18- 13 and A 18-28. A 18-3 1 

A18-32 Section D.2.6.1.11 (Plans, Policies, and Ordinances) of the EIR/EIS has been modified to 
reflect this comment. 

Kofa NWR. Construction activities may adversely affect biological resources within the 
Kofa NWR, which wed&= conflict with the Refuge’s management policies and plans. 
Impacts in crossing of the Kofa NWR would be minimized through utilization of existing 
utility access (gas and transmission) roads during the construction and operational phases of 
the project (APM L-1). All vehicular traffic would be limited to approved access or spur 
roads. This APM would minimize disturbances to habitat, but direct impacts to species would 
still occur. Wildlife utilizing the habitats adjacent to the Proposed Project during construction 
activities would be disturbed by the associated noises and may relocate away from the activities. 
Impacts would be temporary and limited to the duration of the activities, thus species would be 
able to utilize the adjacent habitats following the activities. Impacts to some species wouId 
be more adverse than others, but overall impacts related to conflict with biological resources 
policies within the Kofa NWR would be considered less than significant (Class 111). Based 
on the evaluation of impacts identified in this EWEIS, tThe Proposed Project may not conflict 
with management policies of the Kofa NWR. However, the determination of compatibility 
will be made by the USFWS in its Compatibility Determination for the Proposed Project. 
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A18-33 Please see Response A18-8 regarding Ravens. Please see Response A10-4 regarding exotic 
plants. 

A 18-33 Please see Response A 18-8. 

A18-34 Please refer to Response E2-55 regarding Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs). APM B-5, 
which refers to Copper Bottom Pass specifically, is proposed by SCE as part of the Proposed 
Project and cannot be changed by the EIR/EIS team. However, the purpose of the EIR/EIS’s 
mitigation measures is to create specific protective measures, which supersede APMs and 
are generally more stringent, detailed, specific, and enforceable. Mitigation measures are pre- 
sented at the end of each issues area section (see Sections D.2 through D.14), and they address 
the requirements listed in APM B-5 and the measures apply to the entire project, including 
Kofa NWR. For instance, implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure B-9c includes 
implementing a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (see Section D.2, Biological 
Resources) and Mitigation Measure AQ-la would require SCE to develop and implement a 
Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan (see Section D. 11, Air Quality). 

We acknowledge that a ROW permit would be required from the USFWS for the portion of 
the Proposed Project across the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) in compliance with 
50 CFR 29.21, and as described in Section D.4.2.2. 

A18-35 

A18-36 The EWEIS team acknowledges that despite the initial plan and policy consistency evaluation 
that was conducted in Appendix 2 and within each issue area section, a compatibility deter- 
mination must be made by the USFWS regarding the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge Com- 
prehensive Management Plan. Section D.4.4 has been modified to reflect this. 

Based on the evaluation of federal land use plans, no conflicts were identified4bPmpsd 
-with applicable land use plans and policies as described in Appendix 2.’ . .  

Although Section D.4.4 and Appendix 2 include an evaluation of the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with applicable plans and policies, a determination of the compatibility 
of the project with these documents may also be made by each federal, state, and local 
agency. 

A18-37 As discussed in Section D.4.5.2, APMs were identified by SCE in its CPCN Application to 
the CPUC. No additional information was provided by SCE regarding the implementation 
of these APMs. If it was determined in each issue area section that an APM did not fully 
mitigate the impact for which it was provided, additional mitigation measures were recommended. 
The following mitigation measures were proposed in Section D.5.6.2 to require SCE to 
coordinate construction activities with the authorized officer of the Kofa NWR: Mitigation 
Measures WR- 1 a (Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer 
for the recreation area) and WR-3a (Coordinate tower and road locations with the authorized 
officer for the recreation area). 

A18-38 In order to fully evaluate the effects of the Proposed Project on recreational resources, a 
separate section was introduced in this EIR/EIS to analyze recreational impacts (see Section 
D.5). As described in the introduction to Section D.4, the Land Use section defers to the 
analysis within the Wilderness and Recreation section where appropriate. Section D.4.6.2 
explains that Impacts L-1 and L-2 do not apply to recreational resources such as the Kofa 
NWR, and that the evaluation of construction and operational impacts to the Kofa NWR is 
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fully discussed in Section D.5. See Section D.5.6.2, Impacts WR-1, WR-2, and WR-3, for 
a description of anticipated impacts to Kofa NWR that would occur during construction and 
operation of the project. 

See Response A18-38. 

Section D.5.2.3, page D.5-6, has been edited to reflect this comment. 
0 Copper Bottom Pass. Copper Bottom Pass is located adjacent to Copper Bottom Mine, 

and is surrounded by the Cunningham Mountains to the southwest, Sawtooth Moun- 
tains to the northwest, and La Cholla Mountains to the northeast. Located on BLM 
land, this pass is popular with backcountry recreationists. 

Section D.5.4, page D.5-16, has been edited to reflect this comment. 

However, the Act includes a special provision for the establishment of transmission 
lines withk-across a WA that is located within a national forest. Section 4(d) provides 
the following text regarding transmission lines: 

Section D.5.4, page D.5-17, has been edited as follows to reflect this comment. 

Following the passage of the Act, the Kofa NWR was established in 1976 th%q+&? 

which changed the status of this recreational resource from a game range (established in 
1939) to a national wildlife refuge (USFWS, 2006). In addition, the Arizona Desert 
Wilderness Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-628, 104 Stat 4472 and 4478) established 
portions of the Kofa and New Water Mountains as designated WAS (USFWS, 2006). 
Management of the Kofa NWR continues to be subject to the National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966 and its subsequent amendments. 

t nf 1 
"I I %(Public Law 94-223-188-696; !!X !%a&4%4 11 

As stated in Response A18-37, if it was determined in each issue area section that an APM 
did not fully mitigate the impact for which it was provided, additional mitigation measures 
were recommended. The following mitigation measures were proposed in Section D.5.6.2 
to require SCE to coordinate the construction and use of roads with the authorized officer 
of the Kofa NWR: Mitigation Measures WR-la (Coordinate construction schedule and activ- 
ities with the authorized officer for the recreation area) and WR-3a (Coordinate tower and 
road locations with the authorized officer for the recreation area). 

Specific policies regarding OHV use were not identified within the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge & Wilderness and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Plan 
and Environmental Assessment, and as such are not specifically mentioned in the discussion 
on page D.5-21. See Response A18-43 regarding mitigation measures applicable to the 
construction and use of roads across Kofa NWR. 

Section D.5.6.2 describes the effects of the Proposed Project on the use of recreation and 
wilderness areas (WAS). As proposed, the project would not affect the use of recreational 
resources within the New Water Mountains WA. However, specific impacts pertaining to 
the existing visual character of a site (e.g., visual contrast, view blockages, skylining) are 
analyzed in Section D.3 (Visual Resources) of the EIWEIS As described in Section D.3.6.2, 
visual impacts to travelers and recreationists along Pipeline Road and Crystal Hill Road would 
be significant and unavoidable. 
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Mitigation has been proposed in Section D.5.6.2 to avoid heavy recreational use periods 
within recreation areas (e.g., October through March). Mitigation Measure WR-la (Coordinate 
construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer for the recreation area) 
would require SCE to coordinate the project’s construction schedule across the Kofa NWR 
with the refuge’s authorized officer. 

A1846  Section D.5.6.2, Impact WR-2 has been revised, and Mitigation Measure WR-2a (Coordinate 
with USFWS to improve impacted areas within Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) has been 
added to reflect your comment. 

In response to an agency comment from the USFWS (USFWS, 2006), Mitigation Mea- 
sure WR-2a (Coordinate with USFWS to improve impacted areas within Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge) has been proposed to minimize the loss of a recreational resource associ- 
ated with the project. However, despite implementation of Mitigation Measure WR-2a, 
impacts to the recreational value of the Kofa NWR would remain significant. 

Miticration Measure for ImDact WR-2: Oueration would chancre the character 
of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishincr its recreational value 

WR-2a Coordinate with USFWS to improve impacted areas within Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge. SCE shall coordinate with the USFWS to improve impacted 
areas within the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). The implementation of 
improvements would be conducted at the discretion of the authorized officer for 
the Kofa NWR, and may include the acquisition of private land in-holdings from 
willing sellers within the refuge boundaries, and the rehabilitation of abandoned 
mine sites and old roads within the refuge. SCE shall document its coordination 
with the authorized officer of the Kofa NWR, and must demonstrate that nego- 
tiations and subsequent improvements have been conducted to the satisfaction of 
the USFWS. Documentation shall be submitted to the CPUC and the BLM at least 
30 days prior to operation of the project. 

Regarding potential impacts to bats, construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to 
result in adverse impacts to bats. There are no roosting or hibernacula sites expected to occur 
along the proposed ROW in the Kofa NWR. While potential impacts to roosting bats could 
occur in other sections of the ROW (i.e., Midpoint Substation to Cactus City Rest Area seg- 
ment) which cross sections of steep rocky slopes, Mitigation Measure B-9h (Conduct pre- 
construction surveys for roosting bats) would avoid impacts to these species. Therefore, the place- 
ment of bat-accessible steel gates on abandoned mines in the Kofa NWR is not recommended 
at this time. 

A 18-47 Class I11 cultural resources inventories have been completed for the proposed Areas of Potential 
Effect through Kofa. The BLM will provide copies of all relevant portions of the survey 
reports to the NWR, along with copies of all paleontological inventory and monitoring reports. 

A1848 The Draft EIRIEIS (Section D.8.6.2) identifies the existing corona noise levels in the Kofa 
NWR above U.S. EPA target of 55 Ldn, and that the Proposed Project would aggravate 
this condition. The Significance Criteria (Section D.8.5.1) for noise impacts depends on 
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“. . . applicable noise restrictions or standards imposed by regulatory agencies” or whether 
“. . . the Proposed Project would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels (more than five dBA) . . .” Although the impact is considered to be adverse, an notice- 
able increase (more than 3 dB) would not occur, and no applicable noise restrictions or standards 
would be exceeded. New information provided by SCE in its comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
(see Comment Set E3) shows that the area of impact would be somewhat smaller than was 
shown in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please also see Response B3-2 for more information on 
treatment of Kofa NWR as a noise-sensitive receptor. 

A18-49 Mitigation Measure WR- la (Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the auth- 
orized officer for the recreation area) in Section D.5 would apply to Kofa NWR and 
includes coordinating the schedule with the authorized officer, scheduling construction to 
avoid heavy recreational use periods, and locating construction equipment to avoid tem- 
porary preclusion of recreational activities. Mitigation Measure L- la  (Prepare Construction 
Notification Plan) in Section D.4 includes public notice of construction activities. Any road 
closures required for the Proposed Project (Impact T-1 in Section D.9) would require com- 
pliance with encroachment permits and thus impacts would be less than significant (Class 111). 
Therefore, with the implementation of mitigation measures and compliance with encroachment 
permits would reduce impacts to less than significant levels in Kofa NWR and along Crystal 
Hill Road. 

A18-50 A new impact, Impact T-13 (Helicopter use during construction could conflict with rescue 
helicopter use within the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) has been added to Section D.9.6.2 
(Transportation impacts within the Kofa NWR) and to Table D.9-18 (Mitigation Monitoring 
Program - Transportation & Traffic). A mitigation measure has been added, requiring that 
SCE coordinate helicopter operations with NWR staff to ensure that no conflicts occur with 
rescue operations. 

Impact T-13: Helicopter use durina construction could conflict with rescue 
helicopter use within the Kofa National Wildlife Refucre /Class III) 

Because of the remote nature of the Kofa NWR, helicopters are sometimes used for 
rescue operations. This situation is not expected to occur frequently, and the impact is 
expected to be less than significant (Class 111). However, in order to ensure that these 
rescue flights do not conflict with SCE’s construction helicopter operations, Mitigation 
Measure T- 13a is recommended. 

Mitioation Measure for Impact T-13: Helicolrter use durina construction could 
conflict with rescue helicoDter use within the Kofa National Wildlife RefUOe 

T-13a Coordinate helicopter operations with Kofa NWR personnel. SCE shall develop 
a plan defining coordination with Kofa NWR personnel to ensure that no con- 
flicts occur between construction helicopter operations and NWR rescue helicopter 
operations. The plan shall be submitted to the Kofa NWR at least 60 days 
before the start of construction for review and approval. 
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A18-51 A new impact, Impact T-14 (Construction use of roads could result in increased public use 
of unauthorized roads with the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge), has been added to Section 
D.9.6.2 (Transportation impacts within the Kofa NWR) and to Table D.9-18 (Mitigation 
Monitoring Program - Transportation & Traffic). The following mitigation measure (T-l4a, 
Consult with Kofa NWR personnel) has been added, requiring that SCE coordinate with NWR 
staff to develop appropriate preventive measures to ensure that use of unauthorized roads does 
not occur 

Impact T-14: Construction use of roads could result in increased public use of 
unauthorized roads with the Kofa National Wildlife Refuqe [Class I I I )  

The utility road at the west Refuge boundary (Highway 95) to approximately Milepost 
79.5 (where the utility road joins Crystal Hill Road) is not a public access road. The 
public may see construction vehicles using this road and think that it is available for 
public use. Public use of this road would result in an adverse, but less than significant 
impact (Class 111). However, in order to prevent public use of this road, Mitigation 
Measure T-14a is recommended. 

T-14a Consult with Kofa NWR personnel. SCE shall provide adequate signape at 
both ends of the utility road segment and work with Kofa NWR law enforcement 
personnel to prohibit public use of the road. SCE shall consult with Kofa NWR 
law enforcement personnel at least 60 days prior to the start of construction to 
develop appropriate measures to prevent inadvertent use of this road segment. 

A18-52 Mitigation Measure P-la in Section D.10.6.1 (page D.lO-13) and Table D.lO-10 have been 
modified as follows: 

P-la Develop Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan. A Hazard- 
ous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan shall be prepared for the project, 
and a copy shall be kept on site (or in vehicles) during construction and mainte- 
nance of the project. SCE shall document compliance by submitting the plan to the 
CPUC, BLM, and USFWS, as appropriate, for review and approval at least 60 days 
before the start of construction. 

A18-53 Potential concerns about electric fields are described on Draft EIR/EIS page D.lO-26: “At 
reasonably close distances, electric fields of sufficient strength in the vicinity of power lines 
can cause the same phenomena as the static electricity experienced on a dry winter day, or 
with clothing just removed from a clothes dryer, and may result in electric discharges when 
touching long metal fences, pipelines, or large vehicles. An acknowledged potential impact 
to public health from electric transmission lines is the hazard of electric shock: electric shocks 
from transmission lines are generally the result of accidental or unintentional contact by the 
public with the energized wires. * 

Section D. 10.12.1 describes the National Electrical Safety Code requirements for minimizing 
induced currents and shock hazards. This section also describes SCE’s process for respond- 
ing to public concerns about nuisance shocks, and the potential for installation of additional 
grounding for metal objects, if required. Mitigation Measure P-2a (Implement grounding 
measures) specifies that SCE shall identify objects with potential for induced voltages, and 
implement grounding if required. 
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A 18-54 

A18-55 

A 18-56 

A 18-57 

A18-58 

A18-59 

A18-60 

In Section D. 10.12.2, Impact PS-1 (Radio and Television Interference) addresses the potential 
for the transmission line to cause radio interference. Mitigation Measures PS-la (Limit con- 
ductor surface electric gradient) and PS- 1 b (Document and resolve electronic interference 
complaints) are proposed to ensure that SCE would respond to radio interference problems. 

The comment is correct that Figure D. 10-7 best represents the magnetic field profile for the 
Kofa NWR. A note has been added to Table D10-7 indicating this fact. 

Please see Response A18-53. 

Please see Response A 18-54. 

Mitigation Measure AQ- la (Develop and Implement a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan) 
would require the soil binders to be non-toxic and would be subject to approval by USFWS. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-la and the list of responsible agencies for this measure have been 
revised to clarify the role of USFWS in implementing the dust control plan. Please see Response 
A 18- 13 for information on the feasibility of retaining unbladed roads. 

Please refer to Response A 18- 13. 

Please response to A18-52 for revisions to Mitigation Measure P-la to include USFWS as a 
cooperating agency and recipient of a copy of the Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency 
Response Plan (see also Section D.12.11, Table D.12-8 of the Final EIR/EIS). Mitigation 
Measures P-lb and P-4a in Section D.10 (the mitigation measure are also referenced in 
Section D. 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Table D. 12-8 of the Final EIR/EIS) and 
Table D.lO-10 have also been modified as follows to include USFWS as a recipient of the 
required documentation: 

P-lb Conduct environmental training and monitoring program. An environmental train- 
ing program shall be established to communicate environmental concerns and appro- 
priate work practices, including spill prevention, emergency response measures, and 
proper Best Management Practice (BMP) implementation, to all field personnel prior 
to the start of construction. The training program shall emphasize site-specific physical 
conditions to improve hazard prevention (e.g., identification of potentially hazardous 
substances) and shall include a review of all site-specific plans, including but not 
limited to, the project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the Hazardous Sub- 
stances Control and Emergency Response Plan. SCE shall document compliance by 
(a) submitting to the CPUC or BLM or USFWS, as appropriate, for review and approval 
an outline of the proposed Environmental Training and Monitoring Program, and 
(b) maintaining for monitor review a list of names of all construction personnel who 
have completed the training program. 

P-4a Prepare SpiU Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control Plans. To minimize, avoid, 
and/or clean up unforeseen spill of hazardous materials during operation of the pro- 
posed facilities, SCE shall update or prepare, if necessary, the Spill Prevention, Coun- 
termeasure, and Control plan for each substation, series capacitors, and the switch- 
yard. SCE shall document compliance by providing a copy of the Spill Prevention, 
Control, and Countermeasures plans to the CPUC or BLM or USFWS, as appropriate, 
for review and approval at least 60 days before the start of operation. 

October 2006 A- 159 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

A18-61 

A 18-62 

A 18-63 

A 18-64 

A 18-65 

A18-66 

A 18-67 

Mitigation Measure G-la in Section D.13.6.1 (page D.13-38) and in Table D.13-19 has 
been modified as follows to include the USFWS as a reviewer of the plan: 

G-la Protect desert pavement. Grading for new access roads or work areas in areas 
covered by desert pavement shall be avoided if possible. If avoidance of these areas 
is not possible, the desert pavement surface shall be protected from damage or dis- 
turbance from construction vehicles by use of temporary mats on the surface, or by 
other suitable means. A plan for identification and avoidance or protection of sen- 
sitive desert pavement shall be prepared and submitted to the C P U C d ,  BLML 
and USFWS for review and approval at least 60 days prior to start of construction. 

Please refer to Response B3-5 for a discussion of the No Project/Action scenario. In addi- 
tion, the No Project/No Action Alternative is presented in Section C.6, as required under 
both CEQA and NEPA, and is analyzed by each issue area section. This alternative is also 
presented in Executive Summary Section ES.4 and is compared to the Environmentally Superior/ 
Preferred Alternative in Section E.3 and Executive Summary Section ES.5. 

Section C.6.1.2 (Power Supply Issues Affecting the No Project Alternative) acknowledges 
that the No ProjectlAction Alternative would reduce generation from older and less efficient 
power plants in California. However, because the No Project/No Action Alternative would 
likely require construction of transmission lines with impacts similar to those described for 
the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of generation sources, it was found not to be supe- 
rior to the Proposed Project (Environmentally Superior/Preferred Alternative). See also Response 
B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. 

Please refer to Response B8-23. The analysis of the impacts of the proposed DPV2 transmission 
line first considered the state of the existing environment, which contains the DPVl line. 
While the DPVl line was not specifically listed in the cumulative projects discussion, it was 
in fact considered in analysis, because its presence clearly affects the existing environment. 
Therefore, the cumulative impacts to visual resources discussed in Section F.3 include the 
DPVl line. 

Please refer to Response A18-63. The cumulative impacts to land use and wilderness and 
recreation resources (discussed in Section F.3) include the DPVl line. 

The commenter’s objection to the Proposed Project based on significant (Class I) land use, 
wilderness and recreation, and visual impacts has been noted. See Response A18-7. 

The following sentence has been added to Section H.4 on page H-4 to clarify the USFWS 
authority within Kofa NWR: 

The C P U C 4 ,  BLM, and the USFWS (within Kofa NWR and Coachella NWR lands) 
have the authority to halt any construction, operation, or maintenance activity associated 
with the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project if the activity is determined 
to be a deviation from the approved project or adopted mitigation measures. 

Section H.7.3 (General Reporting Procedures) on page H-5 has been modified to include 
the USFWS as a recipient of project quarterly reports: 
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The Applicant shall provide the C P U C 4 ,  BLM, and the USFWS with written quarterly 
reports of the project, which shall include progress of construction, resulting impacts, 
mitigation implemented, and all other noteworthy elements of the project. 

A 18-68 

A18-69 

Please refer to Response A18-69 for a discussion of Purpose and Need, Responses A18-70, 
A18-71, and A18-72 for a discussion of alternatives suggested by the commenter, and A18- 
73 and A18-74 for a discussion of the cumulative scenario analysis for visual and biological 
resources. 

The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. 

The quotations referenced by the commenter from pages E-15 and C-64 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS are correct, though they are incomplete when taken out of the context of the 
surrounding discussion. Construction of new generation and transmission facilities would 
be unpredictable, because this project is considered by SCE and the California Independent 
System Operator to be needed because of its economic benefits (Le., providing access to 
lower cost generation), new facilities would not be immediately required to support electric 
system reliability. However, as required by CEQA and NEPA, EIR/EIS Section C.6 (No 
Project/No Action Alternative) discusses what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were not approved. A reasonable assumption, without 
undue speculation, of the events or actions that would be reasonably expected to occur in 
the foreseeable future without DPV2 was developed in Section C.6 and then compared to 
the Environmentally SuperiodPreferred Alternative in Section E.3. As a result, the 
construction and long-term operational impacts of alternative transmission lines and gene- 
rators were definitively found to have greater environmental impacts than the Environmen- 
tally SuperiodPreferred Alternative as is stated in the EWEIS. 

The events or actions that are reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future without 
DPV2 include the following: 

The existing transmission grid and power generating facilities would continue to operate 
without being reduced until other major generation or transmission projects could be 
developed. 

Continued growth in electricity consumption and peak demand within California is 
expected. To serve this growth, additional electricity would need to be internally gene- 
rated or imported into California by existing facilities. Net air emissions reductions 
caused by reducing generation from older and less efficient power plants in California 
and increasing generation from higher-efficiency power plants outside of California 
would not occur. 

A continuation of baseline demand-side or supply-side actions may be expected to 
occur. Demand-side actions include additional energy conservation or load manage- 
ment. Supply-side actions can include accelerated development of generation, such as 
conventional, renewable, and distributed generation, or other major transmission proj- 
ects. These are described in more detail below because they could lead to new adverse 
environmental effects. Development of other major transmission facilities or new gene- 
ration triggered by the No Project Alternative would be unpredictable because this varies 
depending on a number of uncontrollable factors (e.g., energy cost, need, market forces). 
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The text on Draft EIR/EIS page C-64 in Section C.6.2.2 (Continuation of Supply-Side 
Actions) states that “no new generation or transmission facilities would be required if the 
DPV2 project is not constructed;” however, the paragraph continues, saying that “the No 
Project Alternative could, however, accelerate development of alternate facilities. The spe- 
cific configuration of alternate facilities would vary depending on a number of uncontrol- 
lable factors (e.g., energy cost, need, market forces).” These facilities could include unchanged 
or increased dependence on existing generation in California, accelerated development of 
other major transmission projects or upgrades, and/or accelerated development of new gene- 
ration in California or elsewhere. CEQA and NEPA require an assessment of impacts of 
the No Project/No Action Scenario, and this assessment is presented in each environmental 
issue area discussion in Section D of the EIR/EIS. 

In addition, the text on Draft EIR/EIS page E-15 in Section E.3 (No Project Alternative vs. 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative) says that “development of other major transmis- 
sion facilities or new generation triggered by the No Project Alternative would be unpre- 
dictable.” The next paragraph goes on to state that “the environmental impacts of the No 
Project Alternative 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 Alter- 
native 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.. .” 

A18-70 Installation of the 500 kV transmission line underground would reduce the visual impacts of 
the new transmission line. However, there are other significant impacts associated with con- 
struction and operation of an underground transmission lines that must be considered, as 
well as technical challenges that must be overcome before implementing such a system. 
First, the feasibility of such a line is questionable: a 500 kV underground system exceeding 
20 miles in length exists only one place in the world, and this Japanese installation is in an 
urban area where the line is completely encased in a concrete vault. 

For a 500 kV underground installation, various aboveground facilities would be needed in 
addition to the underground components. Visible aboveground components associated with 
a 500 kV underground transmission line include a transition station at each end of the under- 
ground segment, approximately 80 feet high and with a footprint of approximately 2 to 3 acres, 
at each end of the underground segment to transfer the 500-kV transmission lines from over- 
head to underground and vice versa. These transition stations are similar to a small electrical 
substation and would be highly visible facilities that would create visual contrasts with nat- 
ural landscapes in the project area. 

In addition, the ground disturbance required for installation of an underground transmission 
line of this voltage would be extensive. The comment references a 3-foot wide trench: this 
may be adequate for a 115 kV underground line, but a 500 kV line would require clearance 
of approximately an 85-foot wide path through the entire Refuge (described in more detail 
below). 
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The underground transmission line would also need to be served by an all-weather access 
road, and access hatches for underground vaults would be needed every 1,200 to 1,800 feet 
for each of three parallel sets of buried transmission cable. 

Technical issues associated with installing a 500 kV transmission line underground include: 
(1) selection of appropriate and feasible 500 kV technology; (2) installation considerations, 
which may effect the reliability of the system (e.g., seismic conditions and slopes), and the 
area of impact; and (3) maintenance requirements. 

Feasibility. As discussed in detail in Section 4.4.3 of Appendix 1 of the EIR/EIS, there are 
four underground technologies for 500 kV transmission that are commercially available; 
however, of the four underground cable technologies, the solid dielectric (“XLPE”) tech- 
nology is considered the preferred technology for underground construction. XLPE under- 
ground transmission cable has been available for system voltages up to 138 kV since the 
early 1970s; however, until recently there was a lack of widespread acceptance at higher volt- 
ages in this country because of reliability problems with these “first generation” systems. XLPE 
systems have recently begun to have installations with long enough service life to increase 
utility confidence in their reliability. Currently, the number of 220 kV solid dielectric cable 
installations in the United States is increasing with approximately 50 circuit miles in service. 

The first long-distance 500 kV XLPE lines were installed in Tokyo, Japan, in 2000. As only 
one 500 kV XLPE system has been installed in the world, and was specially installed in a 
cable tunnel (and ducts), XLPE technology has scant operating history that can serve as a 
basis for demonstrating reliability at this voltage. However, XLPE cable has been success- 
fully installed and operated for long lengths at lower voltages and has been shown to be tech- 
nically feasible for a 500 kV installation since the fundamental technology is the same. 

Installation Considerations. Underground transmission lines are more at risk for damage from 
earthquakes and landslides than overhead lines. A seismic event would expose the buried 
cable to potential fault rupture, local ground cracking, and groundshaking, which could damage 
the underground cable and render it inoperable. As such, serious reliability concerns exist 
for underground installations near an active fault zone. 

In addition to earthquakes and landslides, burying cables within a slope for any significant dis- 
tance is of concern as there is a risk of movement of the cable down slope due to either gravity 
or contraction and expansion effects. While there are no definitive limitations on maximum 
gradients for installations within slopes and the terrain within Kofa NWR is relatively flat, 
cable grappling or retention systems would need to be considered if the cable slope is in excess 
of five percent for distances greater than 500 feet. Significant cable slopes with cable retention 
systems are rarely used due to the potential for the attachments to introduce physical, elec- 
trical, and thermal stress points that can result in cable failures. As such, system reliability 
becomes an issue when dealing with sloped terrain. 

Another consideration for underground cables is the area of impact required for installation. 
The primary infrastructure components for underground transmission lines are substantially 
different than for overhead lines and include: 

0 splicing vaults 
0 

0 transition stations (described above). 

XLPE cables and duct banks 

thermal fill to cover the buried facilities 
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A 500 kV XLPE transmission line typically consists of three independent cables per phase. 
For an underground segment, each phase (each phase consists of three cables for a total of 
9 cables) would be individually buried in a duct bank. A set of three splicing vaults, one for 
each set of cables, would be buried every 1,200 to 1,800 feet. Each underground splicing 
vault would measure approximately 10 feet by 10 feet by 35 feet. Up to eight feet of 
thermal fill may be required over the top of all buried facilities and infrastructure (duct 
banks and splicing vaults). During construction an approximately 85-foot wide area would 
be disturbed to install the three duct banks and associated splicing vaults. Not only would 
underground construction have greater biological impacts, but would also greatly increase 
traffic impacts associated with truck trips to remove debris and import materials, such as 
concrete for the duct banks and thermal backfill, and increase the overall length of 
construction (and other associated impacts, such as noise). 

Maintenance. Maintenance of underground transmission lines is more difficult than over- 
head lines because when a problem occurs underground it can be very difficult to identify 
the exact location of the problem. When the problem is located, the segment (length between 
two splicing vaults) of cable on which the problem occurred must be removed and replaced. 
This process involves additional excavation and construction. In addition to the environmental 
implications, this process would cause circuit restoration to take substantially longer than 
with overhead transmission lines. Furthermore, underground lines have been found to have 
a shorter overall lifespan than overhead lines due to the degradation of the insulation sur- 
rounding the cables. Replacement activities, assuming an empty parallel duct is not provided, 
would include removal and replacement of the cable system, which wouId have substantial envi- 
ronmental consequences. 

Cost Considerations. As a result of the considerable construction activities associated with 
underground construction of transmission lines, the associated costs are substantially greater 
than the cost of installing overhead transmission lines (approximately 6 to 10 times more 
expensive). The cost of undergrounding the transmission line for long distances could be 
cost-prohibitive. Furthermore, these costs would be passed on to SCE customers as approved 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (1 12 FERC 16,014, Docket No. ELO5-80-000). 

The following text has been added to EIWEIS Section 4.4.3 in Appendix 1 for further dis- 
cussion of environmental and technical disadvantages related to 500 kV underground trans- 
mission line: 

Environmental and Technical Disadvantaaes bv TechnoloQv 

In addition, the disadvantages of each of the four underground technologies are discussed 
individually below. 

HPFF Underground Transmission System. The primary disadvantages of this under- 
ground transmission system are: 
0 Larger volume of dielectric fluid in the cable pipe increases potential for a larger release 

to the environment compared to other cable types (especialIy near water bodies). 
Pressurizing or pumping plant is required to maintain dielectric fluid pressure under 
all load conditions. These plants would require secondary sources of power at the dis- 
tribution voltage level. 
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Cable system requires significantly more maintenance than solid dielectric cables due 
to the routine maintenance associated with the fluid pressurization plants and the pipe 
cathodic protection equipment. 
Cable system requires at least one day to restore service if there is a total loss of 
dielectric fluid pressure (SCE PEA, p. 3-49). 
Current carrying capacity of the cable system is lower than other cable systems with 
the same conductor size due to the close Droximitv of the conductors and magnetic 

October 2006 

losses in the steel pipe. 
Relatively high charging current and dielectric losses. For long lines, facilities may 
be required to compensate for the capacitive charging current. 
Availability of skilled cable splicers for this technology is becoming a problem. 

0 

0 Multiple cables and duct banks would be necessary for the required power transfer 
capability. 

SCFF Underground Transmission System. The primary disadvantages for this cable type 
are: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- 
Historically higher maintenance than HPFF or solid dielectric cable systems. 
More complex to design and operate compared to solid dielectric cable systems. 
Concerns about dielectric fluid leaks. 
Relatively high charging current and dielectric losses. 
Higher magnetic fieIds than HPFF cable systems. 
Availability of skilled cable splicers for this technolopy is becoming a problem. 
Multiple cables and duct banks would be necessary for the required power transfer 
capability. 

XLPE Underground Transmission System. The primary disadvantages of extruded dielec- 
tric cables are: 
0 Does not have the proven long-term reliability record similar to HPFF or SCFF cable 

systems for system voltages of 345 kV and above. 
Requires extremely good manufacturing process quality control. 
Special skills and proprietary equipment associated with the cable supplier may be 
required for cable splicing. 
Multiple cables and duct banks would be necessary for the required power transfer 
capability. 

0 

0 

0 

CGTL Underground Transmission System. The primary disadvantages of compressed- 
gas insulated transmission systems are: 
0 Relatively high cost. 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental concerns about releases of SF6 gas to the environment. 
A relatively high amount of field assembly work is required. 
Less flexibility in avoiding other underground obstacles. 
Larger right-of-way required compared to other underground cable systems. 
System reliability is sensitive to contaminants introduced during field assembly. 
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Conclusion. In light of the intensive ground disturbance, maintenance, and reliability concerns 
related to underground construction discussed above, as well as the additional cost, under- 
ground construction of a 500 kV transmission line, except under specific conditions and for 
short distances, is generally not used in practice. It is not considered to be feasible in the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. 

A18-71 A wind power alternative is discussed in Section 4.5.2 (Renewable Generation Resources) 
in Appendix 1 and in Section C.5.5.2 of the EIR/EIS. As is stated in the EIR/EIS, the 
available land for new wind turbines in the San Gorgonio Pass is nearing capacity and thus 
the potential for new wind generation in that location is low. In the Tehachapi area, there 
is not now adequate transmission capacity to deliver potential future wind energy, but SCE 
is currently evaluating development of an extensive transmission system in that area. In 
addition to the reliability and feasibility issues discussed in Appendix 1, Section 4.5.2, use 
of wind power would be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed DPV2, which are 
focused on creating the ability for DPV2 to increase California’s transmission import capa- 
bility from the Southwest and enhance and support the competitive energy market in the 
Southwest. Therefore, wind energy was eliminated from detailed consideration in this 
EIR/EIS. See also Response A 18-17. 

A18-72 An Interstate 10 alternative similar to a combination of Subalternate Routes 1 and 4 was 
evaluated as the SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative in EWEIS Appendix 1, 
Section 4.2.5. This section of the Alternatives Screening Report, along with General 
Response GR-1 above, presents detailed discussion of the reasons that a transmission line route 
north of the Kofa NWR would have greater impacts than use of the existing ROW through 
Kofa. 

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 provisions required to obtain ADOT 
approval for a lease of a longitudinal corridor. However, according to the ADOT Guide For 
Accommodating Utilities On Highway Rights-of-way (1998),‘ “New longitudinal electric 
lines will not be permitted to be installed within the control of access2 lines in any location 
other than within ADOT established utility corridors except in special cases. ” The Arizona 
Department of Transportation defines “special cases” very narrowly. Only an underground 
lease would be considered within the “control of access” area, and this has been done only 
in one case (in an urban area). An overhead line would not be a l l~wed) .~  See Response 
A18-70 for a discussion about the environmental and feasibility issues associated with 
undergrounding the DPV2 line. Text has been modified to include this information in 
Section C.5.2.1 and Section 4.2.4 in Appendix 1. 

‘ Arizona Department of Transportation, Utility and Railroad Engineering Section. 1998. Online 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 

Personal Communication between John McNary (Arizona Department of Transportation) and Susan Lee (Aspen 
Environmental Group) on October 20, 2006. 
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By distancing the line from the Interstate 10 ROW then the route would traverse less 
disturbed habitat and impacts would be similar to those evaluated and eliminated from 
consideration in Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.5, and 4.2.6 of Appendix 1 (see also General Response 
GR- 1). 

A18-73 Please refer to Response B8-23. The analysis of the impacts of the proposed DPV2 trans- 
mission line first considered the state of the existing environment, which contains the DPVl 
line. While the DPVl line was not specifically listed in the cumulative projects discussion 
of the Draft EWEIS, it was in fact considered in analysis, because its presence affects the exist- 
ing environment. Section F.2.1, Cumulative Projects, has been modified to add discussion 
of the DPVl project. In addition, the Analysis section in Section F.3.1 (Biological Resources) 
has been modified as follows to include a discussion of wildlife movement related to the 
cumulative effect of both the DPVl and DPV2 lines: 

In the Arizona portion of the Proposed Project, after applying the significance criteria 
to the projects in the cumulative scenario, no significant cumulative impacts are found 
with regard to biology. Though it is difficult to judge the cumulative effects of DPVl and 
DPV2 together on bighorn sheep or other animal movements without further study, cumu- 
lative impacts to biological resources could occur. During construction of DPVl, trans- 
mission line construction activities precluded normal ram crossing between the New Water 
Mountains and the Kofa Mountains/Livingston Hills, however, subsequent operation of 
the line did not appear to affect the sheep crossing of the corridor.] Mitigation measures 
implemented as part of the Proposed Prqject are designed to reduce any impacts to bio- 
logical resources and wildlife movement to less than significant levels and it is assumed 
that the operational impacts of the line both individually and cumulatively would be less 
than significant as well, similar to the findings by Smith et al. (1986). Therefore, the 
cumulative scenario does not contribute considerably to any existing or identified impacts on 
habitats, species, protected wetlands, species migration or migration corridors, or use 
of wildlife nursery sites. 

Smith, E. L., Gaud, W. S . ,  Miller, G. D., and M. H. Cochran. 1986. Studies of desert 
bighorn sheep (&is canadensis mexicana) in western Arizona: Impacts of the Palo 
Verde to Devers 500 kV Transmission Line. Final Report-Volume 11. E. L i n w d  Smith 
and Associates, Tucson, AZ. Submitted to Southern California Edison Co. and Arizona 
Public Service Co. 51pp. 

Please refer to Response B8-23. The analysis of the impacts of the proposed DPV2 trans- 
mission line first considered the state of the existing environment, which contains the DPVl 
line. While the DPVl line was not specifically listed in the cumulative projects discussion, 
it was in fact considered in analysis, because its presence affects the existing environment. 
Section F.2.1, Cumulative Projects, has been modified to add discussion of the DPVl project. 
Because the installation of the DPV2 transmission line within the Kofa NWR was found to 
be a significant impact in itself, a significant cumulative impact would also occur. This had been 
stated in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section F.3.2, but specific reference was not made to Kofa. 
The Analysis section in Section F.3.2 (Visual Resources) has been modified as follows to 
include a discussion of the specific cumulative effect of both the DPVl and DPV2 500 kV 
lines through Kofa NWR: 

A18-74 

Within Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, the DPV2 line would result in a considerable 
cumulative visual impact when viewed in the context of the existing DPVl line. The 
DPVl line on its own contributes substantial view blockage or visual impairment, 
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industrial character and visual contrast, which in turn diminish the visual quality of the 
Kofa landscape in the vicinity of the route. When placed adjacent to DPV1, the visual 
effects of the DPV2 line (increased visual contrast, structural prominence and, view 
blockage) would substantially exacerbate the existing adverse visual impacts of the 
existing DPV 1 line, resulting in a considerable cumulative visual impact. 

A18-75 The text modification in Section D.2.2.2 and in Response A18-22 has been modified to 
delete the reference to a designated utility corridor. The sentence now reads: 

The Kofa NWR segment of the Proposed Project is located within and directly adjacent 
to the boundaries of the New Water Wilderness Area as designated and managed by the Kofa 
NWR and the BLM. However, the proposed ROW is not a part of the Wilderness Area. 

A 18-76 References related to raven control permits and the “USFWS’s Law Enforcement Division” 
have been changed to the “USFWS’s Division of Migratory Birds” throughout Section D.2 
of the EIWEIS, including in all impact discussions related to Impact B-16 (Operation of the 
transmission line may result in increased predation of listed and sensitive wildlife species by 
ravens that nest on transmission towers), in APM B-20 (see Table D.2-6), in Table D.2-14 (Mit- 
igation Monitoring Program - Biological Resources), and as is shown in Mitigation Measure 
B- 16a: 

B-16a Prepare and implement a raven control plan. SCE shall prepare a common raven 
control plan that identifies the purpose of conducting raven control, provides 
training in how to identify raven nests and how to determine whether a nest belongs 
to a raven or a different raptor species, describes the seasonal limitations on disturbing 
nesting raptors species (excluding ravens), describes the procedure for obtaining a 
permit from the USFWS’s Division of Migratory Birds, and 
describes procedures for documenting the activities on an annual basis. SCE shall 
gain approval of the plan from the USFWS’s -Division of Migra- 
tory Birds. SCE shall provide this raven control plan to all transmission line com- 
panies that conduct operations within the ROW. 

A18-77 Construction impacts to bighorn sheep within the Kofa NWR are addressed in Section 
D.2.6.1.8 (State or Federal Species of Special Concern - Wildlife) under “Mammals” for 
Impact B-9 (construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals, or 
a direct loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife), which was found to be potentially significant 
impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9f (Perform construction outside of breed- 
ing and lambing period) would ensure that construction would not occur during the period of 
the year when bighorn sheep are lambing (from January 1 to April 30) and if pre-construction 
surveys find sheep then SCE must consult with USFWS to identify appropriate avoidance 
measures. In addition, as is stated in Section D.2 (Biological Resources), the Proposed 
Project would comply with AGFD and BLM management policies for the bighorn sheep. 
Therefore, the CPUC and BLM agree with the findings in Smith et al. (1986) that construc- 
tion of DPV2 through Kofa NWR would have the potential to impact bighorn sheep. 

Impact B-11 (Construction activities would result in adverse effects to the movement of 
fish, wildlife movement corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites) in Section D.2.6.1.10 
(Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites) has been modified to include the following discussion 
related to bighorn sheep. Table D.2-14 in Section D.2.10 has also been modified to include 
Mitigation Measure B-9f as part of Impact B-1 1 . 
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Construction of the Proposed Pro-ject may also result in the temporary disturbance to 

staging, and construction activities have the potential to temporarily disrupt breeding 
behavior in this species (Smith et al., 1986). Impacts to wildlife movement or nursery 
sites would be reduced to less than significant levels through implementation of Mitiga- 
tion Measure B-9f (Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period). 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 6-11; Construction activities would result in 
adverse effects to the movement of fish, wildlife movement corridors, or native 
wildlife nursery sites 

1 

B-9f Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period. 

In addition, the following citation has been added to Section D.2.11 (References) in the 
EIR/EIS: 

Smith, E. L., Gaud, W. S. ,  Miller, G. D., and M. H. Cochran. 1986. Studies of desert 
bighorn sheep (&is cmzadensis mexicana) in western Arizona: Impacts of the Palo Verde 
to Devers 500 kV Transmission Line. Final Report-Volume 11. E. Linwood Smith and 
Associates, Tucson, AZ. Submitted to Southern California Edison Co. and Arizona Public 
Service Co. 51pp. 

A18-78 Section D.5.2.2 (Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) of the EIWEIS has been modified as follows: 

The Kofa NWR segment is characterized by open space with Crystal Hill primitive camp- 
ground located adjacent to the proposed r o u t e d  

. .  . . .  

A18-79 The text in Table D.5-6 in Section D.5.11 of the EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Table D.5-6. Mitigation Msnitoring Program - Wilderness and Recreation 
~ 

IMPACT WR-3 Operation would permanently preclude recreational activities, 
(Class II) 

~~ 

At construction sites that occur within the following recreation areas: Kofa fkwf 
-National Wildlife Refuge, Santa Rosa and San 
Jacinto Mountains National Monument, San Bernardino National Forest, Pacific 
Crest National Scenic Trail, Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern, Alligator Rock Area of Critical Environmental Concern, 
Coachella Valley Preserve and Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, Potrero Area of Critical Environmental Concern , 
San Jacinto Wilderness Area, Norton Younglove Reserve. 

. .  Location 

A18-80 Impacts T-13 (Helicopter use during construction could conflict with rescue helicopter use 
within the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) and T-14 (Construction use of roads could result 
in increased public use of unauthorized roads with the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) have 
been moved to Section D.9.6.2 and Responses AB-50 and A18-51 have been modified above. 
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A18-81 a 

A 18-82 

Impact PS-1 (Radio and Television Interference) in Section D. 10.12.2 has been modified to 
include Mitigation Measure PS-lc (Coordinate with Kofa NWR to prevent radio interfer- 
ence) as follows: 

Mitigation Measure PS- lc is also recommended within the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
to prevent radio interference from corona or gap discharges that could interfere with law 
enforcement and emergency communications, as well as with tracking radio collared ani- 
mals near the transmission lines. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact PS-1 

PS-lc Coordinate With Kofa NWR to prevent radio interference. Prior to construc- 
tion, SCE shall coordinate with Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to determine any 
additional design, planning, or shielding measures that are necessary to prevent 
radio interference within the Refuge. 

Table D. 10-10 in Section D. 10.13 has been revised as follows to incorporate Mitigation Mea- 
sure PS-lc: 

Table D.lO-93. Mitigation Monitoring Program - Public Health and Safety 

IMPACT PS-1 Radio and Television Interference (Class II) 
~~ 

MITIGATION MEASURE PS-IC: Coordinate with Kofa NWR to prevent radio interference. Prior to 
construction, SCE shall coordinate with Kofa National Wildlife Refuqe to determine 
any additional desiqn, planning, or shieldinq measures that are necessary to we- 
vent radio interference within the Refuge. 

Location Within Kofa National Wildlife Refuae. 

Monitoring I Reporting 
Action 

Review documentation of any additional desiqn. danninq, or shieldinq measures 
requested by Kofa NWR; verify that measures are installed. 

Effectiveness Criteria 

Responsible Agency USFWS, BLM 

Timina Prior to construction. 

The references for Smith (1986) regarding bighorn sheep studies (see Responses A18-73 and 
A 18-77) and Southern California Edison (2004) regarding DPV2 cost effectiveness have 
been noted. Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. 

All radio interference concerns are resolved to prevent radio interference. within 
Kofa NWR. 
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Comment Set A19 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 

UNnED STATES ENVlRONMENTAt PROTECTtON AGENCY 
REGION iX 

75 Mawtimrne Strest 
Sen Francisco, CA WIO53901 

August 17,2006 

John Kafish 
Bureau of Land Man;agement 
d o  Aspen Envirorunentiii Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Stalement (DEIS) for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transmission Line Project (CEQ# 601 81) 

Dear Mr. Kalish: 

The U.S. Environmentd Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the DEIS referenced 
above. Our review is pursuant to the Natlorial Environmental Policy Act WEPA), Council. on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1 508), and Section 309 ofthe 
Clean Air Act. Our detailed comments are enclosed. 

In order to increase California's transmission import capabiiity and to reduce energy 
costs, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) are propsing a new 230-mile 500 kV line from the I-larquahda Substation in Arizona to 
Southern California Wson (SCE)'s Wevers Substation in California, This route is parallel to the 
SCE Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 (DPVI) Transmission Line which was constructed in 1982. BLM 
approved the Devers-Palo Verde N0.2 @PV2) Tmmnission Line Project in 1988, and in 1989, 
BLM granted the Right of Way (ROW) €or the transmission line. ority of the proposed 
500 kV line would be constructed within tbis ROW. lzle ROW 
segnent is located within a relatively undevdoped portion of the Sonoran Desert that is 
characterized by a diversity of sensitive and unique types of native vegetation comunities, 
including ephemeral streams, desert watjhes, and riparian habitat. 

W e  note that the environsnenklly preferred alternative, the Harquahafa Junction 
Switchyard Alternative, is likely not 
the corridor with &e Morongo Band 
of the West of Devers segment. Therefore? &e Devers-Valley No, 2 Alternative appears most 
Iikely to be the alternative imptemented to allow concumenl construction with the Devers- 
Harquahala segment. This alternative wodd have additional impacts to biological resources, 
visual resources, and wilderness md recreation as a result of implementation. Regardless of the 
alremative selected, we haw concerns mgarding the clarity of the NEPA documerlil and the 
project's potential indirect and cumulative impacts to the desert ecosystem as well as cumulative 

asthet 
on Indi 

ations of lease renewals for 
construction and operation 

A19-1 
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Comment Set A19, cont. 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 

air impacts. These concerns would be greater with the selection of the Devers-Valley No. 2 
Alternative. Based on these concerns, we have rated the D 
- Insufficient Information (see enclosed “Summasy of Rating Definitions’?. 

as Ec-2, Em4n~mmtaI Concerns 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DIEIS and yaw additional answers to our 
questions during our review. When the EELS is released far public review, please send (I)  copy 
to the address above (mailcode: CED-2). If  you have any questions, please contact me at 415- 
972-3988 or Summer AlIen, the lead reviewer for this project. S m e r  wn be reached at 41 5- 
972-3847. 

Sincerely, 

s;bG Duane James, Manager 
Environrnentd Review Office 

Main ID # 472 I 
Enclosure: Detailed Comments 

A194 cont. 
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Comment Set A19, cont. 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 

EPA DETAILED COMMDJTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR DEVERS- 
PALO VERI)E NO. 2 TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT, AUGUST I7,2006 

concise and clear’’ (40 CFR Part 1500.2 (b)), The 
Alternatives proposed and the interrelationship of concurrent projects in the Llxaft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) are di@cult to understand for those not intimately involved with the 
project, In particular, it is difficdt to determine what components and segments actually make 
up %.he Proposed Project and how these compon 
Desert Southwest (DSW) Transmission Pmject. 
Project analyzed the potential for combining the 
discussed here. 

ts in the mea such as the 
the DSW Tmsmission 
es, this option is not 

RecommendaCiom: 
The Final Environmental impact Statement (FEfS) should more clearly define the 
Proposed Project and a11 associated segments. It should clearly explain the relationship 
of this project with other transmission lines or facilities in the area such as the DSW 
Transmission Project, the Devas-Palp Verde No. 1 Transmission Line Project and the 
Arizona Public: Service TS-5 Project. More information should be included in Appendix 
F regarding the Record of Decision for the DSW project and the potential for a shared 
Right of Way (ROW). 

Cumulative Imnacts 
The document notes that the project will cross approximately 102.2 miles o f a  relatively 

undeveloped portion of the Sonoran Desert, pennanentJyc&v&~ 13.6 acres of prime 
fannlqd (p, G-34). The Cumulative Project List on pages F-3 through F-18 includes I07 
projects, which include industrial uses, transportation, commercial and residential uses, and 
public facilities. In particular, we note that over the past few years, EPA has seen a substantial 
increase in plans for housing projects in M County, mvering over 100,OOO acres. With 
Ws growth, there will be a marked increase in houses, supporting businesses, and automobiles. 
The documelit’s analysis of cumulative impacts to habitat and vegetation does not appear to 
account for this growth. This is ofparticular concern in that ripmian habitats have higher species 
richnms and densities of wildlife than any other desen habitat, with 75 species of birds likely in 

20). In addition, the KO% National Wildlife Rekge is located in westan mty and 
southern La Paz County. 

the area @, D.2-I 6f7) trnd 14 endangered, threatened, andtor candidate wi (p. D.2- 

Although no formal jurisdictiond delineation has been done, ephemeral drainages and 
desert washes are a Jwge pari oftfie ecosystem (p. D.2-227). The project will auss many small 
and a few large ephemeral washes as well as the Colorado fiver @. D.2-3) and increased 
sedimentation in Waters of the US.  may result fp. E-3 1). In addition, it is unclear if the towers 
in the floodplain (categorized under Impact H-6) are below the Osdinary Hi& Water Mark or 
otherwise within Clean Water Act (CWA) jutisdiction. 

A I  9-2 
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Comment Set A19, cont. 
United St at es Environmental Protect ion Agency 

Recornmendotions: 
The FEIS should include more information regarding the potential cuniulative impacts to 
habitat and vegetation from the proposed project in addition to the other planned growth 
in the am&. Xt should more clearly evaluatc the po.tentiaI need €or a CWA Section 404 
permit. It &odd consider that if a CWA Section 404 permit is needed, consistency with 
the CWA Section 404(b)(l) Guidefines will be required, in that the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) is the pamittable 
alternative. Therefore, adequate mitigation should be included to the greatest extent 
possibfe. l-he FEIS should also determine the CWA jurisdiction, if my, that applies to 
the towcrs placed in the floodplain. 

Air Onalitv 
There are substantial, onaoinrr; air quality issues in the project area. TabIe D.11-3 notes . . - -  

the foiIowing: the Phoenix-Mesa area of Arizo& i s  classified & nonattainment for 8-hour ozone, 
and serious nonattainrnent for Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PMIO) under 
the Federal standards for air quality; the Mojave Desert Air Basin is classified ELS serious 
nonattainment for PM10; the SaIton Sea Air Basin is classified ils serious nonattainment for 8- 
hour ozone and PM10; and the South Coast Air Basin is classified BS severe nonattahnent for 8- 
hour ozone, serious aonattainnient for carbon monoxide (CO), serious nonattainment for PMlO 
and nonattainment for Particulate Matter Less Than 2.5 Microns in Diameter (PM2.5). 

' 

The impacts anafysis in the DEE assumes application o f  the Applicant Proposed 
Measures (APM) for air quality, as listed in Table D.1 I- 13. These measures include 
maintenance of diesel engines, dust suppressants, and exnissions credits. We appreciate tbe 
efforts to reduce emissions as a result ofthe project but have additional mitigation measures that 
we would like to see included in project planning to reduce Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) arid 
other pollutants. 

Recommendationv: 
The FEE should address the feasibility of implementing additional air quality-related 
mitigation to reduce emissions of DPN and other pollutants from construction. 'fie Air 
Pollution Control Districts may be able to recommend specific mitigation measures that 
could be imptemented with this project. 

EPA recommends that the following measures for diesel equipment be added to the 
APMs: 

a) not idle for more than ten minutes; 
b) not be altered to increase engine horsepower; 
c) include particulate traps, oxidation catalysts and other suitable control devices 

d) use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel with a sulfw: content of 15 parts per million 
on aII construction eq&pment used at the construction site; 

(ppm) or less or other suitable alternative diesel %el. 
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Responses to Comment Set A19 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 

A19-1 The commenter is generally correct in these introductory paragraphs, but is incorrect with 
respect to one point. The third paragraph of the letter states that “...the 7 
V H a r q u a h a l a  Junction Switchyard Alternative [emphasis added] is 
likely not feasible as the timing for negotiations of lease renewals for the corridor with the 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians would delay construction and operation of the West of 
Devers Segment.” This sentence would correctly be written as follows: “...the West of Devers 
portion of the Proposed Project is likely not feasible as the timing for negotiations of lease 
renewals for the corridor with the Morongo Band of Mission Indians would delay construc- 
tion and operation of the West of Devers Segment.” 

The commenter is also correct in stating that the environmental impacts of the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative would be greater than those of the Proposed Project’s West of Devers 
segment. The specific comments attached to the letter are addressed in responses to A19-2, 
A 19-3, and A 19-4 below. 

A19-2 This comment indicates a concern about confusion among competing and overlapping trans- 
mission projects in Arizona (where the APS TS-5 project could be constructed and could 
replace the Harquahala Switching Station Alternative) and in California (where the Desert 
Southwest Transmission Project [DSWTP] could be constructed adjacent to, or in place of, 
the DPV2 Project). We acknowledge that the situation itself is confusing, because multiple 
developers are proposing competing, and in some cases, possibly redundant transmission 
projects. However, we believe that each alternative is clearly explained in the EIR/EIS, as 
explained below. 

Appendix 1 to the EIR/EIS is the Alternatives Screening Report. In Section 4 of that docu- 
ment, there is a description of each alternative route that explains what portion of the Proposed 
Project route the alternative would replace. Also a map is presented for each alternative, illus- 
trating the both the alternative and the Proposed Project segment. Appendix 1 is summarized 
in EIR/EIS Section C (Alternatives). 

The comment states that the EIS for the DSWTP considers the potential for combining the 
DPV2 and DSW lines, but that this option is not discussed in the DPV2 EIWEIS. This state- 
ment is not correct: the DPV2 EIR/EIS considers the DSWTP as an alternative to the DPV2 
Project (in which one or the other would be built) and as a cumulative project (in which both 
would be built). By considering the project in both ways, the DPV2 EIWEIS correctly con- 
siders all possible outcomes from these competing proposals: (1) DPV2 only, (2) DSWTP only 
(3) both the DPV2 and DSWTP. 

With regard to the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative, there is a map in Appendix 1 
(Figure Ap. 1 -la) that illustrates the transmission interconnections and relationships at this 
location, including the potential for the APS TS-5 Project to be constructed. 

Regardless, explanation has been added to the descriptions of the DSWSTP Alternative and 
the Harquahala Junction Switching Station Alternative in Section C and Appendix 1 to further 
clarify the situation. 
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The following text has been added to Section C.4.4.1 and Section 4.4.1 of Appendix 1: 

Overview: This alternative would replace an approximately 118-mile long segment of the 
DPV2 Project between the Midpoint Substation (southwest of Blythe and Devers Substa- 
tion). Note that because this alternative is also proposed as a separate project and the 
BLM has issued a Record of Decision for it (September 15, 2006), the Desert Southwest 
Transmission Project is also considered as a cumulative project in EWEIS Section F. 

The following text has been added to Section C.4.2.3 and Section 4.2.3 of the Alternatives 
Screening Report (Appendix 1): 

Overview: This alternative would eliminate the need for construction of the last five miles 
of the Proposed Project (east of the Harquahala Switchyard). In this alternative, a switch- 
yard would be constructed five miles east of the Harquahala Generating Station to allow 
the new DPV2 transmission line to interconnect with existing lines at that location, elimi- 
nating the need to connect at a substation. The switchyard could also allow interconnection 
of the Arizona Public Service (APS) TS-5 Project at that point, and because the TS-5 Project 
has already been approved by the Arizona Corporation Commission, it is possible that 
APS would construct the switchyard before the DPV2 Project is built. 

At the time of publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, the DSWTP Record of Decision (ROD) had 
not been issued by the BLM (it was issued in September 2006). Again, the “shared ROW” 
option addressed in the DSWTP EIR/EIS is the same as the DSWTP Alternative considered 
in this DPV2 EIR/EIS. Given the timing of these actions, additional explanation of this issue 
has been added to Section F (Cumulative Impacts) to clarify the situation. 

Project number 4 in Table F-1 is the Desert Southwest Transmission Project (DSWTP). 
Additional explanation of this project is provided here because it is also considered as an 
alternative to the DPV2 project between Blythe and the Devers Substation. Also, as 
described in Section C.4.4.1 and Appendix 1 Section 4.4.1, this project has been inde- 
pendently proposed and an EWEIS has been completed. On September 15, 2006, the BLM 
issued a Record of Decision that approved the DSWTP. Given this approval, the DSWTP 
could be constructed immediately adjacent to the DPV2 ROW, which is the reason for the 
cumulative impact analysis presented here. Alternatively, if an ameement is reached between 
Desert Southwest Power and SCE, a single 500 kV line could be constructed in the SCE 
ROW and used by both parties. 

A19-3 The following text has been added to the discussion of cumulative impacts to biological 
resources (Section F.3.1) in response to the comment about habitat loss. 

Maricopa County is growing extremely quickly and residential development is resulting in 
the loss of native habitat, as evidenced by the following text from the County’s website: 

Approximately 625 square miles of the County’s 9,226 square miles have been developed 
for residential or commercial use as of 1995. Approximately 236,000 acres will likely 
be developed over the next 30 years and there is about 1.7 million acres of poten- 
tially developable land in the County . 3 

http://www. fcd.maricopa.gov/Flooding/Growth.asp 
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The anticipated development of 236,000 acres in Maricopa County over the next 30 years 
is a rate of nearly 8,000 acres per year. As described in Table B-2 (Section B.2.1), a 
total of approximately 106 acres would be permanently disturbed as a result of con- 
struction of the entire 230 mile Devers-Harquahala 500 kV portion of the project. This small 

~ 

area of disturbance results from the fact that the access road for the existing DPVl line 
will serve DPV2. Approximately 26 miles (11 percent) of the route would be located 
in Maricopa County (where development is occurring at the fastest pace), so the perma- 
nent habitat loss in the County would be about 12 acres. This is not considered to be a 
considerable contribution to the loss of natural habitat in Maricopa County. 

The Kofa National Wildlife Refuge is located within La Paz and Yuma Counties (not Maricopa 
County). In the area surrounding the Refuge, little or no residential growth has occurred although 
there has been substantial growth in Yuma County south of the Refuge, and in adjacent Maricopa 
County. 

Section D. 12.4 (in the Hydrology and Water Resources Section) describes the fact that the 
project may require a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit. The same section also addresses 
the potential for transmission towers to be located in a floodplain or watercourse (Impact 
H-6: Encroachment into a floodplain or watercourse by permanent aboveground project features 
resulting in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion). Such an action would likely require a 
404 Permit. Section D. 12.4 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows under the description of the Clean Water Act: 

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) to regulate 
the discharge of dredged or fill material to the waters of the U.S. and adjacent wetlands. 
A 404 Permit requires an analysis of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) and it is assumed that the comprehensive alternatives analysis doc- 
umented in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) would provide sufficient information 
to support the alternatives analysis required for the permit. The ACOE issues individual 
site-specific or general (Nationwide) permits for such discharges. 

As discussed above, a LEDPA issue would arise only if a Standard 404 Permit is required 
(i.e., project does not quality for a Nationwide Permit, Regional General Permit, or 
other type of General Permit). However, it is likely that construction of transmission 
towers would qualify to be constructed under a Nationwide Permit 12 (Utility Line 
Activities), issued by ACOE HQ for categories of activities resulting in minimal adverse 
effects on the aquatic ecosystem on an individual and cumulative basis (see text below). 
If the project qualifies for a Nationwide Permit, identification and selection of the LEDPA 
pursuant to the Section 404(b)( 1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230) would not be required. 

In this case (since the project would not impact a lake or tidal area), “waters of the U.S.” 
would be limited to the Ordinary High Water Mark of each stream (approximated by 
the 2-year event or 5-year storm event), unless there are adjacent wetlands (areas hav- 
ing wetland hydrology, hydric soils, AND hydrophytic vegetation), in which case the limit 
would include these areas as well. With this Nationwide Permit, there is a 0.5-acre max- 
imum on permanently impacting “waters of the U.S.” (temporary fills or topographic 
changes to waters of the U.S. do not count against this 0.5-acre limit). However, if the 
project would impact streams in different watersheds, the actual loss limit would be higher 
(e.g., at 0.5-acre limit per watershed, two watersheds would authorize up to 1 .O acre of 
permanent impact to waters of the U.S.). Below is the text of Nationwide Permit 12: 
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12. Utility Line Activities. Activities required for the construction, maintenance and repair 
of utility lines and associated.faci1ities in waters of the US as.follows: 

li) Utility lines: The construction, maintenance, or repair of  utility lines, including out- 
fall and intake structures and the associated excavation, backfill, or bedding . for the utility 
lines, in all waters of the US, provided there is no change in preconstruction contours. 
A “utility line ’’ is defined as any pipe or pipeline.for the transportation of any gaseous, 
liquid, liquescent, or slurry substance, .for any purpose, and any cable, line, or wire.for the 
transmission for any purpose of electrical enern, telephone, and telegraph messages, and 
radio and television communication (see Note 1, below). Material resulting .from trench 
excavation may be temporarily sidecast (up to three months) into waters of the US, pro- 
vided that the material is not placed in such a manner that it is dispersed by  currents or 
other.forces. The District Engineer may extend the period of temporary side casting not 
to exceed a total of 180 days, where appropriate. In wetlands, the top 6“ to 12” of the trench 
should normally be backfilled with topsoil from the trench. Furthermore, the trench 
cannot be constructed in such a manner as to drain waters of the US (e.g., backfilling 
with extensive gravel layers, creating a.french drain &ect). For examp le, utili@ line trenches 
can be backfilled with clay blocks to ensure that the trench does not drain the waters of 
the US through which the utility line is installed. Any exposed slopes and stream banks must 
be stabilized immediately upon completion of the utility line crossing of each waterbody. 

(ii) Utility line substations: The construction, maintenance, or expansion of a substation 
facility associated with a power line or utility line in non-tidal waters of the US, excluding 
non-tidal wetlands adjacent to tidal waters, provided the activity does not result in the 
loss of greater than M-acre of non-tidal waters of the US. 

(iii) Foundations .for overhead utility line towers, poles, and anchors: The construction 
or maintenance of.foundations .for overhead utility line towers, poles, and anchors in all 
waters of the US, provided the foundations are the minimum size necessary and separate 
footings.for each tower leg (rather than a larger single pad) are used where feasible. 

(iv) Access roads: The construction of access roads .for the construction and maintenance 
of utility lines, including overhead power lines and utility line substations, in non-tidal 
waters of the US, excluding non-tidal wetlands adjacent to tidal waters, provided the 
discharges do not cause the loss of Xreater than M-acre of non-tidal waters of the US. 
Access roads shall be the minimum width necessary (see Note 2, below). Access roads must 
be constructed so that the length of the road minimizes the adverse effects on waters of 
the US and as near as possible to preconstruction contours and elevations (e.g., at 
grade corduroy roads or geotextile/gravel roads). Access roads constructed above precon- 
struction contours and elevations in waters of the US must be properly bridged or culverted 
to maintain surface flows. The term “utdity line” does not include activities which drain a 
water of the US, such as drainage tile, or French drains; however, it does apply to pipes 
conveying drainage .from another area. 

For the purposes of  this NWP, the loss of waters of the US includes the$lled area plus 
waters of the US that are adversely affected by.flooding, excavation, or drainage as a 
result of the project. Activities authorized by paragraph (i) through (iv) may  not exceed 
a total of M-acre loss of  waters of the US. Waters of the US temporarily affected &.fill- 
ing, flooding, excavation, or drainage, where the project area is restored to preconstruction 
contours and elevation, is not included in the calculation of pemnent  loss of waters of 
the US. This includes temporay construction mats (e.g., timber, steel, geotm*le) used during 
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construction and removed upon completion of the work. Where certain .functions and 
values of waters of the US are permanently adversely affected, such as the conversion of 
a .forested wetland to a herbaceous wetland in the permanently maintained utility line 
right-of-way, mitigation will be required to reduce the adverse efiects of the project to 
the minimal level. Mechanized W clearing necessary .for the construction, maintenance, 
or repair of utility lines and the construction, maintenance and expansion of utility line sub- 
stations, foundations .for overhead utility lines, and access roads is authorized, provided 
the cleared area is kept to the minimum necessary and preconstruction contours are 
maintained as near as possible. The area of waters of the US that is.filled, excavated, or 
jlooded must be limited to the minimum necessary to construct the utility line, substa- 
tions, .foundations, and access roads. Excess material must be removed to upland areas 
immediately upon completion of construction. This N W  may authorize utility lines in or 
getting navigable waters of the US even if there is 120 associated discharge of dredged or 
fi l l  material (See 33 CFR part 322). 

Notification: The permittee must notify the District Engineer in accordance with General 
Condition 13, if any of the.followinR criteria are met: 

(a) Mechanized land clearing in a .forested wetland. for the utility line right-of-way; 
fb) A Section 10 permit is required; 
(c) The utility line in waters of the US, excluding overhead lines, exceeds 500.feet; 
(d) The utility line is placed within a jurisdictional area (Le., water of the US), and it runs 
parallel to a stream bed that is within that jurisdictional area; 
(e) Discharges associated with the construction of utility line substations that result in 
the loss of greater than LlO-acre of waters of the US; or 
fl Permanent access roads constructed above grade in waters of the US.for a distance of 
more than 500 feet. 
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(g) Permanent access roads constructed in waters of the US with impervious materials. 
(Sections 10 and 404) 

Note I :  Overhead utility lines constructed over Section 10 waters and utility lines that 
are routed in or under Section 10 waters without a discharge of dredged or $11 material 
require a Section 10 permit; except.for pipes or pipelines used to transport gaseous, liquid, 
liquescent, or slurry substances over navigable waters of the US, which are considered 
to be bridges, not utility lines, and may require a permit. from the USCG pursuant to section 
9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. However, any discharges of dredged or .fill 
material associated with such pipelines will require a Corps permit under Section 404. 

Note 2: Access roads used.for both construction and maintenance may be authorized, pro- 
vided they meet the terms and conditions of  this Nwp. Access roads used solely.for con- 
struction of the utility line must be removed upon completion of the work and the area 
restored to preconstruction contours, elevm'ons, and wetland conditions. Temporary access 
roads for construction may be authorized by  NWP 33. 

Note 3: Where the proposed utility line is constructed or installed in navigable waters of  
the US (Le., Section I O  waters), copies of  the PCN and Nwp verification will be sent by 
the Corps to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOM), National 
Ocean Service (NOS), for charting the utility line to protect navigation. 
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A19-4 The Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) are set by the project applicant (SCE). Only the 
project applicant can modify or add to these measures, so these are not modified in response to 
the comment. However, we believe that the ENEIS mitigation measures directly or indirectly 
cover all of the construction equipment engine emission mitigation concerns listed in this comment. 

The comment lists several federal ambient air quality nonattainment areas both in California 
and in Arizona. However, the proposed route terminates west of the Arizona nonattainment 
areas. The project construction emissions in Arizona, other than fugitive dust, did not exceed 
the emissions significance thresholds used in the impact analysis, so no additional mitigation 
measures other than fugitive dust control measures in La Paz County were determined to be 
necessary. 

In California, the project does cross through the nonattainment areas listed in this comment. 
Additionally, the project does exceed many of the emission based significance thresholds in 
each of the California jurisdictions/air basins that are traversed by the proposed Project (pri- 
marily NOx and PM10). Therefore, additional mitigation to reduce construction equipment 
engine emissions was recommended in the Draft EIR/EIS. These measures are considered 
to be equivalent or more stringent than the measures proposed by USEPA. The Draft EWEIS 
recommended mitigation measures and their comparison to the EPA recommended mitigation 
measures listed in this comment are as follows: 

~ ~~ 

EPA Proposed Mitigation DElSlR Mitigation Measure Comparison 
a) not idle for more than ten 
minutes 
b) diesel eauiment shall not 

AQ-lc. Restrict engine idling. Diesel engine idle time shall 
be restricted to no more than a 10 minutes duration. 
AQ-ld. Use lower emitting off road diesel-fueled equipment. 

Measures are essentially 
identical. 

be altered io increase engine All offroad construction diesel engines not registered under 
horsepower; and CARBs Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program, 
c) include particulate traps, which have a rating of 50 hp or more, shall meet, at a minimum, 
oxidation catalysts and other the Tier 2 California Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression- 
suitable control devices on all Ignition Engines as specified in California Code of Regulations, 
construction equipment used Title 13, section 2423(b)(I) unless that such engine is not avail- 
at the construction site able for a particular item of equipment. In the event a Tier 2 

engine is not available for any offroad engine larger than 100 hp, 
that engine shall be equipped with a Tier 1 engine. In the event 
a Tier 1 engine is not available for any offroad engine larger than 
100 hp, that engine shall be equipped with a catalyzed diesel 
particulate filter (soot filter), unless certified by engine manufac- 
turers that the use of such devices is not practical for specific 
engine types. Equipment properly registered under and in com- 
pliance with CARBs Statewide Portable Equipment Registration 
Program are considered to comply with this mitigation measure. 
AQ-le. Use onroad vehicles that meet California onroad 
standards. All onroad construction vehicles working within Cal- 
ifornia shall meet all applicable California onroad emission stand- 
ards and shall be licensed in the State of California. This does 
not apply to construction worker personal vehicles. 
AQ-1 f. Use lower emitting offroad gasoline-fueled equipment 
All offroad stationary and portable gasoline powered equipment 
shall have EPA Phase 1Phase 2 compliant engines, where the spe 
cific enaine reauirement shall be based on the new enqine stand- 

d) use ultra low sulfur diesel 
fuel with a sulfur content of 15 

The proposed mitigation mea- 
sure AQ-Id would provide more 
overall emission reduction than 
the EPA proposed measure (c) 
and the use of the newer certi- 
fied offroad engines would not 
allow their alteration to remain 
certified, thus meeting the intent 
of @) as well. The retrofit of older 
equipment to use add-on partic- 
ulate controls is often difficult 
and generally only reduces par- 
ticulate emissions. The use of 
newer engines reduces particu- 
late emissions along with VOC 
and NOx emissions which will 
reduce ozone and secondary 
particulate impacts from the 
project. 

Additionally, the engine emission 
mitigation measures recom- 
mended in the DElSlR extend 
to the gasoline fueled construc- 
tion equipment (AQ-If) and the 
dedicated onroad construction 
equipment (AQ-1 e). ard in &ect two years prior to the initiating project cckstruction. 

AQ-1 b. Use ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel. CARB-certified ultra 
low-sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel containing 15 ppm sulfur or less 
shall be used in all diesel-powered construction equipment. 

Measures are nearly identical 
and functionally equivalent. 

parts per million (ppm) or less 
or other suitable alternative 
diesel fuel. 

. 
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Comment Set B1 0 Maricopa Audubon Society 

0 

June 19,2006 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 941 04 

Email dpv2@,aspeneg.com 

Arizona Corporation Commission, 
Utilities Division, 
1200 West Washington, 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996. 

Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller and Commissioners Mayes, MGdell, Spitzer, Gleason. 

Dear Commissioners 

Fax 1 (800) 886-1888 

On behalf of the 2300 members of the Maricopa Audubon Society here in central Arizoan, we 
would like to express our concern that our utility will end up charging higher rates as it will have 
to pay more for electricity if this Palo-Verde Devers line is built and the electricity is shipped to 
California. 

To the chagrin of our 2300 members, the primary route for this proposed line would cut through 
the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. Currently a Devers-Palo Verde line exists. The first line 
was completed in 1978. This proposal for a second line has been around for a while, but has 
been controversial since its inception. By 1989 or 1990 the second line had progressed to the 
point of having an Environmental Compatibility Analysis performed and deemed acceptable for 
the project. The project had reached the point where permits were issued by the local agencies 
and were awaiting the signature of then President George H.W. Bush who did not sign before 
leaving office. All the permit issues died under'president Clinton. 

I B1-l 

Bl-2 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set B1, cont. 
Maricopa Audubon Society 

The KOFA (after King of Arizona Mine) National Wildlife Refuge was created in 1939 and 
contains 665,400 acres of desert habitat. The KOFA Wilderness area was created in 1990, after 
the first line was installed, and is approximately 516,300 acres in size. There was a clause in the 
Desert Wilderness Act that excluded a right-of-way for the second line to cross the KOFA 
Wilderness. That is the primary route proposed for this line. 

CONCERNS OF THE MARICOPA AUDUBON SOCIETY: 
A second power transmission line would m h e r  fragment and reduce the quality and 
quantity of habitats on the KOFA National WildlifeRefuge. By that standard aione the 
proposed new 500 KV is incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The Right-of-way 
(ROW) through KOFA is prime desert big horn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The 
line will also further obstruct the natural view of the area that is pristine desert landscape 
and clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, by the 
measured right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, 
however, additional land will be affected as construction vehicles travel along the first 
line’s ROW and then across to the new ROW or completely out of the limits. This wide 
corridor, 560 feet wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the necessary ground cover or 
protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary to limit their 
domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. 

Mitigation of negative impacts to plant resources (Le., transplanting cacti) was not 
successful during construction of the first power line. Major disturbances would occur at 
each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouringof the concrete footings and 
the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. Additional 
impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed areas and 
the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

The primary route is not an environmentally friendly route to plan the ROW but the 
alternative routes are not good routes either. The proposed routes destroy pristine desert 
views, cross critical desert habitat, go through populated areas, and would destroy desert 
environments. That is just another reason to question the need for this project. 

This project has been in a near “finalized” form for over 15 years and California seems to 
be getting along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the fifth 
largest city in the nation and one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is likely in 
the near future that the metro area will consume all of the power generated in the area and 
therefore will not have any additional electrical energy to transport out of the area. Why 
then, is this line needed to send power to California? 

There were many factors that caused the “Rolling Blackouts” in California a few years 
ago. One of the main reasons was a struggle between the regulators and the power 
companies and the energy companies withholding electricity to drive up the price. We 
should not let the decision makers sway the argument based on the contrived rolling 
blackouts. 

B1.2 cont. 

B1-3 

B1.4 

B1-5 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set 61, cont. 
Maricopa Audubon Society 

WE NEED ANSWERS! 

Have any non-development alternatives been considered? Can California institute energy 
conservation programs equivalent to the amount of energy this line will carry? Can 
environmentally-friendly, renewable, and sustainable energy sources be implemented Le., solar, 
wind, or biomass, so this line is not necessary? I B1-6 

181-7 
What does Arizona get out of this deal? We generate the power, we destroy our landscape, we 
destroy our views, we destroy our animal habitats - California gets cheaper power. 

Our chapter opposes this power line. 

Sincerelv. 

Robert A. Witzeman, M.D., Conservation Chair 
Maricopa Audubon Society 
4619 E. Arcadia Lane 
Phoenix, AZ, 85018 

602 840-0052, witzeman@cox.net 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set B1 
Maricopa Audubon Society 

B1-1 Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. This comment is 
not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA or CEQA. 

B1-2 A National Wildlife Refuge is not the preferred location for a high voltage transmission 
line. However, as described in EWEIS Section A.l . l ,  the DPVl transmission line was 
approved and installed through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) in 1982. The 
presence of that transmission line, the adjacent high pressure natural gas pipeline, and the 
access roads for these utilities, establishes a utility corridor and sets a precedent for future 
utility use. The access road in particular offers an already disturbed path for construction and 
maintenance equipment, whereas a transmission line in a new corridor would require new 
disturbance of hundreds of acres of land for access roads and construction vehicles. 

All 13 environmental issue areas (see Sections D.2 through D. 14) discuss the impacts of the 
proposed DPV2 transmission line through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge NWR. Specif- 
ically, Section D.2 (Biological Resources), D.3 (Visual Resources), D.4 (Land Use), and D.5 
(Wilderness and Recreation) address the biological, visual, and recreatiodwilderness issues, 
as well as the consistency of the Proposed Project with the policies and the mission of Kofa 
NWR. Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the proposed route 
in an existing corridor through the NWR was found to be the environmentally preferable 
alternative. 

Please also refer to the responses to Comment Set E5 for a discussion of visual resources 
methodology and sensitivities within the Kofa NWR. The EWEIS acknowledges the visual 
impacts from the proposed DPV2 transmission line. The significant (Class I) visual impact 
conclusion for Key Viewpoint (KVP) 4 on Crystal Hill Road within Kofa National Wildlife 
Reserve primarily results from three key contributing factors. First, Kofa is a popular desti- 
nation for back country recreationists and therefore, is assigned a viewer concern value of 
high. Second, viewer exposure is moderate to high because the access roads within Kofa are 
situated very close to the proposed route and in fact pass beneath the existing DPVl line in 
several locations. As a result, the visual change resulting from the Proposed Project will be 
prominently visible to travelers in the vicinity of Crystal Hill Road. Third, the Kofa Moun- 
tains and Livingston Hills with their nigged, jagged ridgelines are features of visual interest 
and stand out from the flat, desert plain (Figure D.3-5A/5B). As a result the EIWEIS con- 
cludes that the impairment of views of these landforms from Crystal Hill Road and other 
access roads is substantial, again partly because of the close proximity of the access roads 
to the route. 

In contrast to the viewshed within Kofa NWR, viewing opportunities further to the east 
(KVP 3 - Eagletail Mountains Access) and west (KVP 5 - US 95 Crossing) of Kofa are much 
different in several respects. Views from the Eagletail Mountains access roads (KVP 3) are 
more limited and at greater distance because the proposed route only briefly converges on the 
access roads north of the Eagletail Mountains rather than paralleling the access roads for 
greater distance. Also, the background landscape of the flat Harquahala Plain and angular 
to linear forms of more distant mountains provide somewhat less visual variety and interest 
compared to the landscape features within Kofa. Similarly, the US 95 viewpoint (KVP 5) 
provides a relatively limited viewer exposure. Views in close proximity to the proposed route 
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span are brief given the perpendicular orientation of the route to the highway and the high 
rates of vehicular travel speed. Also, the relatively flat desert plain is somewhat nondescript 
with few features of visual interest. While the view from KVP 6 in Copper Bottom Pass 
shares some similarity with the Kofa view as a result of the close proximity of the access road 
to the proposed route, views of the background landscape features are not nearly as impaired 
(see Figure D.3-7A/7B) compared to the Kofa views. 

Vegetation removal will largely be limited to the pads for new towers and a few ancillary 
facilities and construction work/staging areas. The Proposed Project would be located adjacent 
to the existing 500 kV DPVl transmission line and would utilize existing access roads. Spur 
roads would be used to travel between the new lines and the existing access road. The habitat 
impact discussions related to tower footings take into account the temporarily disturbed area 
around each footing (see the “Note” at the bottom of Table B-1 in Section B.2.2 for esti- 
mates of temporary and permanent disturbance). Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) and 
mitigation measures proposed in this EWEIS would minimize these impacts and would restrict 
construction activity to the access/spur roads and staging areas. Please refer to General Response 
GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through Kofa NWR was selected as being environ- 
mentally preferred to alternatives outside of the Refuge. 

The new transmission line would be located adjacent to an existing 500 kV transmission 
line and a high pressure natural gas pipeline. Existing access roads would be used as defined 
in APM B-3 (see Table B-10 in Section B.5 and Table D.2-6 in Section D.2.5.2) which 
states that vehicular traffic must be on existing roadways to the maximum extent practicable. 
APM B-2 discusses the use of standard noxious weed measures as part of the Proposed 
Project. In addition, Impact B-2 (Construction activities would result in the introduction of 
invasive non-native or noxious plant species) in Section D.2.6.1.2 (see also Table D.2-8 
[Summary of Impacts by Segment]) was found to be potentially significant (Class II) in Kofa 
NWR. As a result, Mitigation Measures B-la (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/ 
Compensation Plan), B-2a (Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory), and B-2b (Imple- 
ment control measures for invasive and noxious weeds) have ‘been recommended for imple- 
mentation in this EWEIS to reduce potential impacts from invasive species to less than sig- 
nificant levels. The control measures include standards, such as washing all equipment, 
tools, and vehicles both before and @er entering all project sites. Please also refer to Response 
C28-2 regarding mitigation for DPVl. 

Please refer to General Responses GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through Kofa NWR 
was found to be environmentally preferable to the alternative routes around the Refuge and 
also refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of why SCE states that the DPV2 Project 
is needed. 

Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. 

Non-transmission alternatives are discussed in Section 4.5 in Appendix 1, Section C.5.5, and 
Executive Summary Section 2.3.4. Within the discussion of non-transmission alternatives 
conservation and demand-side management are analyzed as alternatives to the Proposed Project 
(see Sections 4.5.3 in Appendix 1, C.5.5.3, and Executive Summary 2.3.4). Both were elim- 
inated from detailed analysis in the EWEIS due to their inability to meet project objectives, 
because demand-side management would represent only a small amount of the total capacity 
requirement needed to meet SCE’s import and supply reliability objectives and SCE’s 2004 

B1-3 

B1-4 

a 

B1-5 

B1-6 

a 
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Long Term Procurement Plan (LTPP) already includes the maximum reliability achievable 
amount of energy efficiency so cannot be considered as an alternative to DPV2. 

In addition, the No Project/No Action Alternative is presented in Section C.6, as required 
under both CEQA and NEPA, and is analyzed by each issue area section. This alternative is 
also presented in Executive Summary Section ES.4 and is compared to the Environmentally 
SuperiodPreferred Alternative in Section E.3 and Executive Summary Section ES.5. Because 
the No Project/No Action Alternative would require construction of transmission lines with 
impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of generation 
sources, it was found not to be superior to the Proposed Project (Environmentally 
SuperiodPreferred Alternative). 

Renewable Generation Resources Alternatives (geothermal, biomass, solar, wind, and hydro- 
electric resources) are also evaluated in Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1, Section (3.5.2, and 
Executive Summary Section 2.3.4 and were eliminated from full consideration during the 
screening process. Use of renewable generation technologies would avoid the specific impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed DPV2 project, but new trans- 
mission would still be required from the renewable generation locations, creating impacts 
similar to those of the Proposed Project, which is proposed to transmit power from an already 
existing generation source. In addition to the reliability and feasibility issues discussed in 
Appendix 1 and SectionC, use of renewable resources would be inconsistent with the 
objectives of the proposed DPV2, 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. 

Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. 

B1-7 Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from the Pro- 
posed Project. 
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Comment Set B2 
Southern California Gas Company = Sempra Energy Utility 0 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Chuang, Wan-Che [WCChuang@semprautilities.com] 
Sent: 
To: dpv2@Aspeneg.com 
Subject: Comments to the Dever-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project DRAFT EIWEIS 

Wednesday, June 28,2006 250 PM 

Aspen Environmental Group, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on you DRAFT EIWEIS. Southern California Gas Company provides 
the following comments. 

Since the proposed project would encroachlcross on our utility Right of Way, please contact Bob Carrillo, Right- 
of-Way Agent, at 909-335-7754 to apply for a ROW access. In addition please contact Bob Skultety, 
Transmission Technical Services, at 81 8-701-4538 to have his staff review the proposed alignment and 
structures. He would determine if there would be any potential concerns for building within our ROW. 

James Chuang 
Environmental SpecialisVLand Planner 
Environmental Management-Noeh 
Southern California Gas Company -Sempra Energy Utility 
555 W. 5th Street, GT16G3 
(21 3) 244 - 581 7 - office 
WCC huang@semprautilities.com 

0 
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Responses to Comment Set 82 
Southern California Gas Company - Sempra Energy Utility 

B2- 1 The requirement for SCE to develop an access agreement with Southern California Gas Com- 
pany - Sempra Energy Utility to cross/encroach on its ROW is noted. This comment is 
referred to SCE for compliance with the Sempra’s permitting requirements. Table A 4  (Permits 
or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona and California) in 
Section A.3.5 of this EIIUEIS notes that Southern California Gas would have permitting authority 
for activities in the area of pipelines, which would require a pipeline encroachment/crossing 
permit. 
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Comment Set B3 
Yuma Audubon Society 

August 8,2006 

YUMA AUDUBON SOCIETY 
P.O. BOX 6395 

YUMA, ARIZONA 85366-6395 

CPUC/BLM 
do Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 941 04 
d ~v2a.aswenea. com 

Ladies or Gentlemen: 

The following are the comments submitted by the Yuma Audubon Society on the 
Dratl Environmental Impact RepotVEnvironmental Impact Statement fov the 
Proposed Devers-Pal0 Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project. In our comments 
below we will demonstrate that the No ProjecVNo Action Alternative is the 
Environmentally Preferable Alternative for this project. We will also provide other 
comments to be addressed as part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and California Environmental Qualty Act (CEQA) process. 

The Project as Proposed Has an Excessive Number of Unmitigable Impacts 
and Violations of Plans and Policies 

We will first look at impacts that the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 environmental impact 
reportlenvironmental impact statement (DPV2 EIFUEIS, also referred to as “the EIS” 
or “ElS”) admits cannot be mitigated. Then we will look at the numerous violations of 
federal, county, and municipal plans that would result from the proposed project, 
again, as enumerated in the DPV2 EIS/EIS. We will then weigh these significant 
factors against the proponent‘s stated purpose and need for the project. 

Unmitigable Significant Impacts Recognized by the DPVI EIR/EIS 

These significant but unmitigable impacts involve wildlife habitat, visual resources, 
wilderness and recreation, cultural resources, permanent conversion of farmland, 
noise, and air quality, as delineated below. 

October 2006 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Yuma Audubon Society 

Wildlife habitat 

Construction activities in the Chuckwalla Dune Thicket Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) violate management policies of the California 
Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan for sensitive habitat and will result in 
significant impacts, even after implementation of mitigation measures (EIS, p. D.2- 
171 ). 

Visual Resources 

Visual changes in the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) would be significant and 
unmitigable (EIS, p. ES-38). At D.3-21 , the EIS states that “Any addition of built 
industrial features to the landscape or blockage of views to higher quality landscape 
features (sky or Livingston Hills) would be perceived as an adverse visual change in 
the landscape.” This doesn’t even consider impacts to views from the immediately 
adjacent wilderness areas on the Kofa NWR. 

Visual changes in the Alligator Rock ACEC would be a significant, unmitigable 
impact because they are inconsistent with the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) 
Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II management objective (EIS, pp. ES- 
38, E-8). This is obvious from Figure D.3-1 I N 1  1 B in the EIS. The towers dwarf the 
mountains in the background when a parallel line is added because of very 
significant skylining. 

Visual changes in the Harquahala Mountains] distant from the power line, but where . 
a telecommunications site would be constructed for the project, would be significant 
and unmitigable (EIS, pp. D.3-58, E-4), because the changes are inconsistent with 
BLM’s VRM Class I I  management objective outside the adjacent wilderness area 
and inconsistent with the VRM Class I management objective when the 
telecommunications site is viewed from within the wilderness. This impact has been 
left out of Section G.4 of the EIS, Significant Environmental Effects which Cannot Be 
Avoided if the Proposed Project is Implemented (p. G33). 

. 

Even though visual impacts by the power line on Key Viewpoint 2 are not considered. 
by the EIS to be unmitigable, the EIS (p. D.3-20) does state that where the power 
line crosses 1-1 0 at Key Viewpoint 2, “any addition of industrial character to the 
predominantly natural appearing landscape or blockage of views to more valued 
landscape features (distant mountains) would be seen as an adverse visual 
change .’I 

Wilderness and Recreation 

On the Kofa NWR, the EIS recognizes that impacts to recreation would be significant ‘ 
and unmitigable (pp. ES-42, D.5-20). This is well-stated in the EIS at p. D.5-28: 
“Development and operation of the project would change the character of the Kofa 
NWR and significantly diminish its recreational value. Impacts to the Kofa NWR 

2 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Yuma Audubon Society 

would be significant and unmitigable (Class I). No mitigation measures have been 
identified that would reduce the industrial development of the Proposed Project 
across the Kofa NWR.” Erroneously, the EIS claims that there would be no impacts 
to the immediately adjacent Wilderness areas on the Kofa NWR as a result of 
construction and operation of the power line (EIS, p. D.5-27). This apparently is 
asserted because no construction would occur within the wilderness areas. 
However, to be consistent with analysis of the effects on wilderness in the 
Harquahala Mountains (see below), effects on the Kofa NWR wilderness areas by 
the power line, as perceived by those within the wilderness areas on the Kofa NWR, 
should be analyzed. Not only would the power line be visible from parts of the Kofa 
NWR wilderness, but the noise of construction and the power line corona could carry 
into wilderness areas. 

In Arizona, recreation would be affected not only the Kofa NWR, but along the 
Harquahala to Kofa NWR segment to the east as well (EIS, p. D.5-26): “Overall, 
Proposed Project operation would significantly change the character of recreational 
resources along the Harquahala to Kofa NWR segment or diminish their recreational 
value, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact (Class I).’’ 

The Harquahala Mountains would again face significant, unmitigable impacts, this 
time on recreation and wilderness (EIS D.5-20, D.5-26, E-5), although Section G.4. 
Significant Environmental Effects which Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project 
is Implemented (EIS, p. G-33) fails to note this. According to the EIS (p. D.5-26), 
“Implementation of the telecommunications facility resulting from operation of the 
Proposed Project would permanently diminish the character of Harquahala Peak and 
the Harquahala Mountains WA.” why was no alternative considered for the 
telecommunications site that would avoid the Harquahala Mountains? 

In California, recreation would be significantly affected at the Alligator Rock ACEC 
and Chuckwalla Dune Thicket ACEC under the proposed action. The character of 
the ACECs would be changed as a result of the power line and this would lessen the 
ACEC’s recreational value (EIS, pp. ES-42, D.5-98, D.5-20). Impacts would be 
“significant and unmitigable (Class I).” (EIS, p. D.5-32). These impacts on recreation 
could allegedly be avoided if the “Preferred Alternative” incorporates the Alligator 
Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative (EIS, p. E-8), but there would still be 
unmitigable significant visual impacts to these two ACECs. 

The Coachella Valley Preserve/CoacheIla Valley Fringe-toed Lizard ACEC in 
California would also face significant, unmitigable impacts (EIS, p. 0.5-20). 

This is quite an impressive list of protected areas that would face significant, 
unmitigable impacts to recreation and wilderness as a result of the power line. An 
aggregate of at least thirty-four miles in these areas would be crossed by the power 
line or impacted by the telecommunications site (Kofa NWR, 24+ miles, Alligator 
Rock ACEC, 6.8 miles, Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC, 1.3 miles, Coachella 
Valley Preserve/Coachella Valley Fringe-toed Lizard ACEC, 2 miles, plus an 
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Comment Set 83, cont. 
Yuma Audubon Society 

uncharacterized amount in the Harquahala Mountains; EIS, pp. D.5-5, D.5-9, D.5-10, 
D.5-26). This doesn’t even include the Colorado River crossing, where the 
significant, unmitigable impacts of new towers were ignored in the EIS by rigidly 
defining visual effects so as to exclude the effect of seeing the new transmission 
towers from the river, a major recreation area. 

Although at times the EIS tries to minimize the effects of a second power line by 
asserting that environmental quality has already been compromised by the first 
power line, the EIS at F-45 clearly recognizes that the effect of a second power line 
is a significant degradation of the environment in itself: 

The DPVl transmission line was constructed across or adjacent to recreation 
areas in La Paz and Maricopa Counties in Arizona, and Riverside County in 
California, including the Kofa NWR, Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC, 
Alligator Rock ACEC, and the Coachella Valley Preserve and Coachella 
Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard ACEC. Adding the Proposed Project to this existing 
corridor would intensify the industrial development that crosses these 
recreational resources. Any additional projects that may traverse these 
recreational areas (see Table F-1) would further increase the industrial 
development and further reduce the undeveloped, natural landscape of the 
recreational areas. As significant impacts have already occurred to the 
character and recreational value of the recreation areas located along the 
DPVl line (BLM, 1979), operation of the Proposed Project, alone or in 
conjunction with other Proposed Projects, would contribute to a significant, 
cumulative effect to established recreation areas (Class I). 

Cultural Resources 

The EIS (p. D.7-40) concludes that in the Harquahala Mountains, where the 
telecommunications equipment site would be built, the effect on the Smithsonian 
Institution Observatory and associated interpretive exhibits is “significant and 
unavoidable (Class I).” 

In California, the EIS states that the proposed project would have a significant and 
unmitigable (Class I) impact on cultural resources (EIS, p. E-9) unless the Alligator 
Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative is adopted (which the EIS proposes). 
However, the significant, unmitigable visual impacts would remain in the Alligator 
Rock ACEC even if the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative is 
adopted. 

Permanent Conversion of Farmland 

The EIS divulges that unless the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative is 
chosen, the proposed project would permanently remove 13.6 acres of Prime 
Farmland from agricultural production (EIS, p. E-5). However, the Harquahala 
Junction Switchyard Alternative would cause a different set of impacts, especially 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 0 Yuma Audubon Society 

greater destruction of native habitat including effects on sensitive bat species. 
Avoiding alleged greater destruction of natural habitat weighed heavily in the EIS’s 
rejection of alternatives that would avoid the Kofa NWR (EIS, p. Ap.1-23). 

Noise 

The EIS concludes that increased corona noise would be a significant, unmitigable 
impact in the Palo Verde Valley and Cactus City to Devers Substation segments of 
the power line (EIS, p. G-34). We also suspect that it will be a significant and 
unmitigable effect on the Kofa NWR, despite the EIS’s assurances that it will not 
(EIS, p. D.8-28). The EIS admits that corona noise would increase two dBA on the 
Kofa NWR. An increase of 3 dBa is perceived as twice the loudness, and I dBa is a 
noticeable difference (Joe Wolfe, “What Is a Decibel?” 
http://www.phvs.unsw.edu.au/-iw/dB.html. Accessed August 7, 2006.). The EIS also 
points out the noise level within the power line right-of-way already exceeds the 55 
dBa Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) maximum protective level for outdoor 
activity interference by 4.3 dBa, and may rise as high as 61.3 dBa. While the 
cumulative increase from the addition of a new power line may be limited to 2 dBa, 
this will be 6.3 dBa over the EPA standard. Yet instead of recognizing this significant, 
unmitigated impact, the EIS claims that it is only “adverse” but not significant, in part 
by saying that the EPA standard hasn’t been formally adopted by the Kofa NWR. 
The fact remains that the EPA has responsibilities for human health and safety 
throughout the whole of the United States and those who do not consider violating 
the standard significant just because it has not been adopted by a jurisdictional 
entity are being less than scrupulous about public health and safety. I can tell you 
from personal experience that the hum and crackling of a power line is a daunting 
experience for those who would seek to access the wilderness area on the other 
side of the power line. And most of the people accessing the area along the Crystal 
Hill and Pipeline Roads will be traveling mile after mile adjacent to the power line. 

0 

Air Quality 

Impacts to air quality would be significant and unmitigable during construction within 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, because of excessive emissions of 
nitrogen oxides, particulates, and fugitive dust (EIS, p. G-34). 

Violations of Numerous Plans and Policies 

As stated in the EIS, the proposed project would violate numerous provisions of 
federal, county, and municipal plans. These are enumerated below. 

Federal plans 

1) Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Visual impacts are a violation of the Kofa 
National Wldlife Refuge & Mldemess and New Water Mountains Wilderness 
lnteragency Management Plan, Objective 1 : Preservation of Wilderness 
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Values (EIS, p. D.3-39). However, the EIS neglects to include the same plan 
in its Table 5-3 on pp. D.5-22 to 0.5-24, where consistency with wilderness 
and recreation plans and policies are assessed. 

The EIS correctly notes the importance of wildlife as a primary management 
concern and certain types of wildlife-dependent recreation as second only to 
wildlife on the Kofa NWR (EIS, P. AP.l-43) and that putting a second power 
line across the Kofa NWR would “conflict with the Refuge’s management 
policies and plans.” (EIS, p. D.2-170). The power line will only degrade 
mandated management responsibilities on the Kofa NWR. It has nothing to 
do with wildlife or wildlife-dependent recreation. This makes any impacts from 
the power line more severe than in areas that have a broader management 
mandate, all other things equal. It is ludicrous to say that the effects of the 
power line on wildlife and wildlife-dependent recreation can be mitigated 
given the Fish & Wildlife Service’s management mandate on the Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge. We disagree with the EIS (p. D.2-170) when it states 
that the impact of the power line can be mitigated to Class Ill. In light of the 
Kofa NWR’s management criteria, it is a significant and unmitigable impact. 

impacts violate the California Desetf Conservation Area Plan Interim Visual 
Resource Management Class II designation (EIS, D.3-39). 

2) Alligator Rock ACEC, California Desert Conservation Area. The visual 

County Plans 

3 )  County of Riverside General Plan (http://www. rcip. omhenera Ida n. ht m). The 
proposed project violates this plan numerous times in numerous elements 
and Area Plans. The following parts of the General Plan and Area Plans are 
violated by the proposed project: 

a) Land Use Element: Hillside Development & Slope, Policy LU-11 .I, 
because the project would cross hilltops, ridgelines, and canyon edges 

b) Land Use Element: Open Space-Rural Land Use Designations, 
Policy LU-20.2 and 20.4, because there is no way to mitigate the 
manufactured, industrial appearance of the project (and this is a 
requirement of the plan) and no mitigation can bring the project into 
compliance with the requirement that development not adversely 
impact open space and rural character (EIS, D.3-44). 

c) Circulation Element: Major Utility Corridors, Policy C 25.2, because 
there is no way to mitigate the project not being located underground 
and no screening aboveground can minimize its visibility (EIS, D.3-44). 

d) Multipurpose Open Space Element: Scenic Resources, Policy OS 
21 .I, because there is no effective mitigation for the project’s impact 
on conserving skylines, view corridors, and outstanding scenic vistas 

(EIS, p. D.3-42). 

(EIS, D.3-45). 
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4) County of Riverside, The Pass Area Plan 
(http://www.rctlma.org/generalplan/ap2/pap.html) 

a) Circulation: Scenic Highways, Policy PAP 12.1 , because no mitigation 
can bring the proposed project into conformance with the plan’s policy 
to protect scenic highways in The Pass from a change that would 
diminish their scenic value (EIS, p. D.3-45). 

5) County of Riverside, Western Coachella Valley Area Plan 
(httD://www.rct I ma .ora/ne nera l ~ l a  n/a ~ 2 / w c v a ~ .  html) 

a) Circulation: Scenic Highways, Policy WCVAP 18.1 , because no mitigation 
can bring the proposed project into conformance with the plan’s policy 
to prevent harming views from state-designated scenic highway Route 

b) Multipurpose Open Space, Policy WCVAP 19.1 , because no mitigation 
is possible to prevent the proposed project from harming visual resources 
in the Western Coachella Valley (EIS, p. D3-46). 

62 (EIS, 0.3-46). 

6 )  County of Riverside, Eastern Coachella Valley Area Plan 
(http://www.rctlma .org/ge nera Ida n/a p2/ecva P. html) 

a) Circulation: Scenic Highways, Policy ECVAP 14.1, because no 
mitigation is possible which would protect scenic highways from 
change that would diminish the aesthetic values of adjacent properties 
(EIS, p. 0.3-47). 

7) County of Riverside, Desert Center Area Plan 
(httD://www.rctl ma .orn/aeneralDla n/a ~2/dca D. ht ml) 

a) Circulation: Scenic Highways, Policy DCAP 9.1, because no mitigation 
is possible which would protect scenic highways from change that would 
diminish the aesthetic values of adjacent properties (EIS, p. D.3-47). 

8 )  County of Riverside, Palo Verde Area Plan 
(httD://www.rctlma .ordaeneralpla n/a pZ/pva p. ht ml) 

a) Circulation: Scenic Highways, Policy PWAP 10.1, because no mitigation 
is possible which would protect scenic highways from change that would 
diminish the aesthetic values of adjacent properties (EIS, p. D.3-47). 

9)  County of San Bernardino General Plan (http://www.co.san- 
bernardino .ca. us/landuseservices/General%20Plan0~20U~date/Defa ult .am) 
The proposed project violates Policy OR-57 of this plan because no mitigation 
is possible that would preserve the existing landform and natural features of a 
hillside environment (EIS, D.3-48) 

0 
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Municipal Plans 

The proposed project also violates policies of three plans of cities in southern 
California. These are: 

1O)City of Lorna Linda, Draft General Plan, Land Use Element 2.2.3.1 , Guiding 
Policy for the South Hills, Policy j, because no mitigation is possible to 
prevent the project from violating appropriate setbacks from primary 
ridgelines (EIS, D.3-50). 

1 1)City of Redlands, 7995 General Plan, City Design and Preservation Element: 
Section 3.10, City Design - Guiding Policies, Policy 3.10e, because the 
natural appearance of the steep hillsides and ridges in San Timoteo Canyon 
will not be preserved (EIS, p. D.3-51). 

12)City of Grand Terrace General Plan, Aesthetic, Cultural, and Recreational 
Resources Element: Aesthetic Resources, because the project would violate 
the policy to preserve view opportunities of existing development when new 
development occurs (EIS, D.3-52). 

In all, even the EIS admits that there would be fourteen violations of federal, county, 
and municipal plans, as is seen above. This is a considehble impact even if the 
writers of the EIS do not consider all of these to be “significant” impacts but merely 
“adverse,” which Merriam- Webster‘s Collegiate Dictionary (tenth edition) defines as 
“hostile,” “unfavorable,” or “harmful.” 

Preserves and Conservation Areas 

We also note that the proposed project would cross six miles of the Coachella Valley 
Preserve, which is federally-designated Critical Habitat under the Endangered 
Species Act for the Coachella Valley Fringe-toed Lizard (EIS, 0.2-69), two miles of 
the Upper Mission Creek/Big Morongo Canyon Conservation Area (EIS D.2-75), and 
one-half mile of the Whitewater Canyon Conservation Area (EIS, D.2-76). When the 
terms “Critical Habitat,” “conservation area” and “preserve” are used, one hardly 
thinks of gargantuan power line towers as a means of contributing to the 
conservation of the wildlife and habitat of these areas. 

Purpose and Need for the Project 

The EIS is quite clear that the driving purpose for the proposed project is economic 
benefits to Southern California Edison (which we believe its customers may or may 
not realize); the lights will not go out in California if the project isn’t built: “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” (EIS C-61). The benefit-to-cost ratio of the project is projected to 
be 1.7:l (EIS, A-I 5), which seems low, especially in light of findings from studies of 
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benefit-cost ratios that costs tend to be underestimated (Bent Flyvbjerg, Mette K. 
Skamris Holm, and Smren L. Buhl, “Underestimating Costs in Public Works Projects: 
Error or Lie?” Journal of the American Planning Association, vol. 68, no. 3, Summer 
2002, pp. 279-295; Bent Flyvbjerg, Mette K. Skamris Holm, and Serren L. Buhl, 
“How (1n)accurate Are Demand Forecasts in Public Works Projects? The Case of 
Transportation.” Journal of the American Planning Association, vol. 71 , no. 2, Spring 
2005, pp. 131-1 46.) Although the above authors studied transportation projects in 
greatest detail, they also state that “In addition to cost data for transportation 
infrastructure projects, we have reviewed cost data for several hundred other 
projects including power plants, dams, water distribution, oil and gas extraction, 
information technology systems, aerospace systems, and weapons systems . . . . 
The data indicate that other types of projects are at least as, if not more, prone to 
cost underestimation as are transportation infrastructure projects.’’ (Flyvbjerg, Holm, 
and Buhl 2002:286). 

The Environmentally Preferable Alternative 

The EIS (p. E-I) quotes U.S. Council on Environmental Quality guidance that a Record 
of Decision for an EIS must specify which alternative is “environmentally preferable.” 
This guidance goes on to state that “Ordinarily, this means the alternative that 
causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means 
the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and 
natural resources.” However, in spite of this, the EIS (p. E-1 5) concludes that 
“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 in Section E.2.3 
[of the EIS] above.” 

We contend that the No Action/No Project Alternative best protects the environment 
and should be chosen as the Environmentally Preferable Alternative, as provided for 
in the CEQ guidance referenced above. Notice that the purported superiority of the 
EIS’s Environmentally Preferable Alternative rests on speculation and general 
assumptions that just aren’t a legitimate part of the No Action/No Project Alternative. 
Note the use of “could” and “similar to” in the quote above from the EIS, and 
speculation beyond simple lack of action for the No Action/No Project Alternative. 
Throughout the EIS, whenever the No Action/No Project Alternative is discussed, 
most consistently toward the end of each of the environmental analysis sections 
designated D2 to D14 (e.g., D.2-269 to D.2-270, D.3-233, D.4-57 to D.4-58, etc.), 
the adverse impacts of the No Action/No Project Alternative are highly speculative 
because they are not predictable in any significant detail. This is also apparent in the 
summary at C-64 in the EIS: ‘‘Because no project sponsors have been identified for 
a generation alternative, there is no predictable generation development scenario 
that can be reasonably expected to occur as part of the No Project Alternative.” 
Similarly, at C-65 of the EIS: “Without alternative plans or sponsors for alternate 
facilities, it would be speculative to assume that any specific transmission or 
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generation projects are foreseeable under the No Project Alternative.” Again, we 
should be assessing a simple lack of action in the No Action/No Project Alternative 
and no more. 

Moreover, while the CEQ requires alternatives “using common sense rather than 
simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant” (EIS, p. C-5), the EIS rejects 
the Renewable Resources Alternative for further analysis because it doesn’t meet 
the “purpose and need” for cheap electricity (EIS, p. C-56). This is surely contrary to 
CEQ’s requirements and only makes the No Action/No Project Alternative all the 
more desirable-what could be more “common sense” than no action? 

The beneficial impacts of the No Action/No Project Alternative without the speculation 
are clear and specifiwand, as required by CEQ, the No Action/No Project Alternative 
would be environmentally preferable to any of the alternatives analyzed in detail in 
the EIS because the No Action/No Project Alternative, compared with the other 
alternatives under serious consideration, would damage the biological and physical 
environment the least and best protect, preserve, and enhance historic, cultural, and 
natural resources. Speculation about what might happen if the project is not built is 
just too uncertain to serve as a basis for rejecting the No Action/No Project Alternative 
as the Environmentally Preferable Alternative. 

The Environmental Analysis Is Compromised by Deficiencies 

At a significant number of points in the environmental analysis, there are inconsistencies, 
inadequacies, and errors of omission. They are grouped by subject area below. 

Biological Resources 

Given that bighorn sheep are a species of special concern along the more mountainous 
areas of the proposed route of the power line (e.g., EIS, p. D.2-17), we find it 
disappointing and inadequate that so little space was given to analysis of the effects 
of the power line construction and operation on bighorn sheep. There is a small 
discussion of breeding and lambing, but nothing on movement as it is affected by the 
power line. Inconsistently, Impact B-11 (EIS, p. D.2-157), which attempts to assess 
the effect of construction activities on movement of fish, wildlife movement corridors, 
and nursery sites, doesn’t even address bighorn sheep. We understand that as part 
of the mitigation for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 power line, studies were done of 
the bighorn sheep along the route, but one would never know from this EIS. What 
were the findings of those studies? How do they affect the analysis of bighorn sheep 
in this EIS? Or don’t they? Was anything of value learned? 

The Bald Eagle, classified as Endangered under the Endangered Species Act, occurs 
in winter along the Colorado River. The only mention of the Bald Eagle in Chapter 
0 2  of the EIS, which concerns biological resources, is on p. D.2-95, where the Bald 
Eagle Protection Act of 1940 is cited, but there is no analysis of effects of the project 
on the Bald Eagle as it relates to this act or its Endangered Species status. 
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Additional transmission lines across the Colorado River could result in more collisions 
and resulting injuries and fatalities. 

The Brown Pelican is considered in the EIS only as it occurs along the Colorado River 
corridor (EIS, D.2-132). However, Brown Pelicans can literally fall out of the air almost 
anywhere when wandering and exhausted, especially in the summer in places with 
water or what looks like water. This has become a regular phenomenon in southern 
Arizona, with multiple occurrences. As a result, Brown Pelicans could occur in or out 
of distressed states along the route of the proposed project. The EIS should be 
corrected to reflect this. 

Visual Resources 

The assessment of effects on visual resources is based on a very limited number of 
key viewpoints. This is inadequate to show the full impact of the proposed project on 
visual resources, although what little is shown certainly is of a significant magnitude 
in itself, and only hints at the domination of the landscape by the proposed project 
along much of its length. 

For example, only one key viewpoint for 24 miles across the Kofa NWR (EIS, p. D.3-21) 
is totally inadequate to show the magnitude of the visual change that would result 
from the proposed project on the Kofa NWR. The visual effects of the series capacitor 
bank at the eastern boundary of the Kofa NWR are also inadequately assessed (EIS, 
Impact V-6, p. D.3-73) as they affect the Kofa NWR. This feature is visible from the 
Kofa NWR, yet its effect was not considered on Kofa visual resources. 

Analysis at the existing key viewpoints is also inadequate. Key viewpoints should show 
all directions from which the power line can be seen. 

Looking at the photos of Key Viewpoint 1 in Figures D.3-3A/3B, the effects are much 
more noticeable than the EIS claims (p. D.3-63). The added conductor is much more 
noticeable, giving an undulating feeling that is out of character with the form and line 
of the landscape. 

Key Viewpoint 2 should show a view looking southwest across the power line toward 
the Eagletail Mountains (EIS, Figures D.3-3N3B). 

Key Viewpoint 3 (EIS, Figures D.34N4B) should show a view to the south from farther 
north, across the power line. 

Key Viewpoint 6 (EIS, Figures D.3-7WB) shows part of Copper Bottom Pass, but why 
wasn’t a viewpoint included that would show the effects of double-circuiting? What 
effect would the undulations of conductor on a double-circuited line have on visual 
quality in Copper Bottom Pass? 
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Key Viewpoint 7, the Colorado River Span (EIS, Figures D.3-8N8B), is one of the 
most problematic and underestimated of the viewpoints in the significance of its 
visual impacts. We definitely disagree with the statement that “Structural features 
appear gray in color and provide a pleasing color contrast with the muted earth 
tones of the surrounding desert landforms.” (EIS, p. D.3-23) We hardly find the 
addition of another power line across the Colorado River “pleasing” in contrast or 
otherwise. The EIS seriously underestimates the significance of the impact of the 
power line on visual resources at the Colorado River crossing by only considering 
the effect of the conductors on the river and not the towers. The towers are put into 
a different visual quality class because they are on the adjacent land and not over 
the water (EIS, p. D.3-87), yet are visible from the higher quality visual quality area. 
Use of the Colorado River as a recreation area was not even assessed (EIS, p. 
05-29). The assertion that the visual and recreation impacts on the Colorado River 
are not significant (EIS, p. D.3-87, D.5-30) is just not so. Look at the photos again 
(EIS, Figures D.3-8N88) and it should be apparent. 

Key Viewpoint 11 (EIS, Figures D.3-12A/128) shows that the new power line doesn’t 
repeat basic elements of natural features, which is one of the standards against which 
significance is assessed (EIS, p. D.3-99, “Although the new line would not repeat the 
basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape, it would repeat the 
characteristics of the existing line and it would not dominate the view of the casual 
observer.”). Instead, it creates more intense skylining. We disagree that the power 
line does not “dominate the view of the casual observer,” and emphasize that the 
standard is not whether the new line repeats the characteristics of the existing line. 
It is whether the new line repeats elements of existing natural features. It does not, 
as is clear from the photos. 

Key Viewpoint 14, at the Coachella Valley Preserve (EIS, Fig. D.3-15N1 5B) shows 
that there are already too many power lines for a wildlife preserve. One more would 
just exacerbate the problem. 

Air Quality 

The EIS estimates that emissions of nitrogen oxides would increase by 200 tons per 
year in Arizona as a result of the proposed project. However, 80% of this would be 
produced by eleven power plants of which nine are located in the Palo Verde area, 
just west of Phoenix (EIS, C-61). Winds often come from the west in Phoenix and 
the EIS underestimates the significance of concentrating this air pollution just west of 
an area that chronically experiences poor air quality. 

Emergency Value 

The EIS makes a major point of the emergency value of another power line from 
Arizona to California in the event that there is an outage from the Pacific Northwest 
to California (EIS, p. A-17). However, the EIS underestimates the vulnerability of two 
parallel power lines in the event that the same event affects both lines (such as a 
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power outage from Arizona to California). The emergency value of the the Devers- 
Palo Verde No. 2 line has been overestimated. 

For the same reason as above, the EIS overestimates the emergency value of two 
parallel power lines in comparison to a double-circuit line on one set of towers (EIS, 
p. ES-24). If an event affects one of the lines, it very likely will affect the other. 

The EIS at C-6 makes reference to the California energy crisis in a quote from 
Southern California Edison’s Proponent‘s Environmental Assessment and cites 
protection from “volatile commodity prices, the exercise of market power, and the 
risk of supply shortages” as reasons for the proposed project. However, what Edison 
cites as causes were actually effects not of “market power” but market manipulation. 
Quoting an article in The New York Times on October 27, 2003 by Richard J. Oppel, 
Jr. (“Panel Finds Manipulation By Energy Companies”), “California electricity and 
natural gas prices were driven higher because of widespread manipulation and 
misconduct by Enron and more than 30 other energy companies during the 2000- 
2001 energy crisis that threatened the state’s solvency, federal energy regulators 
said today.” This diminishes the significance of the California energy crisis of 2000- 
2001 as a justification for the project. Perhaps a better way to prevent such a crisis 
from occurring again would be tighter regulation and more effective punishment of 
unfair and unprincipled players in the energy markets, rather than more power lines. 

The North of Kofa Alternatives 

The EIS’s treatment of the three alternatives that would avoid the Kofa NWR is 
0 

inconsistent and incomplete. First of all, in spite of the fact that impacts on the Kofa 
NWR are a major issue, all alternatives that would avoid the Kofa NWR were dropped 
from .detailed analysis (EIS, C.5-30 to C.5-36). Some of the reasons for rejecting 
further analysis of these alternatives are superficial upon further examination. This 
does not necessarily mean that we support adoption of these alternatives over the 
proposed project. Nor do we support the proposed action that would cross the Kofa 
NWR. We are here concerned primarily with rejection of the North of Kofa, South of 
1-1 0 Alternative and North of Kofa, North of 1-1 0 Alternative from further analysis. In 
our view, the rationale for rejecting these alternatives from further analysis is faulty. 
Five factors for rejection, among a few others, are common to both alternatives (EIS, 
pp. C-30 to C-33); we will discuss these below. 

Rejection Rationale # I :  The Alternatives Are Outside a Utility Com’dor 

The remedy for this would have been to design an alternative (and carry it forward 
for detailed analysis) that would follow an existing utility corridor that would avoid the 
Kofa NWR. This could be done by following designated Utility Corridor 10 in the BLM 
Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan (see p. 5 of the plan) and designated 
Utility Corridor 7 in the BLM Yuma District Resource Management Plan (see Map 8 
in the plan). It is also important to note that the proposed route through the Kofa NWR 
is also outside a designated utility corridor-the proposed route through the Kofa NWR 
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has never been designated a utility corridor. BLM may designate utility corridors on 
lands they administer for planning purposes; the Fish & Wildlife Service, which 
administers the Kofa NWR, doesn't designate utility corridors. By avoiding the Kofa 
NWR and staying on BLM-administered land, the proponents could have chosen to 
follow a designated utility corridor all the way across Arizona. But this alternative 
was not even considered. It is true that BLM banned overhead lines on the north 
side of 1-1 0 in the designated UC-10 utility corridor for the length of three townships 
(1 8 miles), but the utility corridor is a mile wide and this leaves the south side without 
such a restriction. 

Rejection Rationale #2: Desert Tortoise Habitat 

The impacts to desert tortoises are claimed to be greater along the alternative routes 
than the proposed project because BLM has designated the desert tortoise habitat 
the alternative routes would cross as Class II, but the Kofa Refuge hasn't formally 
designated the proposed route as desert tortoise habitat. Yet the EIS admits that the 
Kofa NWR route also is "valuable desert tortoise habitat" (EIS, p. C-31). Misleadingly, 
the EIS analysis devalues the desert tortoise habitat in the Kofa NWR just because it 
isn't formally designated in order to falsely minimize the impacts of the proposed 
project in relation to the alternatives that would avoid the Kofa NWR. 

Rejection Rationale #3: Impacts on Bighorn Sheep 

The EIS is inconsistent in how it treats impacts of the proposed project and alternatives 
on bighorn sheep. On the one hand, the North of Kofa alternatives both north and 
south of 1-1 0 are rejected from further analysis because the EIS states that impacts 
on bighorn sheep would be unacceptable. On the other hand, the EIS underplays 
any impacts that might occur to bighorn sheep on the Kofa NWR, essentially finding 
impacts insignificant by if construction is avoided during the breeding and lambing 
seasons. Nothing is said of the effects of the project on the movements of bighorn 
sheep across the transmission line right-of-way. And whatever may have been learned 
from the five-year study of bighorn sheep that was part of the mitigation for the first 
power line is not divulged. It appears that effects of the proposed project on bighorn 
sheep are being skewed for the convenience of the proponent-an insurmountable 
factor when the alternative routes are considered, but not that significant when the 
proposed route through the Kofa NWR is considered; nothing that a little mitigation 
can't cure. The EIS should be consistent in evaluating the effects of power line 
construction and operation on bighorn sheep. At present it is not consistent. Whether 
that means that impacts on bighorn sheep would be considered significant or not, 
either way the alternatives become more attractive for detailed analysis. 

Rejection Rationale #4: The Recreational Value of the La Posa Area 

The EIS asserts that the recreational value of the La Posa area would be diminished 
by the alternatives north of the Kofa NWR compared with the proposed project (EIS, 
p.p. C31  C-33). However, the kind of recreation that occurs in the La Posa Recreation 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Yuma Audubon Society 

Area/Long-term Visitor Area/Camping Area is less focused on the natural environment 
than in the Kofa NWR. The majority of users of the La Posa area are using the area 
as a trailer/RV park during the winter. Swap meets tend not to focus on the natural 
environment. Off-highway vehicular activity is focused as much, if not more, on the 
ride experience as it is on the naturai environment. Fluctuations in landscape (hills, 
dips, curves, varying types of substrate) are what is of primary importance for the 
ride, not scenic vistas or the kinds of plants and animals that live in the area, although 
different riders may or may not value these as secondary experiences. Thus, while 
there are a large number of people in the La Posa area, the recreational experience 
impact from a power line may not be proportionately decreased over the Kofa NWR 
in direct dependence on the numbers involved, but instead may also be related to the 
type of recreation: We thus contend that the EIS may well exaggerate the difference 
in effect on recreation because it is based on sheer numbers in dismissing the north 
of Kofa NWR alternatives from further analysis. Finer tuning is needed. 

Rejection Rationale #5: Visual Resources 

The EIS contends that a valid reason for rejecting the North of Kofa NWR alternatives 
from further analysis is that the impacts of the power line would affect scenic views 
from the La Posa Recreation AreaILong-term Visitor AreaICamping Area and Interstate 
10 (EIS, pp. C-31 , C-33). The view at La Posa already is greatly compromised five 
months of the year by the thousands of RVs and trailers that inhabit the area during 
the cooler months when most visits are likely to occur. Along 1-1 0, people are zipping 
along at 75 miles per hour and often above and are much more interested in getting 
to Los Angeles, Phoenix, or points east than having a scenic experience. In addition, 
the power line was built along a significant part of 1-1 0 in California. All of this supports 
carrying the alternatives forward for more detailed analysis. Don’t get us wrong- 
based on personal experience, we can vouch for the effects that power lines have 
on visual resources and feel they are significant. But we also feel that rejecting the 
non-Kofa NWR alternatives from further analysis was premature. 

83-20 cont. 
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Lack of Public Hearings 

After the EIS was issued, no public hearings were scheduled in Arizona, only 
workshops at which no formal oral public comments were taken. Apparently formal 
public comments were taken in California, but only because it is a California Public 
Utilities Commission requirement. The hearing before the Arizona Power Plant and 
Transmission Line Siting Committee (AZPPTLSC) is not a substitute for BLM holding 
public hearings on the EIS in Arizona. BLM is not a part of the AZPPTLSC hearing. 
While we recognize that ELM can choose not to hold public hearings on an EIS, 
nevertheless it has been highly unusual not to hold formal public hearings when an 
EIS is issued. BLM should schedule public hearings on the EIS and consider formal 
comments at those hearings as occurring during the official comment period. 

Mitigation Is Inadequate and Unproven 

In certain instances in the EIS, mitigation is proposed to lessen impacts on resources. 
However, much of the proposed mitigation is unproven, or there is no evidence that 
its effectiveness has been proven on the ground, so to speak, especially in light of 
undivulged mitigation experience from the Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 transmission 
line. What evidence is there that the mitigation methods proposed in the EIS will 
work? (In the discussion below, we will refer to the Final Environmental Statement, 
Palo Verde-Devers 500KV Transmission Line of 1979, for the existing transmission 
line, abbreviated as FEE-PVD1 .) 

The DPVl EIS provides for biological mitigation (FEIS-PVD1 , p. 1-28). What kind of 
mitigation was carried out? Was it successful? What were the criteria for success? 

Plants 

Transplanting plants is listed as a mitigation measure in the DPV2 EIS (pp. 8-69, 
D.2-102). It was also listed as a mitigation measures for DPVl (FEIS-PVD1 , p. 1-34). 
During construction of the first power line, were any plants transplanted? What was 
their survival rate, by species? Were any threatened or endangered species taken or 
collected and transplanted? Was transplantation successful? What happened to state- 
protected plant species that were affected (this mitigation measure was listed in the 

Restoration of construction areas was listed as a mitigation measure in the FEE-PVD1 , 
p. 1-30. What is the current condition of construction areas that were restored? Have 
they regained their original condition? 

What are the “standard mitigation measures” for noxious weeds referred to in the DPV2 
EIS on p. D.2-1003 Do they work? Is there any proof of this? 

FEIS-PVD1, p. 1-35)? 

B3-22 
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Comment Set 83, cont. 0 Yuma Audubon Society 

Animals 

The DPV2 EIS (p. D.2-130) proposes to mitigate by relocating animals whose habitat 
will either be impacted by mnsti-uction or lost to power line facilities. What is to prevent 
these animals from being relocated into habitat that is already at carrying capacity 
for the species? Will this be assessed before moving these animals? Moving these 
animals into habitat at carrying capacity would not achieve the aim of mitigation for 
disturbance or destruction of their existing habitats. 

How many animals of which species perished as a result of construction of the first 
power line? 

The DPV2 EIS (pp. 8-70, D.2-102) proposes to move desert tortoises whose habitat 
is impacted by construction or lost to the power line. Moving tortoises exposes them 
to stress and may cause them to void liquids. What proof is there that relocating desert 
tortoises is successful, given stress factors? 

The DPVl EIS provided for establishing new bighorn sheep watering facilities, if needed 
(FEIS-PVDI , p. 4-7). Were such facilities constructed? How successful were they in 
attracting and providing for the needs of bighorn sheep? 

What were the findings of the five-year bighorn sheep study performed as part of 
mitigation for the first power line? Were they incorporated into analysis in the DPV2 
EIS? How? 

The EIS (p. D.2-174) proposes to check the power line for raven nests and remove 
them. How often will this occur, and what continuing impact will this have on resources? 

Bird collisions with transmission towers and lines are mentioned on pp. D.2-107 and 
D.2-140 of the DPV2 EIS. Are there any data to assess the magnitude of this problem, 
and which species are affected? Do the collision-reducing techniques of mitigation 
measure APM-15a work? Howe effective are they? The EIS gives an impression 
that not much is known about the effectiveness of these measures in reducing avian 
collisions with transmission lines and towers. 

Mitigation measure APM B-33 precluding activity in blow sand areas is compromised 
by the addition of “if possible” (EIS, p. 8-70). How much activity will occur in blow sand 
areas? Our concern is that it will be found not to be possible to avoid disturbing these 
areas and that the mitigation measure will become meaningless. 

Cultural Resources 

What mitigation for cultural resources was carried out as a result of mitigation provisions 
(FEIS PVDI, p. 4-2) of the DPVl project? 

83-27 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
Yuma Audubon Society 

Worker Activity 

Were there instances of employees violating or failing to perform mitigation provisions 
for the DPVI project (e.g., FElS PVDI, p. 4-7)? How much of a problem was this? 

During and subsequent to the construction of the DPVI transmission line, did workers 
observe the speed limit during construction, maintenance, and monitoring activities 
(EIS, p. D.2-102)? Please note that the speed limit on all parts of the Kofa NWR is 
25 miles per hour, not just in desert tortoise areas, as is proposed in the mitigation 
measures (EIS, p. D.2-174). Will this speed limit be observed in all areas of the Kofa 
NWR impacted by transmission line activities? 

Workers should be required to undergo the Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program before commencing work on the project, not within five days of beginning 
work, as is proposed in the EIS on pp. D.2-141 to D.2-142. 

. 

Recreation 

What success or failure has there been in preventing access or spur routes built as 
part of the DPVI project from becoming off-highway vehicle routes (EIS, p. D.5-21)? 

Visual Resources 

Proposed mitigation will attempt to match horizontal alignment and height of towers 
for the two lines (EIS, p. B-1 0), but this will only work in reducing impacts when the 
towers are viewed from locations where they are seen in line from the side. In most 
locations, the towers will not cancel each other out. This reduces the effectiveness of 
this mitigation measure considerably and raises the level of impact of the towers on 
visual resources. Driving along Route 85 from Gila Bend to Buckeye will show the 
effect of parallel power lines by looking to the east of the road. 

Air Pollution 

why was no mitigation proposed for the increased air pollution in Arizona that would 
result from construction of the second power line (EIS, p. D.ll-38)? 

Mitigation Monitoring 

The EIS at Section H.2.2 on p. H-1 addresses authority for mitigation monitoring, 
compliance, and reporting on “Bureau of Land Management and other federal lands,” 
but only BLM is mentioned, as “responsible for ensuring that mitigation measure [sic] 
are implemented on its land.” Who, then, is responsible for ensuring that mitigation 
measures are implemented on federal lands that are not administered by the BLM, 
such as‘ National Wildlife Refuges? The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service should be 
recognized as the arbiter of mitigation on National Wildlife Refuge lands, as well as 
when federally-listed endangered or threatened species are involved anywhere. The 
National Wildlife Refuge system is one of five “systems” of lands managed by federal 
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Comment Set B3, cont. 
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83-41 cont. I agencies (see Robert L. Glicksman and George Cameron Scoggins, Modem Public 
Land Law in a Nutshell. 2nd ed. St. Paul, MN: West Group, 2001, pp. 31-34) and 
operates under some different laws and regulations than BLM. 

Similarly, in the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the EIS (p. D.2-2721, Mitigation 
Measures B2a and B2b indicate that on!y BLh4-administered I E I R ~  r?ou!d be surveyed 
by the noxious weed inventory (B2a) and implement control measures for invasive and 
noxious weeds (B2b). What about Fish & Wildlife Service-administered lands like the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge? 

As mitigation for the DPV2 power line. The EIS proposes funding for monitoring the 
Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSCHP) (EIS, 
p. D.2-103). This should be done anyway as part of the MSHCP. Mitigation for the 
power line should be more direct and outside ordinary monitoring. 

Conclusion 

In closing, we reiterate that the No Action/No Project Alternative is the Environmentally 
Preferable Alternative. The costs to the environment of the Proposed Project or 
Preferred Alternative are just too great in comparison with the alleged benefits to be 
derived, primarily cheaper electric power for Southern California Edison, not increased 
reliability or meeting a deficit in electric power in California. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely.. 

.- 
Cay W. Meister 
Conservation Chair 

I"" 
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Responses to Comment Set 63 
Yuma Audubon Society 

5 

B3- 1 The wildlife habitat impacts in the Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC (see page D.2-171 
of the Draft EIWEIS) are considered to be Class 11, potentially significant, but mitigable to 
a less than significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measures B-7d (Purchase 
mitigation lands for impacts to fringe-toed lizard habitat) and B-9i (Schedule construction 
when the Coachella Valley round-tailed squirrel is dormant). Visual resources, wilderness and 
recreation, cultural resources, agricultural resources, noise, and air quality impacts are described 
by the commenter as they are stated in the Draft EIRlEIS. 

Please see Response B3-9 and C29-16 for a discussion of key viewpoints for visual resources 
analysis. 

Section G.4 (Significant Environmental Effects which Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project 
is Implemented) under Visual Resources in the EIWEIS has been modified to include the 
following paragraph: 

In addition, there would be an inconsistency of the Harquahala Mountain Telecommuni- 
cation Facility with BLM VRM Class I1 management obiective due to increased struc- 
ture contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Har- 
quahala Mountains Wilderness (VRM Class I) and surrounding area (VRM Class II) 
(Impact V-48). While it is not expected that that the Harquahala Mountain visual impact 
can be mitigated to a level that would be less than significant as presently proposed, 
Mitigation Measure C-lg (see Section D.7.6.1, Cultural Resources) is proposed to pro- 
vide an opportunity to revise the project design to reduce the level of impact. However, 
at this point, even with mitigation, the impact would still be significant (Class I). 

The New Water Mountains Wilderness Area is adjacent to the DPV2 ROW, but as proposed, 
no construction activities would occur within the Wilderness Area. Please refer to Response 
A18-45 for a discussion of the New Water Mountains Wilderness Area. 

Impacts to the Colorado River are discussed in each issue area section, as necessary, in the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River and the Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation segments. Please see Responses B3-7, B3-8, B3-11, A6-5, A18-5, A18-20, and 
C29-23 for a discussion of impacts related to the Colorado River. 

B3-2 The significant, unavoidable impact of corona noise (Impact N-2) in the Palo Verde Valley 
and other populated areas along the 500 kV portions of the Proposed Project is a result of 
residential land uses adjacent to the line. Where no residential land uses occur, the sur- 
roundings are typically less sensitive to noise. The Draft EWEIS (Section D.8.6.2) indicates 
that existing corona noise levels in the Kofa NWR are not within the U.S. EPA target of 
55 Ldn, and that the Proposed Project would aggravate this condition. Changes in outdoor noise 
levels of less than three decibels (dB) are generally not noticeable, and because an increase 
of more than 3 dB would not occur, the project’s corona noise would not significantly 
change noise levels within Kofa NWR. New information provided by SCE in its comments 
on the Draft EIWEIS (see Comment Set E3) shows that the area of impact would be some- 
what smaller than was shown in the Draft EIWEIS. 
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B3-3 As described by the commenter, consistency with plans and policies is discussed in EIR/EIS 
Appendix 2, which includes a comprehensive Policy Screening Report. Consistency is also 
addressed in each individual issue area section (Sections D.2 through D. 14) under Applicable 
Regulations, Plans, and Standards. 

0 
The Kofa NWR and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Plan does 
not include any specific policies related to utility corridors or other projects across Kofa 
NWR. The only applicable measure applies to visual resources as it relates to wilderness 
values, as described in Section 2.4.5 of Appendix 2 and in Section D.3 (page D.3-39) of 
the EIR/EIS. Please also see Response B8-12. 

B3-4 SCE’s economic analysis is discussed in Section A.2.3 of the EIR/EIS and includes a discus- 
sion of non-quantified benefits, which would tend to undervalue the benefits of a transmission 
line. As discussed in Section A. 1.4, a separate proceeding was opened by the CPUC (1.05-06- 
041) to consider appropriate principles and methodologies for assessment of the economic 
benefits of transmission projects, including DPV2, that are submitted for CPUC approval. 
Section A.2.1 a€so states that the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) con- 
ducted an independent review of the project and found DPV2 to be a necessary and cost- 
effective addition to the CAISO-controlled grid. Regardless, the benefit-to-cost ratio and the 
economic methodologies and analysis are beyond the scope of the CEQA and NEPA analysis 
required in this EWEIS. 

B3-5 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted. 

It is difficult to identify an exact scenario of what is most likely to happen under the No Project/ 
No Action Alternative because it is speculative: numerous entities would be involved and 
no proposal exists. However, as is discussed in Section (2.6.1, there are economic and power 
supply issues that would affect the No Project/No Action Alternative. As a result, Section 
C. 6.2 states that no specific development scenario is envisioned, but certain consequences 
can be identified without undue speculation. Section C .6.2 presents No Project Alternative 
scenarios describing events and/or actions that are reasonable expected to occur in the foresee- 
able future without DPV2. These actions are what have been analyzed by each individual 
issue area author (Sections D.2 through D.14) and compared to the Proposed Project in Sec- 
tion E.3 of the EIR/EIS. 

As stated in Section E.3, the environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative 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 has 
not been found to be superior to the Environmentally Superior Alternative (defined in Sec- 
tion E.2.3 of the EIR/EIS). 

Please refer to response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable resources alternative and the 
rationale for their elimination due to equal or greater environmental impacts, in addition to 
the fact that they would not meet project objectives. 
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B3-6 

B3-7 

B3-8 

B3-9 

B3-10 

Preliminary studies conducted by SCE of the effects of construction to populations of 
Bighorn sheep indicated that the construction and placement of the DPVl project did 
adversely affect populations of bighorn sheep in the Kofa NWR. Please see General Response 
GR-1 for further information related to this issue as to why the route through Kofa NWR 
was found to be environmentally preferable to potential alternatives outside of Kofa NWR 
as it relates to the minimization of impacts to bighorn sheep and their habitat. See also Response 
B3-23. 

Bald eagles have been documented along some sections the Colorado River; however, there 
are limited perch sites near the proposed route to suggest that this species would be affected 
by the Proposed Project. Appendix 7, Section 7-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides information 
regarding species with a low potential to occur in the project area. This includes the bald 
eagle. Section D.2.6.2 (Impacts of the Transmission Line Operation) provides information 
addressing the potential for line collisions for listed bird species. Although this section does 
not specifically identify bald eagles in the text, as this species was determined to have a low 
potential to occur in the project area, it does indicate that listed birds could be impacted by 
the proposed transmission line and provides mitigation to reduce potential impacts to these 
species. 

While it is possible that brown pelicans may land anywhere if distressed or blown off course 
during storm events, the likelihood that this would occur at the location of the DPV2 crossing 
of the Colorado River is considered to be too speculative to address within the context of 
this EIR/EIS. 

It is acknowledged that additional key viewpoints would provide even greater differentiation 
of impacts along a given route segment. However, the EIWEIS has attempted to provide a 
reasonable number of key viewpoints, which was a challenge given the nearly 300-mile 
length of the DPV2 project. For that reason, viewpoints have been selected to be repre- 
sentative of broader viewing opportunities along each route segment. The selection of a Key 
Viewpoint (KVP) depends on viewpoint location, proximity to the proposed route, and view- 
ing angle. 

Within the Kofa NWR, KVP 4 was considered to be a representative viewpoint. While it is 
acknowledged that there are other viewing opportunities within the Refuge and the area 
around where the degree of project induced visual change will appear greater, there are also 
locations where the visual change will be less apparent than shown in KVP 4. 

The undulating or scalloping lines of the conductors are more or less visible during different 
times of the day under varying lighting conditions. The photograph and simulation presented 
in Figures D.3-2A/2B are at a time period when the conductors reflect more light and thus, 
are more visible. But during much of the day, the conductors are less visible or not visible 
at all from distant viewpoints. Therefore, given the forms and lines established by the 
existing DPVl line and the relatively limited amount of time that the conductors are more 
reflective, the incremental visual change from adding a second line was determined to be 
low when viewed from this representative location. 

KVP 2 was established to capture the representative visual impact on travelers on 1-10. While 
it is true that another viewpoint or view direction toward the Eagletail Mountains would 
provide more differentiation of the visual impact visible from 1-10, the primary impact will 
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be from structures that are within the primary cone of vision (45’ either side of the primary 
direction of travel - east or west in this case) of travelers on the freeway. Within these 
limits, structures will be visible for the longest period of time. The further the project is from 
the primary cone of vision, the shorter the view duration will be. Therefore, the view direction 
selected for KVP 2 was considered the most representative of the reasonable worst case visual 
impact along this portion of 1-10. 

KVP 3 and its northwest viewing angle were selected because most of the BLM access roads 
to the Eagletail Mountains branch off of Pipeline Road, south of the proposed route. There- 
fore, most views of the project in the vicinity of the north and east side of the Eagletail Moun- 
tains would be to the north. 

B3-1 

B3-12 

B3-13 

B3-14 

KVP 6 was selected because it captures the portion of the pass area where new towers would 
be constructed. Just to the north of this viewpoint, the Proposed Project conductors would 
shift to existing structures. A second pair of conductors would not cause as great a visual 
change as an entire second line (towers and conductors). 

This comment points out a text error on page D.3-23 in the discussion of Key Viewpoint 7 
(12th line in the discussion). The discussion has been corrected as follows: 

Towers B801 and B802 on the east side of the river and Towers 4756 and 4757 on the 
west side of the river. Structural features appear gray in color and 
:smooth in 
texture. 

The crossing of the Colorado River is somewhat complicated because the conductors over 
the river are subject to VRM Class I1 management objectives, which allow for a low degree 
of visual change while the towers outside of the riparian zone are subject to VRM Class 111 
management objectives, which allow for a moderate degree of visual change. As a result, the 
incremental visual impact of the two components of the project (conductors and structures) 
was found to be consistent with their respective management objectives. 

It is true that the two transmission lines combined do appear more prominent in the landscape 
than a single line alone. However, the focus of the EWEIS is on the incremental visual 
impact of the new line. The DPVl line is considered to be part of the environmental baseline 

a component of the existing setting. In that context, it was determined that the resulting 
visual contrast (from DPVl alone to DPVl +DPV2) would be moderate for structural form 
but weak for line, color, and texture. The EIWEIS conclusion that the Proposed Project 
along this route segment would result in a low to moderate level of change and would be 
consistent with the applicable VRM Class III management objectives is considered accurate 
for the addition of a second line. 

The EWEIS acknowledges that the addition of another transmission line in the existing corridor 
would contribute additional view blockage and industrial character to the landscape visible from 
KVP 14. 

The Draft EIS/EIR (in Section D. 11.4.4) quotes emission estimates from the California Inde- 
pendent System Operator (CAISO). The emission estimate is speculative but represents CAISO’s 
best estimate for the potential secondary impact on electrical generation. The estimated “increase” 
in nitrogen oxides emissions (NOx) from the Arizona power plants is based on the incre- 
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mental increase in electricity that would be provided from these plants to California. However, 
these plants could otherwise generate that power and send it elsewhere through other exist- 
ing or proposed transmission lines or serve local demand requiring less import from surrounding 
states such as Utah or New Mexico. In either case, the actual amount of electricity and resulting 
air pollutant emissions that will be produced by these plants would not increase above 
permitted levels, and would be included in the future 8-hour ozone air quality attainment 
plan. 

Additionally, 200 tondyear of NOx is negligible in comparison with the overall nonattainment 
area NOx emissions. These NOx emissions are emitted from tall stacks at elevated tempera- 
tures and so would not result in ground level NO2 concentrations that could impact NO2 
attainment. The ozone formation potential for these potential incremental power plant NOx 
emissions is minor compared to existing and future NOx emissions in the Phoenix-Mesa 8- 
hour ozone nonattainment area. The Maricopa County estimated the 2002 NOx emissions 
for the county to be 103,584 tons/year’ and the State of Arizona’s has forecasted the 2015 
NOx emissions for Maricopa county to be 97,060 tons/year2. Therefore, while an adverse 
impact is noted due to the potential for an emission increase from Arizona power plants, no 
significant negative impact to the Phoenix-Mesa 8-hour ozone nonattainment area would 
result from the DPV2 Project. 

B3-15 

B3-16 

B3-17 

As discussed in Section B.3.3 of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure B-16 (Typical Devers- 
Harquahala 500 kV Transmission Line ROW) a minimum of 130 feet would separate the 
centerline of the proposed 500 kV transmission line structures from the centerline of the 
existing 500 kV transmission line structures. This distance is considered by transmission 
planners to be an adequate separation of towers as not to affect system reliability and to 
provide emergency value benefits. As such, the short distance that a single set of double- 
circuit towers are used in Copper Bottom Pass to minimize impacts to an environmentally 
sensitive area, would not significantly affect reliability. Regardless, it is stated in Section 
A.2.3 that emergency value is an example of a potential benefit not quantified in DPV2’s 
benefit-cost ratio, and therefore, the benefit has not been overestimated because it was not 
incorporated into cost-benefit economic analysis. 

The commenter’s statement cites a direct quotation from SCE’s PEA that has been quoted 
in the Draft EWEIS regarding purpose and need, as required by NEPA. A decision on Purpose 
and Need is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS, and will be considered by the CPUC (in 
proceeding 1.05-06-041) and by BLM decisionmakers in a separate process from the envi- 
ronmental analysis. 

Alternatives in the area north of Kofa NWR and south of Interstate 10 were evaluated in detail 
during preparation of the EIR/EIS. They were eliminated from consideration in this EIR/EIS, 
as well as in several of the past documents in the area: 

‘ The Maricopa County Air Quality Department 2002 nitrogen oxides emission inventory is from http://www. 
maricopa . gov/aq/ei/docs/020zoneChap 1 -1ntro. pdf. 

The State of Arizona’s Technical Analysis in Support of Arizona’s 8-hour Ozone Area Redesignation Recom- 
mendations that include the 2015 Maricopa County NOx emission estimate is from http://www.azdeq.gov/ 
environ/air/plan/download/app9 .pdf 
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I I B3-19 Please refer to General Response GR-1 and Response C8-2. 

DPV2 2005 PEA (as Subalternate 1: North of Kofa NWR, South of 1-10 Alternative) 
DPVl 1978 EIS (as Brenda Route Alternative) 

0 DPV2 1985 PEA and 1988 Amended PEA (as Subalternate 1) 
0 DPV2 Supplemental EIS (as Northern Alternative 2 Alternative). 
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Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of alternatives around Kofa NWR 
and the rationale for why the proposed route was determined to be environmentally superior. 

B3-18 The Draft EIWEIS acknowledges that all of the proposed and alternative routes (both within 
and north of Kofa NWR) would be located on valuable desert tortoise habitat; however, the 
alternative routes north of Kofa NWR would have greater impacts than the proposed route 
through Kofa NWR, because the alternatives would traverse an area that has not already 
been disturbed by an existing transmission line corridor, the alternatives would be longer, 
and new access and spur roads would have to be constructed, resulting in much greater 
ground disturbance and permanent habitat loss. 

While an alternative north of Kofa NWR would avoid crossing the Refuge itself, it would 
have greater adverse impacts than the Proposed Project because the route would create a 
new disturbed corridor through undisturbed desert tortoise habitat. This would likely increase 
impacts and required mitigation for tortoises, in comparison to the proposed route which 
would result in the new transmission line being constructed adjacent to an existing line 
where access roads are already present. This fact is also discussed in General Response GR-1 
and in Appendix 1, Sections 4.2.4 (SCE North of Kofa NWR-South of 1-10 Alternative), 4.2.5 
(SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative), and 4.2.6 (North of Kofa NWR 
Alternative). 

The North of Kofa alternative routes would also be longer than the proposed route, which 
would affect the length and intensity of short-term construction impacts and ground distur- 
bance, increasing impacts to vegetation and wildlife. 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 addition, the Proposed Project would consolidate transmission lines within common utility 
corridor and would utilize existing access roads for access to new transmission towers (though 
new spur roads would be required) unlike the alternative which would require additional new 
access and spur roads which would result in permanent ground disturbance and correspond- 
ing loss of desert tortoise and bighorn sheep habitat. 

As discussed in Response B3-18, the Draft EIR/EIS in Appendix 1 acknowledges that all of 
the proposed and alternative routes (both within and north of Kofa NWR) would cross valuable 
bighorn sheep habitat. However, as stated by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (see 
Comment Set A7), the alternative routes north of Kofa NWR would have greater impacts on 
bighorn sheep than the proposed route through Kofa NWR, because the alternatives would tra- 
verse an area that has not already been disturbed by an existing transmission line corridor, 
the alternatives would be longer, and new access and spur roads would have to be constructed, 
resulting in much greater ground disturbance, permanent habitat loss, and impacts to bighorn 
sheep. 
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B3-20 

B3-21 

B3 -22 

A study conducted by Smith et al. (1986) documented that bighorn sheep have been 
observed crossing the existing DPVl transmission line in the Kofa NWR. In addition, the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, indicated that bighorn sheep have been routinely 
observed crossing under transmission lines and dirt access roads (Henry, 2006). Section 
D.2.6.1.10 (Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites) identifies that construction of the new 
line would not result in permanent impacts to wildlife corridors. The project may result in 
temporary adverse impacts to wildlife movement during construction however these impacts 
would be considered less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9f 
(Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period) would reduce potential 
impacts to bighorn sheep. 

As stated in the Draft EWEIS, both the proposed and alternative routes would create sig- 
nificant and unmitigable impacts to visual and recreational resources in the area in and around 
Kofa NWR. Section D.3.6.2 states that Impact V-7 [Increased visual contrast, view blockage, 
and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 4 on Crystal Hill Road in Kofa NWR 
(VS-VC)] would be significant and unmitigable (Class I), and Section D.5.6.2 states that 
Impact WR-2 (Operation would change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, 
diminishing its recreational value) in Kofa NWR would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) 
for the Proposed Project. 

It is difficult to speculate what individual recreationists value; however, the much larger number 
of recreationists in the La Posa area results in many more sensitive viewers and thus could 
still result in a greater absolute number of visitors that value the natural environment as part 
of the riding experience. Although the specific values of individual recreationists cannot be 
determined, as discussed in Section D.3.1.2 (Visual Resources Methodology), viewer con- 
cern is incorporated into the visual resources analysis as one of the components of overall 
viewer sensitivity. Therefore, the level of interest or concern of viewers regarding an area’s 
visual resources has already been incorporated into the visual resources analysis regarding 
the Proposed Project as it compares to alternative routes, such as those in the La Posa area. 

A significant impact on recreational resources is determined by whether the Proposed Project 
would directly or indirectly disrupt activities in established federal, State, or local recreational 
areas or would substantially reduce important factors that contribute to the value of the rec- 
reational facilities or wilderness areas (see Section D.5.5.1). Construction of a 500 kV trans- 
mission line in the area of La Posa Designated Camping Area, Recreation Site and Long-Term 
Visitor Area would significantly impact a greater number of recreationists and facilities 
independent of their actual activities. No revision of this discussion is needed. 

Please refer to General Response GR-1 and Response B3-20. A north of Kofa route would 
result in the creation of another electric transmission line corridor. Instead of one corridor 
through Kofa with significant and unmitigable visual impacts, there would be two corridors 
through scenic and valuable habitat, both causing significant and unmitigable visual impacts - 
the Kofa corridor and a second corridor north of Kofa. For this reason, there would be no 
visual advantage for carrying forward a north of Kofa alternative. 

Please see Section I of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the public involvement process 
that was carried out during the entire CEQA/NEPA process. Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
submitted via US mail, email, or fax were received and given equal weight to any oral com- 
ments received at Public Participation Hearings. The Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) 
process, which is independent of the CPUC and BLM proceedings (Certificate of Public 
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B3-23 

B3-24 

B3-25 

B3-26 

B3-27 0 - 
B3-28 

B3-29 

B3-30 

B3-3 1 

B3-32 

B3-33 

Convenience and Necessity/Right of Way Grant, respectively), is also in the process of 
evaluating the DPV2 Project and has held a series of formal meetings in Arizona. 

The analysis of the DPV2 Project is based on the environmental setting that existed at the 
time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation (October 25, 2005) and the Notice of 
Intent (December 7, 2005). Because the DPV2 Project was proposed, and this EIWEIS is 
being prepared over 25 years after the installation of DPV1, the environmental regulations, 
construction technologies, mitigation measures, and baseline conditions have changed or 
advanced. The EIIUEIS preparers have no data on mitigation effectiveness from DPV1. As 
a result, it is difficult to say whether a measure from DPVl was then or is still effective. 

Many of the proposed DPV2 measures go beyond the APMs identified in the DPVl project 
and are more stringent or specific and/or less broad. The APMs for the DPV2 project are 
listed in Section B.5 and the proposed mitigation measures are listed in a table at the end of 
each issue area section in Sections D.2 though D. 14 of the Draft EIWEIS. 

Please see Response B3-23 above. 

Please see Response B3-23 above. 

Please see Response B3-23 above. The standard measures identified by SCE in its APMs were 
not fully defined in the PEA. Therefore, to ensure that impacts from invasive or noxious plants 
are reduced to less than significant levels, the existing APMs have been supplemented with 
the proposed mitigation measures identified in the EIWEIS. 

Please refer to Response C28-3. 

Please see Response B3-23 above. 

The monitoring and relocation of desert tortoises is routinely implemented to avoid loss of 
this species. These measures include the standard protocols required by the USFWS and 
CDFG for projects in desert tortoise habitat. To avoid stressing the animal only a qualified 
biologist, as required by these agencies, will be responsible for conducting surveys or hand- 
ling these species. In addition, specific measures are in place in this EIWEIS to ensure any 
relocated animal is properly cared for. 

Please see Response B3-23 above. 

Please see Responses B3-6 and B3-23 above. 

APM B-20 and Mitigation Measure B-16 a (Prepare and implement a raven control plan) 
have been identified to reduce long term impacts to sensitive wildlife from ravens. Although 
a schedule has not been identified in the mitigation measure, the plan will address the tim- 
ing and frequency of the nest removals. In addition, based on field reconnaissance, nest sites 
do not appear to be the limiting factor for ravens along the DPV2 alignment. 

Studies documenting the movement patterns of avian species utilizing the project area were 
not conducted as part of this EIWEIS. The EWEIS utilizes bird strike information and 
cites several information sources (APLIC, 1994, APLIC 1996, and Avery et al., 1978) on 
the potential for bird strikes. These reports provide information related to the potential for 
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bird strikes and electrocution for a variety of birds in both the United States and Europe. 
The APLIC reports also provide guidance to reduce potential bird strikes through the place- 
ment of transmission lines in clusters, utilizing aerial markers, swinging plates, or other bird 
flight diverters. The documents also identifies that transmission lines, which have a larger 
diameter cable, may pose less of a collision threat to birds than small distribution lines. 
Information provided in the APLIC reports cited for this EWEIS has indicated that the imple- 
mentation of aerial markers or line placement has been demonstrated to reduce aerial colli- 
sions. Mitigation measures identified in this EIR/EIS including B- 15a (Utilize collision- 
reducing techniques in installation of transmission lines) and APMs would be utilized to 
reduce potential impacts to birds from transmission line collisions. 

B3-34 

B3-35 

B3-36 

B3-37 

B3-38 

B3-39 

The measure referenced in this comment is an Applicant Proposed Measure (APM B-33). These 
measures are presented in the EIR/EIS as written by SCE in its PEA; the text of an APM is 
not modified by EWEIS preparers. Rather, the EWEIS presents mitigation measures, where 
necessary to modify the text of an APM. Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered 
Species, Reptiles) also identifies additional Applicant Proposed Measures (APM B-26, B-34, 
and B-36 which specifically address impacts to the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard). 
Further, Mitigation Measure B-7d requires SCE to purchase or enhance habitat impacted by 
the proposed Project. 

Please see Response B3-23. 

Mitigation monitoring and enforcement during the DPVl project is independent of the pro- 
posed DPV2 project, as is discussed in Response B3-23. Section H of the EWEIS describes 
the roles and responsibilities of government agencies in implementing and enforcing adopted 
mitigation. The purpose of the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program 
(MMCRP) is to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures in the EWEIS for the 
DPV2 project, such as speed limits on access roads that are adopted by the CPUC and BLM. 

Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) A-5 in Table D. 11-13 (Applicant Proposed Measures - 
Air Quality) of the EWEIS states that vehicle speeds on unpaved roadways would be restricted 
to 15-miles per hour. The APM would apply to all of the project area, including within all 
of Kofa NWR. In addition, SCE has indicated that vehicle speeds would be limited to a 
maximum of 25 mph in desert tortoise habitat (APM B-29) on all roadways (both paved and 
unpaved) both within and outside of Kofa NWR. In all other instances, posted speed limits 
would be followed. 

Managers and crew members working on the Proposed Project will routinely be trained 
before the commencement of construction. The five day grace period provides time to 
schedule training as new construction staff enters the job site. 

Please see Response B3-23 for a discussion of DPV1. 

Because DPV2 would be constructed adjacent to an existing 500 kV transmission line 
(DPVl), existing access roads would be utilized to the maximum extent feasible. Please 
refer to Response C12-2 regarding the potential for illegal ORV use. 

The intent of Mitigation Measure V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) is 
not to attempt to cancel out one transmission line or the other. Rather, this measure is intended 
to, as much as possible, reduce the visible structural complexity and discordant structural 
forms and lines resulting from unsynchronized towers and conductor spans. 

Final EIR/EIS 8-36 October 2006 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

B3-40 It is unclear if this comment refers to the construction emissions or is another comment on 
the increased Arizona power plant emissions that are described on the noted page (page 
D.11-38) and commented on earlier (see Response B3-14). It is likely that the comment 
should have asked about the increased air pollution in Arizona that would result from the 
operation of the second power line. However, not being sure of the commenter’s intent, both 
potential issues are addressed. 

0 

Construction. The significance criteria for this project have been separated by jurisdiction 
and air basin. For the bulk of the project route through Arizona, mitigation has been recom- 
mended to reduce fugitive dust emissions. Within Maricopa County the fugitive dust emissions 
are limited both by the small segment of the project route within Maricopa County, which 
does not extend into the Phoenix PMlO nonattainment area, and the less isolated location 
which reduces the unpaved road travel within the county. Additionally, the fugitive dust 
control requirements within Maricopa County are better defined than ADEQ requirements, 
including the requirement for fugitive dust control plans that apply to the rest of the route 
through La Paz County. 

The other criteria pollutant emissions from construction (NOx, CO, VOC, and SOX from off- 
road and onroad vehicle exhaust) were not determined to have the potential to exceed the sig- 
nificance thresholds within the Arizona jurisdictions. The significance thresholds determined 
for the Arizona jurisdictions were based on the fact that the Project’s route though Arizona is 
located wholly within attainment areas for all criteria pollutants. While the State of Arizona 
has not recommended any emission based NEPA significance thresholds, for attainment or 
nonattainment areas, one other recently approved EIS (partially located within Arizona) 
used the same significance threshold of 250 tons/year that is used in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Operations. In terms of the operating emissions, the project has minimal direct operating 
emissions. The potential increase in emissions from Arizona power plants noted in the Draft 
EIR/EIS does not constitute a direct project impact. These emission increases are speculative 
estimates, and they do not require mitigation through this project. The power plants at issue 
have already been required ‘to mitigate their permitted emissions as required by the applic- 
able air quality regulatory agencies. Please also see Response B3-14. 

B3-4 1 The EIR/EIS discussion of mitigation monitoring addresses primarily the responsibilities of 
the Lead Agencies (CPUC and BLM). On U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) lands, the 
primary responsibility will be with USFWS. However, the CPUC will manage a contract 
for mitigation monitoring and will make that staff available to report to the USFWS if such mon- 
itoring is considered desirable by Refuge management. EIR/EIS Section H. 1.2 has been 
modified as follows to clarify this. 

H.1.2 Bureau of Land Management and Other Federal Lands 

BLM is the federal Lead Agency for the preparation of this EWEIS in compliance with 
NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulation for implementing NEPA 
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and the BLM NEPA guidance hand- 
book (H-1790-1). As the Lead Agency, BLM is also responsible for ensuring that mitigation 
measures are implemented on its land. BLM intends to work with the CPUC in imple- 
mentation of mitigation monitoring during construction of the DPV2 proiect, and will likely 
continue to use the CPUC’s environmental contractor for monitoring on its lands. 
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For portions of the project on federal lands owned or managed by other federal agencies 
(e.g., Kofa National Wildlife Refuge or Yuma Proving Grounds), BLM will consult with 
these agencies to determine whether they would like the same contractors who are moni- 
toring for BLM to monitor construction on these lands. 

B3-42 

B3-43 

B3-44 

Noxious weed inventories are a specific requirement of the BLM. Mitigation Measures B-2a 
and B-2b have been developed to ensure this requirement is enacted on BLM lands. However, 
APM Bio-2 (Avoid the introduction of noxious weeds) includes standard noxious weed 
measures that would be implemented on a projectwide basis. 

SCE is required to coordinate and conduct a supplemental environmental process with the 
acting authority identified under the Western Riverside County MSHCP. In addition to the 
mitigation requirements identified by that authority, SCE will have to implement the miti- 
gation measures identified in this EWEIS, if adopted by the CPUC and BLM as conditions 
of approval. 

The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B3-5. 
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Comment Set B4 0 Five Star, Inc. 

Valorie Melton 
. Five Star, Inc. 

P.O. Box 52 
Arlington, AZ 85322 

Phone: (623) 386-2445 

August 10,2006 

Billie C. Blanchard, CPUC and John Kalish, BLM 
EIWEIS Project Managers 
C/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Re Southern Califomia Edison Proposed DPV2 Transmission Line 
Draft EIWEIS - Harquahala-West Alternate 

Dear Billie Blanchard and John Kalish: 

My company Five Star, Inc. provides consulting services for the vast majority of the 
33,000 acres of irrigable lands in Harquahala and my family has farmed in Harquahala 
for over 50 years. I have attended a session of every public Aspen/SCE DPV2 Meeting, 
Workshop, and Open House held in Arizona. I along with the other landowners and 
residences of Harquahala Valley have already been through a very long and expensive 
battle due to this same attempt by SCE in the late 1970’s to force DVPl through 
Harquahala. I am very knowledgeable regarding the horrific impact that the Harquahala- * 
West Alternative would have upon the Harquahala Valley. 

Accordingly, I would like to hereby submit the following comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) for 
consideration of Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) application to build and 
operate the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (DPVZ). 

0 

In the late 1970s into the early 1980s; SCE tried to. force the DPVl project route which 
would have cut completely across the Harquahala Valley farming community just as their 
current proposed Harquahala-West Alternate woufd and cause the same destruction and 
detrimental environmental impact. The U.S. Department of Interior, the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission found the DPVl route that cut 
through Harquahala, environmentally incompatible then and nothing has changed today 
to warrant any different opinion. It is deplorable that SCE is once again proposing a 
route that has the same unmitigable environmental impacts as already determined. 

In SCE’s letter of June 19, 2006 to Arizona Corporation Commission Chairman Jeff 
Hatch-Miller and Commissioner Kristin K. Mayes; from Alan Fohrer, Chief Executive 
Officer and John Fielder, President of SCE, the letter states in part that SCE’s application 
provides extensive documentation to support a finding that this (DPV2) project is 
environmentally compatible, SCE goes on to say that the Draft EIIUEIS by the BLM and 
CPUC supports this also. 

B4-1 
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Comment Set B4, cont. 
Five Star, Inc. 

I would like to review the major environmental impact issues regarding the Harquahala- 
West Alternate as identified in the CPUC/BLM Draft EIWEIS - which SCE states 
supports SCE’s findings as well, as follows: 

ES.4 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Reference the Harquahala West Alternative 

4.2.2 Visual Resources: Project installation would result in the long-term visibility of 
prominent transmission structures and linear conductors with substantial industrial 
character, and view blockage of higher valued landscape features such as mountain 
ranges, the desert plain and sky. The transmission line would result in significant visual 
impacts that could not be miticated to levels that would be less than Significant. 

4.3.2 Land Use: This alternative would create a permanent preclusion of exiting land 
uses in the Harquahala Valley area, resulting in significant impacts to residences. And no 
mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce impacts to a less than 
significant lever. 

4.5.1 Agriculture: Operation of the Devers-segment in Harquahala Valley would also 
contribute to a permanent conversion of Farmland to a non-agricultural use. This impact 
would be simificant and unmitigable. 

In Summary, what the BLM, the CPUC, and SCE have already agreed to with regard to 
the Harquahala West-Alternative route is that environmentally the beauty of Harquahala 
Valley with its open deserts and pristine’sky would forever be destroyed: This alternate 
would permanently destroy land use, have significant impact to residences, and prime 
agricultural land would forever be gone. 

In addition, I would like the opportunityto address 4.8 Transportation & Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR/EIS reference the Harquahala-West-Alternate, it states, “There would be no 
aviation safety concerns for this alternative”. My husband and I owned an agricultural 
aviation business for many years in Harquahala. My husband is a certified commercial 
pilot and crop dusting pilot. The aerial application needed to protect the crops would be 
impeded significantly with tremendous chance of partial or substantial loss due to insect 
infestation or disease. But, much more important is that the lives of the pilots who must 
fly this area around the 500 kv transmission lines and 140’ steel towers to protect these 
crops will be in jeopardy. This would require flying underneath these high voltage 
transmission lines and maneuvering around the towers. Adding to the danger is that a 
significant amount of the aerial application in Harquahala must be done at night. SCE 
would not only be putting the crops at risk but they will be putting human lives at risk. 

I would respecthlly ask that a decision be rendered upholding the Draft EIR/EIS findings 
of the CPUC, the BLM, and SCE, and accordingly deny the Harquahala-West alternate; 
as the precious resources and beauty of Harquahala would forever be so terribly impacted 
that the Harquahala Valley would never be the same. Neither the preferred route nor any 
of the other alternate routes under consideration at this time would cause the direct 
environmental destruction, as would the Harquahala-West alternate. 

B4-I cont. I 
84-2 

B4-3 

84-4 

B4-5 

Respectfully, 
Valorie Melton 
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Responses to Comment Set B4 0 Five Star, Inc. 

B4- 1 

B4-2 

B4-3 

B4-4 

B4-5 

The commenter’s opposition to the Harquahala-West Alternative is noted. The EWEIS con- 
cludes in Section E.2.1.1 that this alternative would have greater impacts than either the Pro- 
posed Project or the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative. 

The commenter is correct that Impact V-33 [Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class I11 Man- 
agement objective due to introduction of structure contrast, industrial character, view block- 
age, and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 27 on a BLM access road to Court- 
house Rock and the Eagletail Mountains (VRM)] is considered to be significant. Mitigation 
Measure V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) would reduce the visual impact, 
but the impact is be considered to be significant (see Section D.3.8.1 of the EIR/EIS). 

Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses) has been modified to be a Class I1 impact in the Final EIR/EIS and it 
would be considered to be potentially significant (see Section D.4.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 
The commenter is correct that the corridor would physically divide land uses north of the 
utility corridor from land uses south of the corridor, causing an artificial division within this 
agricultural community that would permanently preclude the use of the corridor land for agri- 
cultural and rural residential uses. However, SCE has stated that the alternative transmission 
line would be constructed along section lines in order to avoid dividing rural residential sub- 
divisions (SCE, 2006). In addition, the implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate 
transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural operations) would 
require transmission poles to be placed between agricultural fields with minimal disturbance 
to farming operations. Permanent disruptions to existkg land uses would be potentially signifi- 
cant, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitiga- 
tion Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agri- 
cultural operations) (Class 11). 

The commenter is correct that Impact AG-3 (Operation would permanently convert Farm- 
land to non-agricultural use) is considered to be significant and unmitigable for the Harquahala- 
West Alternative (see Section D.6.8.1 of the EWEIS). 

The commenter’s opposition to the Harquahala-West Alternative has been noted. Please refer 
to Response A8-8, in which additional text regarding aerial application aviation safety has 
been added to the EIR/EIS. If selected, the Harquahala-West Alternative would require the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing 
stations to avoid agricultural operations), which has been modified to include the statement 
that SCE shall construct towers with heights and spacing to minimize safety hazards to aerial 
applicators flying in the Palo Verde Valley (CA) and other agricultural areas, to reduce 
impacts related to aviation safety to less than significant. 
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Comment Set B5 
Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Phoenix 

Neighborhood Coalitioa 0f‘Cmatr.r Phocnix 
5518 gait Maripora Stroot 

Phoenix. A 2  $5018 

NEIGHBORHOODS ARE THE HEART OF THE C I W  

602-840- 1579 

August 11,2006 

CWC/BLM 
C/O Aspen Rnvtomnental Omup 
235 Mwtgomary Strat,  Suite 935 
Sau Francisco. CO M104 

SUBJECT. 

Dsar John I(dirh and Billie Bkochud: 

The Neighborhood Codition of Orogtdr Phonrix I6 an eightom year old wn-profit 
Arizona Corporation working with neighborhoods throughout the Phoenix uca 00 
mattom of noighborhwd pnssrvstlon. We am also vitnlly ooncrrmcd about the protection 
und proservatia of mvironxnontally SsnsitiVC BS~M within the Stato whcrova thoy be 
looatcd. 

After cmfL1 considemtion, m rcspecthlly request that the Bureau of Land Managanent 
w l d  tho No ActionMo Projoct altarnative ldontlficd in the Draft E!nvironmont.l Impact 
ReporVenvir0nmcntal Impsot Statemant for the Roped Dcvora - Palo Venit No. 2 
Transnimlon Lhe Prefect (EWEIS). Thh request 1. b d  on tho following 
conc[udonr, mobt of which have thoir foundation Md bssia in tho draft E m  

A md power lmbmlnaion linc would tiuthar hgment and mdw the quality 
and quantity of habitata on the KOFA National WildIEk~ Refuge (“KOFA 
Refuge”) 
Vlsual hnpwts M woll as h o d  impacb on the KOFA Refbgo would bc 
substantial and could not Mtirfaotdy bo mitig4tod. 
In addition to the nearly 400 acm that would bo afbctcd through tho KOFA 
R m e .  It Is likcly additional land Wl bs affa3od as cDpBtTuctlon vchiclw travel 
dong the fitst line’s ROW and thm maws to the now ROW or wmpletaly out of 
the limits. Tho rwultcmr wide oorrldor could o l t m i  noccsmry &round cover or 
pmteoiion noodod by mmo speciea to trnverrrr this ut& 
Msjor dinturban- would occur at sacrh of tho 85 tower siter d w  constm&on 
for tbc pouring of tho wncrcta footingsad t h e ~ ~ s n t a ~  to ores tho 
tow- a d  d g  the ~ leo tr i~  I ~ s .  
Tho Haquahala Mountains would firce significant negativo impscts as to both 
rsorciition and wtldomoss If tho DPV2 Einc h consbwted. 

0 The pmpomed routcc destroy pristlno dsaa viom. cross critical desert habitat and 
would destroy doscrt environments. 

0 Phoenix is thc 5’ largost dw in the us. Aa on0 Of the fiutO6t growing ameS in tho 
Country, it in likely tho m t e r  Phaenix motm tuea will cocmumo all of the power 
gcnoratcd thorein and will not have any additional cleotrical on- to transport to 
camomia. 

Dsvers - Palo Vards No. 2 Trrmunisrion Line Project (DPVZ) 

. 

RepcstinS, we respectfully request that tho Bureau of Land h4anag-M e lect  the No 
Actlorno Project Alternative for the Proposed Dcvus - Pdo V d e  No* 2 TRnaanission 
Line mea. 
negligible. 

environmental 00eb oftho project am too hi&. Its bmefib 

YOU for your kind consideration of our position. 

Sincsrely. 
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Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Phoenix 0 
B5-1 

B5-2 

B5-3 

B5-4 

B5-5 

B5-6 

The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted. 

Please refer to Response B1-2. 

Please refer to Response C8-2. 

Please refer to Response B 1-3. 

Please refer to Response B1-4. 

The Harquahala Mountains Wilderness Area (WA) setting is described in the Wilderness 
and Recreation segment between Harquahala to Kofa NWR (see Section D.5.2.1). Impacts 
in the Harquahala Mountains are addressed in Section D.5.6.1 of the Draft EINEIS. Miti- 
gation Measure WR- la (Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized 
officer for the recreation area) includes the Harquahala Mountains Wilderness Area to reduce 
temporary impacts from construction activities (Impact WR-1) to a less than significant level. 
However, the EWEIS states that the Harquahala Mountain telecommunications facility would 
permanently diminish the character of Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains WA. 
Mitigation Measure C-lg (Minimize impacts at Harquahala Peak) would reduce impacts on 
Harquahala Peak, but this impact (Impact WR-2) would still be significant (Class I). 

No telecommunication sites were evaluated as alternatives to Harquahala Peak, because SCE 
stated that the elevation and unobstructed range from the peak make it the only location in 
the area suited for the proposed facilities. In addition, the proposed site is designated by 
BLM as a Telecommunications site. For additional detail, please see SCE’s Comment E4-6 
regarding Harquahala Mountain. In particular, note that potential alternatives to this site 
are addressed on pages “5 of 6” and “6 of 6” of this filing. 

B5-7 Please refer to Responses B5-3, B1-2, and B1-4. 

B5-8 Please refer to Response B1-5. The commenter’s preference for the No ProjectIAction Alter- 
native has been noted. 
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CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY 

VLA U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail 

August 11,2006 

Billie C. Blanchard, CPUC and Jolm Kalish, BLM, EIFUEIS Project Managers 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104 
dpv2@aspeneg.com 

Re: Draft Environinental Impact ReporlflEnviroumental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Devers - Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project, 
State Clearinghouse No. 2005101104 

Dear Ms. Blanchard and Mr. Kalish, 

I. Introduction. 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity 
("Center"). As detailed below, the Center objects to approval of the proposed Devers to . 
Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project ("project") because it is entirely unnecessary and the 
current environmental documents are wholly inadequate in identifyng, analyzing, avoiding or 
minimizing and mitigatmg the many significant impacts of the project. 

The Center has over 25,000 members throughoG the western United States, many of 
whom reside in Arizona and Cabfomia. The Center is a non-profit organization dedicated to the 
preservation, protection, and restoration of biological diversity, native species, ecosystems, and 
public lands. The Center's members and staff regularly use the public lands and waters that wil l  
be impacted by the project for observation, research, aesthetic enjoyment, and other recreational, 
scientific, and educational activities. The Center's members and staff have researched, studied, 
observed, and sought protection for the public lands along the proposed route and for many of 
the rare, threatened, endangered and special status species that may be impacted by the project 
and for the habitats on which these species' Survival depends. The Center's staff and members 
derive scientific, recreational, conservation, and aesthetic benefits from these public lands and 
fi-om these species' existence in the wild. 

The joint Draft EIlUEIS prepared by the California Public Utilities Commission and the 
Bureau of Land Management is wholly inadequate under both State and Federal environmental 

Tucson Phoenix *Sari Francisco 9 San Diego Los Angeles *Joshua Tree 'Pinos Altos *Portland Washington, DC 

Final EIR/EIS 

Lisa Eelenky, Staff Attorney 
1095 Market Street, Suite 511 San Francisco, CA 94103 
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laws to assess the impacts that will result from a project of this scale. The Draft EIREIS fails to 
adequately address many of the impacts that could result from the proposed project, including 
but not limited to: impacts to biological resources, air quality, water quality, and cumulative 
impacts. A thorough environmental review of the proposed route would have shown that there 
are many unacceptable impacts and that the Draft EIWEIS should have looked at a wider range 
of alternatives that could avoid many of the significant impacts of the project. Moreover, the 
Draft EIWEIS fails from the outset to comply with NEPA and CEQA because the project itself- 
another high voltage transmission line - is entirely unnecessary to achieve the stated purpose and 
goals.’ Rather than look at alternative ways to achieve similar results in terms of energy 
reliability and cost that would have far fewer impacts to the environment, the Draft EIR/EIS 
simply assumes that the project is needed. The Center urges the CPUC and BLM to closely 
examine the purported need for this project and revise the Draft EIWEIS to include a range of 
alternatives that could meet any legitimate needs while avoiding the many significant, and 
potentially devastating, impacts to the environment from the project as currently proposed. 

The Center is particularly concerned with the impacts on biological resources along the 
proposed route and alternative routes which would cross and adversely impact protected species 
and habitats in the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, the Alligator Rock ACEC, Chuckwalla 
DWMA, the Coachella Valley Preserve, and the Badlands and Potrero ACEC in Riverside 
County, California If, as the agencies recently stated, the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative is 
now the only “feasible” alternative for the western segment of the project, then, as a matter of 
law, the agencies must revise the Draft EIWEIS to provide at least one other alternative route in 
this area that will avoid the significant impacts to biological resources and other environmental 
resources in this area. In addition, the project will have significant growth inducing’impacts and 
impacts to water resources, water and air quality, soils, and visual resources, as well.as 
significant cumulative impacts that are not fully disclosed or analyzed. Because the Draft 
EIWEIS fails to meet the basic requirements of NEPA and CEQA, it must be revised and re- 
circulated before this project proposal can move forward. 

11. Legal Background. 

This project requires environmental review under both the National Environmental Policy 
Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. 5 4321 
(“CEQA”), California Public Resources Code 5 21000 g seq. 
local, state and federal laws and regulations are triggered by the proximity of the project to 
natural wilderness areas, federally protected lands, other areas of significant biological and 
ecological value, and by its impacts to waters of the United States, waters of the States of 
California and Arizona, and listed species and their habitats. 

seq., and the California Environmental Quality Act 
In addition, a number of other 

NEPA is an action-forcing statute. Its sweeping commitment is to “prevent or eliminate 
damage to the environment and biosphere by focusing government and public attention on the 
environmental effects of proposed agency action.” Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 
490 U.S. 360,371 (1989). It requires the federal agency to “consider every significant aspect of 

The Center is aware that the issue of the need for this project and an evaluation of its supposed economic benefits 
is being reviewed by the CPUC in separate proceedings. Nonetheless, the need for the project is also relevant to the 
scope of the EIRlEIS and particularly to the range of alternatives examined in the ELR5IS. 
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the environmental impact of a proposed action,” Vermont Yankee Power Corp. v. Natural 
Resources Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978), and to ensure “that the agency will 
inform the public that it has indeed considered environmental concerns in its decision making 
process.” Baltimore Gas and Electric Company v. NRDC, 462 U.S. 87, 97 (1983). NEPA 
requires that federal agencies take a “hard look” at the environmental impacts of a project. See 
Citizens to Preserve Overton Park Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402,416 (1971). To satisfy NEPA, a 
federal agency “must explicate fully its course of inquiry, its analysis, and its reasoning.” Dubois 
V. U.S. Department of Agriculture, 102 F.3d 1273, 1287 (1st Cir. 1996). 

NEPA’s implementing regulations require agencies to: 

[Ilnsure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity of the discussions 
and analysis in environmental impact statements. [Agencies] shall ident@ any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific 
and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. 

40 CFR 1502.24 (Methodology and Scientific Accuracy). Accordingly, NEPA also prohibits 
reliance upon conclusions or assumptions that are not supported by scientific or objective data. 
Further, NEPA documents must be “supported by evidence that the agency has made the 
necessary environmental analysis.” 40 CFR Q 1502.1. Consequently, federal agencies have ti 
duty to disclose the underlying scientific data and rationale supporting the conclusions and 
assumptions in an EIS. 

Federal agencies are required to “describe the environment of the areas to be affected or 
created by the alternatives under consideration.” 40 CFR 8 1502.15. The establishment of the 
baseline conditions of the affected environment is a practical requirement of the NEPA process. 
“The concept of a baseline against which to compare predictions of the effects of the proposed 
action and reasonable alternatives is critical to the NEPA process.” Council of Environmental 
Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmeotal Policy Act (May 11, 
1999). 

NEPA requires the agencies to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” a range of 
alternatives to proposed federal actions. 40 C.F.R. 88 1502.14(a) and 1508.25(c). Importantly, 
this evaluation extends to considering more environmentally protective alternatives and 
mitigation measures. See. Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman, 313 F.3d 1094,1122-1 123 
(9th Cir. 2002) (and cases cited therein). The purpose of NEPA’s alternatives requirement is to 
ensure agencies do not undertake projects “without intense consideration of other more 
ecologically sound courses of action, including shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing 
the same result by entirely different means.” Envt’l Defense Fund.. Inc. v. U.S. Armv Corps. of 
Ena’rs, 492 F.2d 1123, 1135 (5th Cir. 1974); see also, City of New York v. Dept. of Transp., 715 
F.2d 732,743 (2nd Cir. 1983) (NEPA’s requirement for consideration of a range of alternatives 
is intended to prevent the EIS from becoming “a foreordained formality.”); Utahns for Better 
Transportation v. U.S. Dept. of Transp., 305 F.3d 1152 (10th Cir. 2002), modified in uart on 
other grounds, 3 19 F3d 1207 (2003). Whether an alternative is “reasonable” or not turns on 
whether it will accomplish the stated purpose for the project. City of Camel-By-The-Sea v. U. S. 
Deu’t of Transu., 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir. 1997). 
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In conducting a NEPA review, federal agencies must look ai cumulative actions and 
effects. Cumulative actions are those that “have cumulatively significant impacts and should 
therefore be discussed in the same impact statement.” 40 CFR Q 1508.25(a)(2). Similar actions 
include those that have “common timing or geography.” Id. at Q 1508.25(a)(3). A project’s 
“cumulative impact,” is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable fiture actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. The agency must do more than offer conclusions, it must identify 
and adequately analyze the cumulative impacts likely to result from past, present and future 
projects. Great Basin Mine Watch v. Hankins, - F.3d -, 2006 U.S. App. LEXIS 19298 
(9th Cir. February 14,2006) 

CEQA and NEPA have many similar requirements. However, CEQA mandates many 
additional specific kinds of impacts to be considered, requires specific analysis of alternatives 
that would avoid significant impacts to the environment, and requires agencies to minimize or 
mitigate those impacts that cannot be avoided. Thus, for the most part, if an EIWEIS meets the 
standards of CEQA it will also meet the standards for NEPA. However, a document that meets 
the NEPA standards may not meet the CEQA standards. 

An EIR prepared under CEQA, must describe and analyze all significant environmental 
effects on the environment of a proposed project, evaluate alternatives that will avoid those 
impacts, and describe and analyze measures to minimize or mitigate impacts that cannot be 
avoided. Pub. Res. Code 521 100; 14 Cal Code Regs Q 15362. The purpose of an EIR “is to 
inform the public and its responsible official of the environmental consequences of their 
decisions before they are made.” Laurel Heights Imorovement Association v. Regents of 
University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 11 12, 1 123 (emphasis in original) (citations omitted). . 
An EIR should provide decision making bodies and the public with detailed information about . 
the effect a proposed project is likely to have on the environment, to list ways in which the 
significant effects of a project might be avoided or minimized, and to indicate alternatives to the 
project. Pub. Res. Code Q 21061; 14 Cal Code Regs. Q 15002. “The ultimate decision of 
whether to approve a project, be that decision right or wrong, is a nullity if based upon an EIR . 
that does not provide the decisionmakers, and the public, with the information about the project 
that is required by CEQA.” Santiago Countv Water Dist. v. Countv of Orange (1981) 118 Cal. 
App. 3d 818, 829. 

. 

California courts have emphasized that an EIR should: disclose all relevant facts; provide 
a balancing mechanism whereby decision makers and the public can weigh the costs and benefits 
of a project; provide a means for public participation; provide increased public awareness of 
environmental issues; provide for agency accountability; and provide substantive environmental 
protection. Because of the shortcomings discussed below, the Draft EIR/EIS for the proposed 
project is’inadequate to meet both the procedural and substantive mandates of CEQA. 

One of the fundamental objectives of CEQA is to facilitate the identification of “feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen” significant 
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environmental effects. Pub. Res. Code 0 21002. Under CEQA, “public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects. 
. . .” Public Resources Code 9 2 1002. Consequently, an EIR must accurately identify impacts, 
provide meaningful alternatives that will avoid those impacts, and provide detailed feasible 
measures to mitigate or minimize any remaining significant environmental impacts identified in 
the EIR. See 14 CCR 515126. The agency’s duty to provide a detailed analysis of 
environmental impacts of the proposed project and to impose enforceable mitigation measures 
cannot be deferred to a later stage of environmental analysis it must be provided in the EIR. 
CEQA requires mitigation measures to be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally-binding instruments.” CEQA Guidelines 5 15 126.4(a)(2). CEQA 
requires the adoption of binding mitigation in order to reduce a project’s environmental impacts. 

Here, the Draft EIWEIS is inadequate because even where it does identify specific 
environmental impacts, it fails to provide adequate analvsis of the scope and magnitude of those 
impacts (current or projected). In other words, in those instances where the Draft EIWEIS 
mentions relevant potential environmental impacts, it fails to provide any disclosure or 
assessment of the extent to which the proposed project might be expected to produce those 
impacts. By failing to  provide essential information about the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives that are examined, the Draft EIREIS is inadequate as a matter of law. Moreover, for 
many impacts that are identified no mitigation measures are provided at all and, where mitigation 
measures are mentioned, they fail to meet the standards for detailed enforceable measures as 
required by CEQA. The Drafl EIIUEIS also fails to identify or analyze many feasible mitigation 
measures, fails to include an adequate monitoring program for mitigation measures identified, 
and fails to ensure that the proposed mitigation consists of specific, enforceable measures. Pub. 
Res. Code 50 21001(g), 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines 5 15126.4. 

111. The Draft EIWEIS is inadequate under both NEPA and CEQA. 

A. The Draft EIWEIS fails to adequately identify the environmental baseline 
and fails to examine a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid the 
significant impacts of the project. 

1. The Draft EIRLEIS fails to properly describe the environmental 
settinghaseline of the project area. 

CEQA requires that the EIR accurately describe the environmental setting of the project. 
14 CCR 5 15125. An EIR based on an inaccurate description of the environmental setting or 
baseline may, in turn, lead to an inaccurate description and analysis of the environmental impacts 
of the project, inadequate review of alternatives, and inaccurate assessment of the mitigation 
measures needed to avoid or minimize the significant impacts of the project. San Joaauin 
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr. v. Countv of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App. 4th 713; Cadiz Land 
Co. v. Rail Cvcle (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 74. In San Joaquin Raptor the court found that “the 
description of the environmental setting of the project site and surrounding area is inaccurate, 
incomplete and misleading; it does not comply with State CEQA Guidelines section 15 125.” a. 
at 728-29. 
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NEPA has similar requirements for a “no action” alternative and environmental baseline. 
As the Ninth Circuit has noted, where an EIS fails to provide accurate, site-specific baseline 
information regarding the conditions which exist on the project site, there is “simply no way to 
determine what effect the proposed [project] will have on the environment, and consequently, no 
way to comply with NEPA.” Half Moon Bay Fishermans’ Marketing Ass’n v. Carlucci, 857 
F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir. 1988). Accordingly, a Draft EIWEIS must provide a full 
description of species and ecosystems present in the project area. Here, BLM and the CPUC 
have failed to provide even the most basic information about many of the environmental 
resources of the project area that are likely to be affected by the proposed project and failed to 
provide adequate baseline information about those environmental resources that are discussed. 

An environmental baseline needs to be established based on up-to-date biological 
surveys. Thorough, updated protocol-level surveys should be performed during the appropriate 
seasons for sensitive plant species and vegetation communities and sensitive animal species. 
Full disclosure of survey methodology and results to  the public and other agencies must be 
implemented to ensure compliance with CEQA and NEPA. 

Here, the Draft EIWEIS states that general field surveys were conducted on different 
days in the fall of 2005. DEIWEIS D.2-2. Such surveys are likely inadequate to  identify many 
plants particularly annuals. Moreover, some areas remained inaccessible, and therefore, the 
document only provided previous findings and assumptions as to what existed in those areas. 
DEIWEIS D.2-2. However, those areas could also contain species or ecosystems that would be 
impacted by this project, and more informational statements of the baseline for those areas are 
required. For example, a proper environmental baseline was not established for the Devers- 
Valley No. 2 alternative because a field survey was performed in February of 2006 and a portion 
of that linear route was inaccessible. DEIWEIS at D.2-249. No explanation was given as to  
whether that missing information was later retrieved, assumed, or otherwise ignored. 

0 

Additionally, only a few focused surveys were done on the listed plant and animal 
species in the project area, or capable of utilizing the project area. Accounting for an accurate 
environmental setting includes a thorough analysis of which species exist in the area, especially 
when those species are state and federally protected. 

2. The Draft EIR/EIS fails to examine a reasonable range of alternatives 
that could avoid the significant impacts of the project. 

NEPA requires that the EIS “‘rigorously explore and objectively evaluate reasonable 
alternatives’ to a proposed plan of action that has significant environmental effects. 40 C.F.R. 5 
1502.14(a) (2000). This is ‘the heart’ of an EIS.” Natural Resources Defense Council v. U.S. 
Forest Service, 421 F.3d 797, 813 (9th Cir. 2005). 

An EIR, under CEQA, is required to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, which would feasibly attain most of its basic objectives but would avoid or substantially 
lessen its significant effects. 14 Cal Code Regs 5 15126.6(a). The lead agency has a substantive 
duty to adopt feasible, environmentally superior alternatives. Pub. Res. Code 5 21002, 14 Cal. 
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Code Regs. 55 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2). A lead agency cannot abdicate this duty unless 
substantial evidence supports a finding that the alternative is infeasible. See, e.g., Citizens of 
Goleta Vallev v. Board of Supervisors, 197 Cal. App. 3d 1167, 1181 (1988). 

The stated purpose of the project is to  provide economic benefits related to energy 
markets; transmission reliability and capability are secondary concerns. Thus, in this instance it 
is unclear whether this project is needed at all to fulfill the stated purposes or whether an 
alternative that took a wholly different approach would better fulfill those purposes. Nonetheless 
the Draft EIWEIS fails to look at any alternatives that would provide similar economic benefits 
through the use of alternative energy sources or decentralized power production such as roof-top 
solar photovoltaic generation, or any alternatives that could lower costs and energy demand in 
other ways, such as through conservation measures and energy efficiency. Instead, the project 
proponent, Southern California Edison (“SCE”), proposes to construct a high-voltage line that 
will permanently scar the landscape, increase fire danger, and significantly impact public lands 
set aside for preservation, protected species and their habitats, and visual resources in two states. 

Even if a new transmission line were necessary in order to provide some economic 
benefit to SCE, the Draft EIWEIS has failed provide any estimate of the externalized costs to  
other private parties or to the public and to public lands and resources that will be impacted by 
the proposed project. In order to fairly estimate the economic benefits of this project such costs 
must be off-set against any savings that could be reaped by SCE alone. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIWEIS fails to examine any alternative that will fully protect the 
environmental values of the public lands that are likely to be impacted by the project. Although 
the Draft EIR/EIS includes alternatives to some segments that would run through designated . 

conservation areas such as the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, the Alligator Rock ACEC, and the 
Potrero ACEC, it does not examine any coordinated alternative that would avoid all such 
conservation areas and other preserves including the Coachella Valley Preserve. 

Moreover, the recent notice from the agencies makes it clear that now there is no 
alternative provided in the Draft EIWEIS for the Devers-Valley No. 2 segment of the project. 
Regardless of the reason that the other alternative (the environmentally superior alternative along 
the existing West of Devers corridor) is no longer considered feasible, the Draft EIWEIS must I 

now be revised to provide at least one other feasible alternative that will avoid the significant 
environmental impacts associated with this segment of the proposed project. 

Many problems exist with the Devers-Valley No.2 alternative. However, they were 
barely identified in the Draft EIWEIS and their impacts were not fully analyzed, nor were 
sufficient mitigation measures proposed regarding this alternative. For example, the area is rich 
in biological diversity of both plant and animal species. It maintains potential habitat for many 
listed and otherwise protected species (even though no surveys were done to confirm the extent 
to which those species would be impacted). This alternative degrades the natural environment in 
more ways than just impacts to wildlife (even though, those impacts are significant). This 
alternative route would cross a National Forest, a National Monument, and the Pacific Crest 
National Scenic Trail (PCT). Noise from the helicopter construction, lines, and transformers 
would be a pervasive disturbance to all wildlife and to the ecological balance of this 
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86-7 cont. I environmentally sensitive area. It would disturb previously pristine areas in the San Jacinto 
Mountains as well as in other parts of Western Riverside County. 

The Draft EIWEIS fails to examine a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid 
such impacts and thus in inadequate. 

B. The Draft EIWEIS fails to adequately identify, analyze and mitigate for the 
project’s impacts to biological resources. 

The biological diversity and biotic richness within the project area is not in dispute. 
Endangered, threatened, rare and endemic, and other vital species reside in the Sonoran Desert 
and other areas traversed by the proposed project and rely on the remaining habitat in these areas 
for their survival. NEPA and CEQA require that detailed environmental review be performed 
before projects are approved in order to facilitate public participation from interested parties, and 
to inform decision-makers of the consequences of their actions on the natural environment. The 
Draft EIR/EIS fails to adequately discuss the impacts to biological resources, and under CEQA’s 
more stringent mitigation requirements, fails to  properly avoid or mitigate for those impacts 
which are deemed to be significant. This Draft EIWEIS fails to explain or analyze the impacts to 
several listed species and inadequately discusses mitigation strategies. 

An environmental review document must fully disclose and analyze impacts to any listed, 
candidate, or sensitive species, and discuss alternatives and enforceable mitigation measures to 
avoid, reduce, and mitigate impacts to the species. Here, the Draft EIWEIS falls short on all of 
those requirements. The Draft EIWEIS fails to properly identlfy the impacts to listed species, 
adequately analyze the impacts it does identify, or provide sufficient alternatives that would 
avoid those impacts or mitigate for the potentially severe and irreversible impacts to species, 
habitats or other biological resources. 

0 

For example, expanded and maintained transmission line access roads will likely result in 
increased off-highway vehicle activity and other vehicle traffic resulting in vegetation and soil 
damage and disturbance to wildlife from noise, especially around springs. Unauthorized 
dispersal of vehicles from transmission line easement roads into previously undisturbed areas 
(and private property) is likely to become a major problem. Transmission line access roads and 
regular maintenance will likely destroy habitat and disrupt normal behavior of Desert Tortoise, 
Coacliella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard, Peninsular bighorn sheep, Flat-tailed horned lizards, Least 
Bell’s vireos, Southwestern willow flycatchers, and many others. 

Likely routes of the project will pass through world-class natural landscapes supporting 
critically important populations of wildlife and plants. The Kofa National Wildlife refuge 
protects a relatively intact assemblage of native desert ecosystems, wildlife and plants. The 
Badlands and the Potrero ACEC sites support similarly important ecosystems and concentration 
of species including the endangered Stephen’s kangaroo rat. Many of these natural elements 
would be seriously degraded by a new transmission line through their midst, essentially 
converting some of the last best natural Sonoran desert habitat, chaparral and sage scrub into an 
industrial facility. The proposed route for the project through the center of the Alligator Rock 
ACEC will unnecessarily fragment an area important to several species including the threatened 
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desert tortoise. The Devers-Valley No. 2 Route now proposed as the western segment of the 
project will also impact the Western Riverside Multiple Species Conservation Plan's preserve at 
Potrero. Construction and maintenance of the project through this area will likely irreparably 
harm a host of threatened and endangered plant and animal species, radically fragment an area 
already beset by rapid growth of surrounding human commudties, and facilitate the spread of 
exotic invasive plants and animals among many other problems. The project will also impact 
threatened and endangered species in many other parts of the route. 

1. The Draft EIR/EIS fails to identify and analyze impads to 
birds from collisions with power lines or impacts to other species from increased nesting 
and roosting by predators. 

The transmission lines are a major threat to migrating and resident birds. Eagles, 
waterfowl, and neotropical migrants have been killed in collisions with power lines, 
communication towers, and other tall structures. Many raptors such as hawks, owls, eagles, and 
other birds are regularly killed by electrocution when they land on high voltage wires or 
conductors. Others are killed or injured when they collide with wires or transmission towers. 
Collisions are a particular problem during periods of low visibility when migratory birds are 
attracted to'flashing safety lights on towers. In some cases the level of fatalities is significant 
enough to contribute to  population declines. Utilities have been reluctant to report bird fatalities 
and there is no requirement for them to do so. However, the California Energy Commission 
estimates that bird fatalities from collisions with power lines likely range in the hundreds of 
thousands in California. $ee Hunting, K. 2002, A Roadmap for PIER Research on Avian 
Collisions with Power Lines in California, California Energy Commission (available on line at 
http://www.energy. ca.gov/pier/environmental/land_use.html and incorporated herein by 
reference). The location of the proposed power lines through highly sensitive habitats is likely to 
result in a high risk of collision fatalities. Almost all resident and migratory birds are protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and other state and federal laws, making the potential for 
collision fatalities the Project a significant legal issue (Hunting 2002). See DEIWEIS D2.173. 

The Draft EIRIEIS also fails to quantifv the effects of increases in perch and nest sites for 
avian predators. This is potentially an extremely significant impact on species such as the desert 
tortoise. See DEIRIEIS D2.174. The Draft EIWEIS fails to acknowledge these problems and 
thus inevitably fails to provide mitigation measures that could reduce such impacts. For example, 
such mitigation measures could include, but are not limited to: alternative pylon designs with 
down sloping arms that reduce nesting a roosting by ravens (which prey on desert tortoise); 
barrier fencing along the adjacent highways that would reduce road kill which attracts ravens; 
and exclusion of all vehicles other than maintenance vehicles from access roads to reduce 
garbage and road kill, also excluding ORV access will help reduce or eliminate the resulting 
increased habitat fragmentation and soil damage that could occur. 

Instead, the proffered mitigation measures appear to be entirely generic. There was 
clearly no effort made to tailor these proposed mitigation to the project area. For example 
mitigation measure B-15 for collisions by listed bird species suggests that tower and line 
placement not be located significantly above topographic features or tree lines. 
D.2-173. However, along the vast majority of the route there are no trees and few other 
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topographical features that could “hide” this massive power line from birds-if undertaken as 
proposed this project will become the largest visual feature in the landscape along much of the 
proposed route. Neither are the measures calling for raven nest removal likely to be effective as 
there is no monitoring or frequency requirement. The promise of a future “raven control plan” 
unlawfidly defers development of required mitigation and likewise fails to meet the CEQA 
standard that mitigation measures be specific, detailed, and enforceable. 

2. Potential to increase spread of invasive species. 

The Dr& EIWEIS must fully identify and evaluate impacts to species and ecosystems 
from invasive exotic species. Many of these species invade disturbed areas, and then spread into 
wildlands and other native vegetation communities. Construction and maintenance activities 
transport invasive species into pristine native vegetation communities and disturbed soils are 
much more susceptible to invasion that undisturbed native soils with intact soil crusts. Invasive 
species displace native vegetation, degrade fbndioning ecosystems, adversely impact habitat for 
native wildlife, and increase frre danger and fire caxrying capacity. 

The spread of exotic invasive plant and animal species and resulting harm to native 
wildlife and plants is a crisis in southern California and Arizona ecosystems. The spread of 
exotic invasive species into natural landscapes is primarily facilitated by the disturbance of soils, 
and vegetation and by vehicle traffic in previously undisturbed areas. The project will greatly 
exacerbate this problem by causing significant disturbance of natural lands during construction, 
improvement and maintenance of roads, tower pads, and other activities, and by providing a very 
long linear access route for exotic species into several relatively pristine natural areas including, 
but not limited to, the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, the Alligator Rock ACEC, the Coachella 
Valley Preserve, and the Potrero ACEC. 

Transmission lines are well known to facilitate the establishment of non-native plant 
species See, Stephenson, John R. and Calcarone, Gena M., (1999) Southern California 
Mountains and Foothills Assessment: Habitat and Species Conservation Issues, General 
Technical Report GTR-PSW- 175. Albany, CA: Pacific Southwest Research Station, Forest 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture (available online at 
http://www.treesearch.fs.fed.us/pubs/6778 and incorporated herein by reference). Scientists have 
affirmatively documented that powerline rights-of-way in southern California acted as points-of- 
entry for several exotic species, including black mustard and ripgut brome. Id. at 78; see 
D’htonio,  C.M. and K. Haubensak (1998) Community and ecosystem impacts of introduced 
species, Fremontia 26(4): 13-18. These non-native plant species increase fire frequency and 
intensity and displace native plant species. 

Despite the extreme ecological and economic damage caused by invasive species that is 
documented in the scientific literature, however, many significant impacts are simply ignored 
altogether in the Draft EIWEIS. For example, the Dr& EIREIS proposes under mitigation 
measure B-2a to survey the project corridor for invasive and noxious weeds, flag all populations 
within 500 feed of each tower, and submit a Noxious Weed Control Plan at least 60 days prior to 
the start of construction. DEIWEIS D.2-116. Mitigation measure B-la involves preparing a 
Habitat RestoratiodCompensation Plan but does not state whether chemical or mechanical 
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methods of control are contemplated. Ifthere will be chemical methods employed to control or 
reduce exotic weed spread, the Draft EIWEIS must address and analyze the environmental 
impacts of these methods including potential indirect and cumulative impacts. The lack of 
disclosure and failure to analyze the impact of using chemical controls, which we can expect will 
likely be used for weed control purposes, is especially disconcerting, given how sigtllficant and 
widely documented the environmental impacts of such methods are known to be. 

Other mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIWEIS for dealing with invasive 
species are also unlikely to be effective. They include washing vehicles before and after entering 
all project sites, using weed-free seeds and straw material, maintaining written logs about when 
vehicles and equipment are washed. There is little evidence offered in the Draft EIWEIS that 
these measures alone would prevent the facilitation and spread of non-native species into 
disturbed areas. Proposed mitigation measures also include submitting a Noxious Weed Control 
Plan, but the Draft EIWEIS fails to provide any specific information about this plan; thus, the 
public is unable to determine the potential efficacy and environmental impacts of proposed 
measures. Moreover, the Draft EIR/EIS is attempting to defer an important analysis to a later 
date, precluding the public from being able to provide input to the process. Simply 
acknowledging the problem and stating that a weed-control plan will be developed to deal with 
the problem does not by any measure constitute an adequate analysis. The project proponents 
must survey and identify areas with and without noxious weeds, and apply higher protective 
standards (e.g., avoidance) for areas without noxious weed problems. 

3. Impacts to Biological Resources in the Badlands/Northern San 
Jacinto Valley region and to the Western Riverside MSHCP 
have not been adequately identified or analyzed. 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative, now the onlv proposed route for the western 
segment of the project, would traverse through the Badlands, the northern San Jacinto River 
Valley, and the Potrero ACEC. Prominent local scientists have described the northern San 
Jacinto Valley and Badlands as an area of exceptional biological diversity and critical for the 
long-term maintenance of native endemic species of southern California. The Badlands is home 
to Potrero Valley, which supports thousands of acres of occupied habitat for a variety of native 
imperiled species including the Stephens’ kangaroo rat and the coastal California gnatcatcher and 
it is part of the Potrero Creek conservation unit-San Jacinto wildlife area which is essential to the 
preserve system for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. See 
Western Riverside MSHCP. In addition, San Timoteo Creek supports a population of highly 
endangered least Bell’s vireo as well as other sensitive riparian bird species (Orange County 
Water District, personal communication). 

Dr. Wilbur Mayhew, in his 1991 comments on the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan 
DEIR, stated that the San Jacinto Valley was one ofthe best sites in southern California to find a 
large number of amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals in a relatively short time - in fact, it 
was the only place his Vertebrate Field Biology class from U.C. Riverside identified more than 
100 vertebrate species in a single day. Dr. Patrick Kelly noted in his 1992 comment letter on the 
Moreno Highlands Project that the northern San Jacinto Valley still has a relatively complete 
complement of native carnivores and ungulates, and with the protection of existing habitat, 
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creation of wildlife corridors in some of the fragmented areas, re-introduction of some extirpated 
species, and other restoration measures, the valley could support a phenomenally diverse 
ecological reserve with huge recreational and eco-tourism potential. 

Perhaps most importantly for the proposed project, “The diversity and abundance of 
winter raptors in this area is unrivaled in California.. .Over 160 species of birds have been 
recorded wintering in the San Jacinto Valley, placing it among the most important avian 
wintering areas in California and the United States.. .These consistently high numbers place the 
San Jacinto Valley area within the top 1% and 2% of all count areas in all of North America” 
Dr. Kelly (quoting the City of Moreno Valley’s biological consultant Pacific Southwest 
Biological Services from the Moreno Highlands DEIR regarding the area’s outstanding raptor 
population). The proposed location of the Devers-Valley No. 2 segment of the high voltage 
Devers to Palo Verde transmission line through this region will undoubtedly pose a major threat 
to migrating birds, particularly raptors, in this area of extremely high local, regional, state-wide, 
and even national ecological significance. 

The Draft EIWEIS admits that the project will have significant impacts on vegetative 
communities and sensitive wildlife and plants in the BadlanddSan Timoteo Canyon region. 
“The ROW is located within a region that is characterized by a diversity of sensitive and unique 
types of native vegetation communities, including perennial and ephemeral streams, riparian 
habitat, desert dunes and washes, oak woodland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, Riversidean 
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub. In addition, the diversity of vegetation communities in the 
proposed ROW provides a wide array of habitats that are available for wildlife species to utilize 
as foraging, breeding, and over-wintering areas.” DEIR/EIS D.2-4. Yet the Draft EIIUEIS fails 
to properly disclose and analyze the project’s effects to these extremely sensitive biological 
resources. In addition the Draft EIR/EIS only mentions but does not examine impacts to many 
listed and sensitive species. For example, the Draft EIWEIS states only that the threatened 
“California gnatcatcher has been reported in the Badlands near Laborde Canyon, which is less 
than a mile from the route of this alternative”. DEIWEIS at D.2-252. Similarly, the Draft 
EIWEIS only mentions the federally endangered Peninsular bighorn sheep that occur in this area 
and have critical habitat in the area ofthis alternative. DEIWEIS at D.2-252. This review fails 
to meet either the NEPA or CEQA standards for adequate environmental review. 

0 

In addition, &e mitigation measures for the impacts identified are insufficient as they are 
both vague and undeveloped. They primarily consist of preconstruction surveys and restoration 
plans. None of the mitigation measures are well-developed enough to ensure that they will, in 
fact, mitigate any of the impacts expected from this alternative. Since the CPUC and BLM have 
stated that this alternative is now likely to be the only feasible alternative studied in the Draft 
EIWEIS, this alternative and its mitigation measures should have been more developed in the 
Draft EIWEIS. It is only in this way that its potential harm to the environment can be genuinely 
assessed through the environmental review process. The mitigation measures here are 
insufficient and were clearly not sufficient to meet the requirements of CEQA/NEPA. 

Construction in this area would make it more susceptible to fiies and more vulnerable to 
accelerated degradation. The alternative route traverses through a sensitive ecological area 
Repeated f i e s  have occurred in the 1991)’s and 2004. The areas of these fire hazards are in the 
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San Bernardino National Forest and the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto National Monument. D.2- 
249. The Draft EIFUEIS needs to fully analyze and mitigate for this increased danger to the 
National Forest and National Monument. Combined with the presence of the transmission line, 
possibility of invasive species, and other factors, the natural vulnerability of these areas will be 
heightened, creating a dangerous situation 

4. The Draft EIWEIS fails to properly analyze the impacts of the project 
on many endangered, threatened, rare or otherwise protected species 

The Draft EIWEIS should analyze the impacts of the project on any species listed under 
the Federal ESA and any species that are designated as special status by the State of California, 
including species of special concern, species listed as threatened or endangered under the 
California Endangered Species Act, and species with “fully protected” status by Section 35 11 of 
the California Fish and Game Code. All impacts must be avoided or mitigated to the hllest 
extent feasible. The Draft EIWEIS must also fully disclose, analyze, avoid and minimize or 
mitigate impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and those areas that support habitat for 
endangered, threatened, rare or otherwise protected wildlife species. 

The Draft EIWEIS must evaluate all direcf indirect, and cumulative impacts including 
impacts associated with the construction, maintenance, and daily operation of the transmission 
line. For the majority of the listed and protected species in the project area, no updated 
information is provided about their existence on the project site. Focused surveys were not 
performed, therefore no accurate assessment of the potential damage to the species was able to 
be developed. The Draft EIWEIS primarily relies on previous studies and field observations 
conducted within a period of one or two months. There was no attempt to  conduct these surveys 
at other times of the year. 

Adverse impacts not only include effects on native plants and wildlife, but any reduction 
in habitat connectivity and ability of species to move through the project site. Fragmentation of 
habitat threatens species’ survival. Land use conversions and linear developments (highways or 
other human infrastructure) have partially or completely eliminated the possibility of migrations 
between some areas and prevent genetic exchange and demographic “rescue” among 
populations. The cumulative impacts from existing roads, power and pipeline corridors and 
other infrastructure, as well as other projects that have and will increase habitat fragmentation 
must be considered along with the impacts imposed by the project proposal. The Draft EIWEIS 
does not recognize many areas used by wildlife as “movement comdordwildlife corridors.” 
These areas play an essential role in the connectivity of remaining habitats and are essential in 
the maintenance and recovery of many imperiled species. DEIWEIS at D.2-193. These areas 
known to support or capable of supporting migration paths, movement for breeding or foraging, 
or general ecological connectivity of wildlife communities should be protected because they 
serve an essential function and the loss of these areas will have adverse impacts on the 
environment if disturbed or eliminated. 

a. Desert Tortoise 
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The desert tortoise, gopherus agassizii, is listed as a threatened species under the federal 
Endangered Species Act and is also protected under the California Endangered Species Act. 
Essential and critical habitat for the desert tortoise is found along much of the proposed project 
route. The ESA requires that the desert tortoise and its critical habitat be protected in order to 
aid in the recovery of the species. The desert tortoise is recognized by the Draft EIWEIS as 
being present throughout the project area. DEIIUEIS at D.2-33. 

However, the DEIWEIS fails to discuss any specific impacts to the desert tortoise. A 
proper EIS/EIR must address these impacts and should address impacts in relation to the goals of 
the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan. The project will result in recognized threats to the desert 
tortoise including both direct and indirect threats to their survival due to construction and 
maintenance on the line as well as the ongoing impacts from habitat fragmentation and 
disturbance and disruption. In addition, power lines can attract predators such a ravens and lead 
to an increase in predation and death of individual tortoises. Moreover, where the project is in 
proximity to highways and other roads this additional disturbance may increase the risk that 
desert tortoise will move onto roads and be killed in traffic. Tortoise exclusion fencing or 
barriers should be considered as a necessary mitigation all along the roads and highways adjacent 
to the project route and have the additional benefit of reducing other roadkill which attracts 
tortoise predators such as ravens. 

In a discussion of impacts, the Draft EIIUEIS states that tortoises, among other less 
mobile species, are most at risk of direct mortality fi-om the construction, clearing and grading 
activities. Additionally, the Draft EIWEIS later states that “[n]oise, dust, visual disturbance from 
increased human activity, and exhaust emissions from heavy equipment during construction 
could result in native habitats.. .being temporarily unatfractzve to wildlife”. DEIWEIS at D.2- 
118 (emphasis added). This is an understatement. In the same paragraph, the Draft EIWEIS 
states that more harmful impacts are possible including “interfering with breeding or foraging 
activities, altering movement patterns, or causing animals to temporarily avoid areas adjacent to 
the construction zone”. DEIIUEIS at D.2-118. These specific impacts must be addressed for the 
desert tortoise and other listed species. Impacts to rare, endemic or otherwise protected species 
are not adequately identified and analyzed and the Draft EIWEIS fails to provide adequate 
mitigation measures for significant impacts to listed species that are identified. Both CEQA and 
NEPA require f i l l  disclosure, analysis and mitigation of such impacts. 

The Draft EIWEIS makes sweeping generalizations without any support such as stating 
that “[m]ost of the wildlife expected to be impacted by the construction in these disturbed 
easements are composed of common, wide-ranging species.” Without specifically addressing 
the impacts to the desert tortoise, this statements, and others similar to it are without merit. The 
construction activities have the potential to impact and directly kill many species that are not 
common but are wide-ranging including the desert tortoise. The Draft EIWEIS gives the 
impression that these species and their populations are durable andor expendable. This is 
clearly not the case. 

Additionally, the indirect and cumulative impacts that threatened the desert tortoise, such 
as the destruction, degradation, and fragmentation of desert tortoise habitat resulting from 
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urbanization, agricultural development, livestock grazing, ORV use, and roads, and presence of 
non-native plants must be considered along with the project’s potential impacts. 59 FR 5820, 
5823. For example, impacts to native vegetation also impact Desert Tortoises which prefer 
certain plants, to which their digestive systems are accustomed. When forced to eat unfamiliar 
plants, their digestive tract require several months to become accustomed to them and to  extract 
all available nutrients and water from them. Because they only have a few months in the spring 
to take in enough water to last them all year, destruction of their habitats and the plants in it can 
be fatal to the desert tortoise in the long run. Desert ecosystems require decades to recover from 
disturbances, and desert tortoise populations are incapable of rapid growth, even under optimum 
conditions. 59 FR 5820, 5824. 

The discussion of impacts to the desert tortoise and other species were categorized by 
linear segments of the project. In this way, segmentation of the impacts analysis serves to 
undercut the impacts analysis and particularly the cumulative discussion of impacts on these 
species. 

The proposed mitigation measures for the desert tortoise are also inadequate and 
development of detailed measures is improperly differed. These include preparation and 
implementation of a Habitat RestoratiodCompensation Plan, pre-construction tortoise surveys, 
and purchasing mitigation lands for impacts to tortoise. Several aspects of this mitigation plan 
are unacceptable. First, no details of the Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan are discussed. 
Second, while pre-construction tortoise surveys are necessary they cannot substitute for focused 
surveys performed before project approval that will provide information needed for informed 
decisionmaking. NEPA and CEQA both require agencies to obtain information and present it in 
the EIWEIS so that decision-makers can consider the full environmental impact of the project 
before making their decision. The third mitigation measure is one of compensation. Avoidance 
and minimization should be prioritized before compensation is used as mitigation. Habitat 
purchase cannot replace the occupied tortoise habitat that is destroyed or mitigate for the 
tortoises harmed by direct or indirect impacts of the project including being displaced from their 
habitat. 

Mitigation measures must adequately mitigate for the impacts of the project. They must 
be detailed, binding and enforceable. The Draft EIWEIS does not provide any details as to what 
lands are available to purchase that would be comparable to the ones the project will be 
disturbing. Moreover, no specific mitigation measures lands are identified that would provide 
equal or higher quality habitat or mitigate for the loss of large un-fragmented habitat areas. No 
plan is in place to perform this mitigation measure. 

Failure to identify all impacts to the desert tortoise and failure to propose mitigation 
measure renders the Draft EIWEIS unacceptable. 

b. Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard 

The Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard is a federally threatened (endangered under the 
CESA) species which will be directly impacted by the proposed project and alternatives. The 
Draft EIWEIS acknowledges that the project would destroy critical habitat for the species. 
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DEIREIS at D.2-131. The project would directly impact the species by severely disturbing, 
permanently destroying, and fragmenting critical habitat in the Coachella Valley Preserve and 
Thousand Palms Conservation area set aside to promote the survival and recovery of the 
Coachella Valley Finge-toed Lizard as part of the CVFTL HCP and to preserve other native 
species and habitats that are rapidly disappearing in this area. These impacts are not fully 
disclosed or analyzed in the Draft EIWEIS. 

Here, as elsewhere, the Draft EIR/EIS offers consultation under the ESA as mitigation for 
impacts to this species. Section 7 consultation is necessary to comply with the ESA but cannot 
substitute for the identification and analysis of impacts required by NEPA and CEQA. 
Moreover, consultation alone is not a mitigation measure under NEPA or CEQA, mitigation 
measures must work to further minimize, reduce or eliminate impacts that would result from the 
project. While some mitigation measures are proposed, the Draft EIWEIS admits that those 
measures alone would not be sufficient to mitigate for this potentially devastating impact on the 
CVFTL critical habitat. The purchase of mitigation lands is also proposed but no details are 
provided regarding whether equal or higher quality habitat exists or is available for purchase and 
it is entirely unclear how, if at all, additional land purchases can mitigate for the loss of a large 
contiguous habitat area that will be irrevocably fragmented by the proposed project. Even in 
conjunction with the suggested restoration programs, the mitigation measures offered appear 
wholly inadequate to filly mitigate for the inevitable permanent loss of habitat for the CVFTL. 

c. Bighorn sheep 

The Peninsular Bighorn sheep is an endangered species known to be present in the 
project area. No effort is made in the Draft EIWEIS to assess the potential direct, indirect or 
cumulative impacts on this endangered species of siting the western segment of the project along 
the Devers-Valley No. 2 corridor. In order to be legally adequate the EIWEIR must determine 
the actual extent and types of impacts that the project will have on the bighorn and its critical 
habitat and propose alternatives and actual mitigation measures; that detailed information must 
then be provided to the FWS along with the request for consultation. 

0 

d. Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat. 

The Draft EIWEIS fails to sufficiently identify and analyze impacts to the Stephen’s 
kangaroo rat. The Potrero ACEC is home to one of the last remaining populations of this species 
and this preserve is part of both the SKR HCP and the WR MSHCP. The Draft EIR/EIS fails to 
identify and analyze how direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to this species and the 
surrounding habitat may affect the long-term survival of the species and its recovery. 

Once again, the few mitigation measures provided are comprised of compliance measures 
and promises to conduct future surveys. Focused surveys should be performed before a decision 
is made. While “protocol” surveys are not required, the impacts to the species must be identified 
and analyzed, it is impossible to adequately assess those impacts with out some up-to-date 
survey data. It is unfair to the process, as well as legally inadequate to defer site-specific 
surveys and analysis until after project approval. 
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In addition, the razorback sucker is an endangered species with designated critical habitat 
in the Colorado River. The project will cross the Colorado River, therefore impacting the 
razorback sucker’s critical habitat. Any direct or indirect alteration that appreciably diminishes 
the value of the critical habitat for the survival or recovery of the species is considered to be 
adverse or destructive modification and all potential impacts should have been identified and 
analyzed in the Draft EIWEIS. Whether and to what extent the project will have an adverse 
impact on the species and its critical habitat must be established in a revised impact analysis. 

The project also has the potential to adversely impact many other listed and candidate 
species including, but not limited to: Southwestern willow flycatcher; Least Bell’s vireo; Palm 
Springs round-tailed ground squirrel (candidate); San Bernardino kangaroo rat; Yuma clapper 
rail; Western yellow-billed cuckoo (candidate); Munz’s onion; San Diego ambrosia; Coachella 
Valley milk-vetch; San Jacinto Valley crownscale; Nevin’s barberry; Slender-horned 
spineflower; 
yellow-legged frog; 

Santa Ana River woollystar; Gambrel’s water cress; Arroyo toad; Mountain 

In each case the Draft EIWEIS failed to provide adequate identification and analysis of 
the likely impacts to these species and their critical habitats (where designated). 

e. Species Protected Under the California ESA and 
Species of Concern. 

The project site provides potential habitat for burrowing owls to breed. This species is 
recognized by the State of California as a species of special concern and as a sensitive species by 
the BLM. Over 71 percent of California’s breeding owls currently live in the margins of the 
agricultural land, primarily nesting burrows in earthen irrigation channels. All potential habitats 
and particularly potential breeding sites must be considered in an impact report for a sensitive 
species of special concern. Threats to the species include habit degradation, species 
displacement, disturbance to nesting and roosting sites, and direct harm from the construction of 
the transmission line towers. The project is likely to threaten the owl in each of these ways. 
Burrowing owls are vanishing throughout California as they are being forcibly evicted from their 
burrows and their grassland habitat is being bulldozed to make way for urban sprawl and human 
infrastructure. The threats created by the project must all be considered along with other existing 
threats in a cumulative impact analysis. 

The species protected under the California ESA and species of concern that may also be 
adversely impacted by the project include, but are not limited to, the following: Southern Rubber 
Boa; Swainson’s hawk (nesting and migrant); Peregrine falcon; California black rail; Elf owl; 
Gilded flicker; Gila woodpecker; Willow flycatcher Sensitive species; Foxtail cactus; Le Conte’s 
Thrasher; Loggerhead shrike; Prairie falcon, and Couch’s spadefoot toad. The Draft EISEIR 
fails to adequately identify impacts to these species, analyze the impacts to these species, or 
provide mitigation measures which would be effective in minimizing the impact to these species. 
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~ 

1. Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. 

C. 
areas of special environmental significance. 

The Draft EIR/EIS fails to adequately identify or analyze impacts to 

The Draft EIWEIS fails to adequately identlfy and analyze impacts to public lands set 
aside as refuges, ACECs, habitat preserves, National Forest lands, and National Monuments to 
protect and preserve unique environmental values, species, and habitats that are fast disappearing 
in the arid southwest. The impacts of a high voltage transmission line on these areas includes 
the potential to undermine the very purposes for which they were created, and could set a 
dangerous precedent of chipping away at these protected areas. Because the project is 
inconsistent with the management planning and purposes of these protected areas the Draft 
EIWEIS must provide alternatives that avoid these protected areas. There is simply no logic to 
destroying public lands set aside for preservation - a permanent loss to the entire public and 
future generations- only to provide temporary, marginal economic benefits. See DEIRDEIS, 
ES-2 (‘%e project is designed to provide economic benefits and it is not primarily a reliability 
enhancement project”). The specific impacts to these areas include, but are not limited, to 
adverse impacts to listed species and designated critical habitats and visual resources. 

For example, the Draft EIWEIS does not ensure that direct impacts to sensitive areas will 
be adequately avoided: “In most cases the team would be able to move the tower away from 
sensitivities to a new site. Typically this could be accomplished with a move of 50 feet or less.” 
DEIWEIS B-32. The Draft EIWEIS fails to provide any on-the-ground data to support this 
statement and thus it appears to be no more than mere speculation and cannot substitute for the 
detailed enforceable mitigation measures required by CEQA. A few of the many issues that the 
Draft EIWEIS fails to adequately address are discussed below. 

The project would cut across the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona. This is 
pristine desert environment and is habitat to many species including but not limited to the Desert 
bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, the California Palm (the only native palm species in Arizona), 
chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, and desert rosy boa. The Refuge was set aside to protect the 
unique values of these public lands for wildlife; the proposed project which will adversely 
impact wildlife is incompatible with the purposes of the refuge. The project would also conflict 
with the Refuge’s management policies and plans by adversely affecting biological resources 
within the Kofa NWR during construction, operation, and maintenance of the line. This impact is 
inadequately discussed in the Draft EIIUEIS. 

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the project through this sensitive area would 
have significant long-lasting impacts to native species, habitats, and recreational use from noise, 
increased fire danger, increased predation, fragmentation of habitat, destruction of visual 
resources, and other impacts. For example, bighorn sheep would be displaced during 
construction and maintenance by noise, loss of habitat, and disruption which can lead to reduced 
breeding success and/or increased mortality of young desert bighorn sheep. The Draft EIR/EIS 
admits that impacts to lambing and breeding would remain significant even after the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Re: Comments on Draft EIWEIS for Devers to Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
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The alternatives in the Kofa area would also have significant impacts to many of the 
same resources but would avoid the impacts to these protected public lands. Because there is no 
need for the project, none of the impacts are justified. However, should the project proceed at all, 
it should not be sited so as to destroy these public lands set aside for a wildlife refuge. 

2. Alligator Rock ACEC, Chuckwalla DWMA, and Chuckwalla Valley 
Dune Thicket ACEC 

The Alligator Rock ACEC, Chuckwalla DWMA, and Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket 
ACEC include large areas that provide critical habitat to the desert tortoise. The project would 
result in permanent loss of signifcant amounts of desert tortoise habitat, lead to additional 
fragmentation of habitat, and construction, operation, and maintenance of the line will cause 
ongoing impacts to this threatened species including increased predation and increased ORV 
impacts. The “proposed project” route that would essentially bisect the ACECs and the DWMA 
is completely unsupportable. There are multiple other routes that would avoid most of the 
impacts to these preserve areas that could occur from such an ill-conceived route. 
Unfortunately, the North of Desert Center alternative route would also impact significant 
amounts of tortoise habitat and lead to additional fragmentation and predation and is 
unacceptable. The Blythe Energy project alternative fails to avoid most of the significant 
impacts to the ACEC and therefore is also unacceptable as an alternative and fails to  meet 
CEQA’s requirements. 

If the line is to be constructed despite its significant adverse impacts on environmental 
resources, a route directly along the existing 1-10 corridor is the only area that would possibly be 
acceptable as a location. Even that route will have impacts to the desert tortoise and other 
species and habitats that must be mitigated. Many bird species area known to occur in the area 
which will be significantly impacted by the project as well. 

Moreover because the proposed power line will be visible from several sensitive areas, 
including Joshua Tree National Park, it will have long-term impacts to visual resources must be 
more fully explored, avoided where possible, and mitigated or minimized. 

3. The Badlands and Potrero ACEC 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative will have significant impacts to biological resources, 
water resources, water and air quality in the Badlands and Potrero ACEC. These impacts are 
inadequately disclosed, analyzed or avoided in the Draft EIWEIS. Moreover, the Draft EIWEIS 
fails to adequately disclose or analyze the impacts of the project on the lands in this area set aside 
as preserves for listed and imperiled species and as mitigation lands for other projects under the 
Western Riverside MSHCP and the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat HCP. Because the Draft EIWEIS is 
deficient in this regard it cannot properly be relied on by the agencies in considering the approval 
of this project. 
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The Draft EIWEIS also failed to adequately identify or analyze impacts to designated 
critical habitat, areas identified as recovery habitat, and unique vegetation communities in both 
California and Arizona. 

D. The Draft EIFUEIS also fails to adequately identify and analyze impacts to 
Soils, Water Quality, Air Quality, Visual Resources. 

As detailed above, there is no need for this project and therefore none of its significant 
impacts are acceptable. However, should this project go forward, a revised Draft EIR/EIS must 
be prepared that adequately identifies impacts to soils, water quality, air quality, and visual 
resources. Construction and maintenance of the project will disturb surface soils in arid regions 
where soil structure is critical to maintaining an intact ecosystem. Even after re-vegetation it can 
take decades for soils in these areas to recover normal structure. In addition, new access roads 
used for maintenance will provide access for other vehicles, including ORVs, that are known to 
widely damage soils in these environments. 

The proposed project includes some 85 water crossings including small streams, desert 
washes, alluvial fan washes, and irrigation canals. Some of the water resources that will be 
impacted include, but are not limited to, the Colorado River, San Gorgonio River, Whitewater 
River, Snow Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and the Santa Ana River. The project will likely 
increase the degradation of water quality in the many basins it traverses due to erosion and 
sedimentation and may also cause adverse impacts through a spill of potentially harmful 
materials used in construction and maintenance activities. 

The project will admittedly adversely impact air quality in Arizona. Construction 
activities will also adversely impact the already severely impaired air quality in Southern 
California including by increasing dust and lose soils in air basins that are already out of 
compliance for particulates. 

E. The Draft EIWEIS fails to adequately identify and analyze the growth 
inducing impacts of the project. 

Although the Draft EIWEIS admits that increased capacity will make growth more likely, 
it gives little information regarding the expected growth inducing impacts of the project. In 
addition, the Draft EIR/EIS completely fails to provide any analvsis of the impact of increase 
capacity and additional substations in areas where sprawl development is already taking a heavy 
toll on the natural environment. Instead, the Draft EIWEIS simply concludes that growth is 
expected to occur with or without implementation of the proposed project. See DEIWEIS at G- 
32. CEQA requires more. 

F. The Draft EIWEIS fails to adequately identify and analyze cumulative 
impact of the project and other past, present, and future projects in the areas on the 
environment including impacts to global warming. 

The Draft EIWEIS also fails to adequately identify and analyze cumulative impacts of the 
project on the environment. Rather than provide any meaningful analysis of the cumulative 
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impact on biological resources and other environmental resources the supposed analysis contains 
nothing more than conclusory assertions that the cumulative impacts will not be significant. Both 
CEQA and NEPA require more. See, e.g., G-reat Basin Mine Watch v. Hankins, - F.3d -, 
2006 U.S. App. LEXIS 19298 (9th Cir. February 14, 2006) (agency must do more than offer 
conclusions, it must identify and adequately analyze the cumulative impacts likely to result from 
past, present and future projects); Kings Countv Farm Bureau v. Citv of Hanford (1990) 22 1 
Cal. App. 3d 692, 721. 

The Draft EIFUEIS is also nadequate because it ignores global warming and the project’s 
greenhouse gas emissions. The project will result in foreseeable and quantifiable emissions of 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases during both construction and the lifetime of the 
project. These emissions, although small in comparison to worldwide greenhouse gas emissions, 
will contribute directly and cumulatively to the increase in atmospheric greenhouse gases, and 
will thus contribute directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to global warming. Under CEQA, it is 
irrelevant that the emissions associated with the project are small in comparison to total 
emissions. On the contrary, CEQA’s cumulative impact analysis requirement exists to capture 
precisely this type of impact that may be individually small but cumulatively significant. Kings 
Countv Farm Bureau v. Citv of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692,721. (“The EIR 
improperly focused upon the individual project’s relative effects and omitted facts relevant to an 
analysis of the collective effect this and other sources will have upon air quality.”) The Draft 
EIFUEIS is inadequate because it ignores global warming and the project’s greenhouse gas 
emissions. A revised Draft EIFUEIS must calculate the project’s greenhouse gas emissions, and 
then avoid, minimize, and mitigate them to the maximum extent feasible. It is entirely feasible 
to undertake each step in this process and they will likely make the project more efficient should 
it go forward. 

The greenhouse gas emissions of each component and phase of the project must be 
calculated. For example, the construction phase w,ould include, but not be limited to: ( 1 )  the 
greenhouse gas emissions of construction vehicles and machinery; (2) the greenhouse gas 
emissions from manufacturing and transporting the project’s building materials; and (3) the 
greenhouse gas emissions of the project’s planning and design. 

Moreover, as proposed, the project appears to be designed to encourage increased energy 
consumption rather than conservation and energy efficiency. Alternatives must be developed 
that will encourage conservation, energy efficiency and reduction in greenhouse gas emissions 
due to the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project. 

IV. Conclusion. 

In sum, this is project is both unnecessary and backward looking. It proposes to use old 
technology as a stop-gap measure for the problems of the future rather than examining 
alternative solutions for the energy needs of the 2lS‘ Century in California and Arizona. Before 
the CPUC and BLM consider approving this ill conceived project and they should look at 
alternatives that will achieve the same or better results in terms of energy reliability with far 
fewer impacts to the environment. The Center asks the agencies to look forward for new 
solutions to the real energy problems our society faces in the future and not to approve this 
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I 86-44 cont. project which will resolve nothing regarding OUT fbture energy needs at great expense to the 
natural environment. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please send all future notices and 
correspondence to my attention at Center for Biological Diversity, 1095 Market Street, 
Suite 511, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Sincerely. 

&7* 
Lisa Bele 
Staff Attorney 
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B6- 1 The commenter’s objection to the Proposed Project has been noted. All 13 environmental issue 
areas (see Sections D.2 through D. 14) discuss the impacts of the proposed DPV2 transmission 
line. Specifically, Section D.2 (Biological Resources), D.3 (Visual Resources), D.4 (Land 
Use), and D .5 (Wilderness and Recreation) address the biological, visual, and recreatiodwil- 
derness issues. Sections D. 11 (Air Quality), D. 12 (Hydrology and Water Resources), and F 
(Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) address air quality, water quality, and cumulative impacts. 
Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) and Section C (Alternatives) in the EIIUEIS 
discuss 35 potential alternatives or combinations of alternatives. Project need is addressed 
in Section A.2 and is not determined within this EWEIS. 

Please refer to Response B6-5 below regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis in 
the EIR/EIS. During the alternatives screening process, the EWEIS team studied the entire 
region west of Devers Substation for a feasible alternative route that would avoid the Morongo 
Indian Reservation and would also have the potential to reduce or avoid impacts of the Pro- 
posed Project. The San Gorgonio Pass area is an area of severe topographic and regulatory 
constraints. There are San Bernardino National Forest Wilderness Areas to the north and 
south. The valley itself contains the San Andreas Fault Zone, and is bounded by Mount 
San Gorgonio on the northern side, which is the tallest mountain in southern California at 
11,480 feet, and Mount San Jacinto on the southern side of 1-10 at 10,804 feet. In addition, 
tribal land of the Morongo Indian Reservation is located throughout the area. 

The southern end of the Morongo Indian Reservation borders, and in some cases overlaps, 
the northern boundaries of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, 
the San Bernardino National Forest, the San Jacinto Wilderness and State Park. The Morongo 
Reservation is in a checkerboard pattern south of 1-10, so there is no way for a transmission 
line to be located south of 1-10 without crossing at least some of the corners of reservation 
lands, or passing further south into the San Bernardino National Forest. On the south side 
of the 1-10, within the San Bernardino National Forest, there are a number of protected areas. 
adjacent to each other, including the Forest, the Santa Rosa Wilderness, and the Santa Rosa 
Mountains National Scenic Area. At the southeastern side of these protected areas, the 
Santa Rosa Mountains National Scenic Area extends from the Santa Rosa Wilderness (which 
abuts the San Bernardino National Forest) to the San Diego County border. The Santa Rosa 
Indian Reservation and the Cahuilla Indian Reservation are located immediately west of the 
Santa Rosa Mountain National Scenic Area. In order to avoid any protected areas or reser- 
vation lands south of the 1-10, the Project would need to cross into San Diego County and 
would be substantially longer creating much greater impacts. 

As is discussed in EIWEIS Section 4.3.2 in Appendix 1 for the North of Morongo Corridor 
Alternative, locating the transmission line north of the west of Devers corridor and away from 
1-10 would benefit visual resources and land use impacts removing it from sensitive receptors, 
but the habitat farther from 1-10 and closer to the San Bernardino Mountains and near (or 
in) the San Bernardino National Forest is expected to be of higher quality due to its more undis- 
turbed nature, and there would most likely be a greater chance of encountering cultural 
resources due to the topographic relief and number of stream crossings. The new lines would 
also cut across entrance to canyons, which may hold a special importance to the tribe. The 
northern boundary of the Morongo Reservation borders the San Bernardino National Forest, 
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which borders the Whitewater Canyon ACEC to the east. Therefore, a route to the north would 
create a new transmission corridor that would cross though protected and conservation 
areas, rugged terrain, would be much longer, and would thus create much greater impacts 
than the Proposed Project or the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. Therefore, after thorough 
consideration, the EIR/EIS team concluded that the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative was 
the only viable alternative to the West of Devers Upgrades that achieves most of the objectives of 
the Proposed Project, is feasible, and had some potential to reduce impacts of the Proposed 
Project. A reasonable range of alternatives has been considered as required under CEQA 
and NEPA and no further analysis is necessary. 

B6-2 The CEQA and NEPA requirements and legal precedents have been noted. 

Potential impacts and the extent of impacts are presented in each issue area section (Sections 
D.2 to D. 14) and in Executive Summary Section ES.6 (Impact Summary Tables). The extent 
of an impact is based on the significance criteria, also presented in each issue area section. 
The environmental assessment methodology is explained in Section D. 1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and the classification of impacts was uniformly applied in accordance with the following 
definitions: Class I (Significant; cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant); 
Class I1 (Significant; can be mitigated to a level that is less than significant); Class 111 
(Adverse, less than significant); and Class IV (Beneficial impact). 

Therefore, Class I11 impacts do not require mitigation to be considered less than significant 
and so some impacts may indeed not include mitigation. All Class I1 impacts would include 
mitigation to be considered less than significant. Class I impacts are considered significant 
regardless of whether mitigation is implemented so at times mitigation may not be feasible and 
an impact may remain significant. The tables at the end of each issue area sections (Sections 
D.2 to D.14) list all proposed mitigation measures and Section H (Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting) describes the procedure, authority, roles and responsibilities. In the tables, the 
location, the monitoring and reporting action, the effectiveness criteria, the responsible agency, 
and the timing are all included thereby ensuring that all of the measures are both specific 
and enforceable. 

B6-3 As stated in Section D.2.1 (page D.2-l), the analysis of the biological baseline for the Pro- 
posed Project was partially based on an extensive literature review that included the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (Mackness and Miller 2005) as well as field survey documents 
prepared for surveys conducted between 1987 and 2005. Most of the areas along the route 
of the Proposed Project have been extensively surveyed and a number of focused protocol 
surveys have been conducted for listed species potentially occurring along the route. 

An extensive literature review was also completed, including an examination of numerous other 
resource documents (MSHCP documents, BLM plan documents, Forest Service documents, 
etc.) that contained information on expected or reported locations of sensitive vegetation 
communities and sensitive and/or listed species. In addition, the CNDDB and CNPSEI were 
also reviewed prior to conducting the field reconnaissance. Following the compilation of 
data from the literature review, the field reconnaissance survey was conducted (page D.2-2). 
The survey focused on determining whether the plant communities that were previously 
described along the route were consistent with what was found during the Fall 2005 survey. 
In addition, the locations of sensitive/listed species were previously reported were surveyed 
to determine if conditions had changed that would cause the elimination of the species. The 
results of the field reconnaissance indicated that the conditions described in the previous docu- 
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ments were similar for the entire route with some minor modifications. The modifications 
were documented and incorporated into the maps and the text of the Draft EIIUEIS (Section 
D.2.1.1. The vegetation along the Proposed Project and alternative routes is shown on Figures 
D.2-1 through D.2-3. 

The timing of the 2005 field surveys, in the Fall, was not the optimal time to survey for listed/ 
sensitive plants or migratory birds. Some species would not be detectable at that time of 
year. But based on the extensive survey work that was previously conducted and the lack 
of significantly changed environmental conditions, the baseline biological information was 
determined to be adequate to determine potential impacts to listed and sensitive species of 
plants and wildlife. With the incorporation of numerous APM’s and Mitigation Measures 
that require specific surveys prior to construction, monitoring during construction, and reporting 
results of pre-construction surveys, the presence or absence of listed and/or sensitive species 
of plants and wildlife will be identified prior to the initiation of construction. In addition, APM’s 
and Mitigation Measures have also been incorporated that will avoid impacts to species that 
may be found during pre-construction surveys. 

The environmental baseline for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative was based on the literature 
review of the CNDDB and CNPSEI as well as information in resource documents, such as 
the Western Riverside MSHCP. In addition, the experience of the biology team conducting 
surveys in areas adjacent to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative ROW also contributed to 
the environmental baseline for this alternative. The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative field 
surveys were conducted in February 2006, which was not the optimal time to survey for 
listed/sensitive plants or migratory birds. In addition, some areas, primarily the Forest Service 
lands, were inaccessible and were not revisited due to access problems. But, because data 
was provided by the Forest Service regarding past bums in the area where the ROW is located, 
it was determined that the habitats were likely similar to the previously burned areas that 
were accessible. As stated above, numerous APM’s and Mitigation Measures (B-5a, B-7b, 
B-7e, B-7f, B-8a, B-ga, B-gd, B-ge, B-gg, and B-9h) requiring pre-construction surveys prior 
to construction and reporting of results of pre-construction surveys have been incorporated 
to fully characterize the areas that will be affected by the construction of the project. In 
addition, APM’s and Mitigation Measures have also been incorporated that will avoid 
impacts to species that may be found during pre-construction surveys. 

Please see Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable resource technologies and energy effi- 
ciency and Response B3-4 for a discussion of economic methodologies related to the benefits 
of the DPV2 project. 

B6-4 

B6-5 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. The California CEQA Guide- 
lines (Section 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 attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not con- 
sider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range 
of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public par- 
ticipation. ” Likewise, according to the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Regu- 
lations (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. 

a 

a 

a 
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Therefore, there is no “matter of law” requirement that an EWEIS identify more than one fea- 
sible alternative for each or every segment of a major transmission line project. Rather the 
EIWEIS must contain an overall reasonable analysis of alternatives. In this case, the EIWEIS 
made an adequate effort to evaluate alternatives. Both Appendix 1 and Section C in the Draft 
EIWEIS discuss more than 35 potential alternatives or combinations of alternatives, ranging 
from minor routing adjustments to SCE’s proposed 500 kV project route, to entirely different . 
transmission line routes, to alternate system voltages, and system designs. 

0 

A total of three alternate West of Devers routes were considered, and two (the original project 
route and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) were analyzed in depth in each issue area in 
the EIWEIS. In addition to the Proposed Project, seven segment and project alternatives 
for the Devers-Harquahala segment, plus the No Project/Action Alternative, were given in- 
depth evaluation by every issue area in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B6-6 . 

Section C.6 of the Draft EWEIS and each issue area in Sections D.2 though D.14 evaluated 
the No Project/No Action scenario, which examines reasonably foreseeable events that would 
occur in the absence of the Proposed Project (Le., no impacts of the Proposed Project would 
occur). Several alternatives that could avoid all such conservation areas and preserves were 
examined in the Alternatives Screening Report (Section 4 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EWEIS) 
and were eliminated from consideration, including: EOR 9OOO+ Project; Path 49 Upgrade 
Project; Modify DPVl Compensation; Composite Conductor Alternative; Convert DPV 1 from 
AC to HVDC Transmission Line; New Conventional Generation; Renewable Generation 
Resources; Conservation and Demand-Side Management; Distributed Generation; plus several 
transmission line with alternate endpoints. 

Please refer to Responses B6-1 and B6-5. 

B6-7 The comment is correct in stating that there are several significant impacts identified for the 
Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. However, it is not correct that these impacts are “barely 
identified” and “not fully analyzed.” Examples of the thorough analysis of this alternative . 

. include the following: 

The Visual Resources analysis of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative includes eight sep- 
arate viewpoints described in Section D.3.9.1. Each one of these eight viewpoints is found to 
be a significant and unmitigable impact. This 40-page section addressing this alternative 
is very comprehensive and cannot be considered inadequate. 

The Wilderness and Recreation discussion of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative (Section 
D.5.9.1) devotes 8 pages to the discussion, and identifies a significant impact (Impact 
WR-2, Operation would change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, dimin- 
ishing its recreational value). 

The Noise analysis (Section D.8.9.1) identifies significant impacts of corona noise to res- 
idences along this alternative (Impact N-2). 

0 The Air Quality analysis (Section D. 11.6.1) includes emissions calculations for differ- 
ences in construction techniques (including helicopter usage) and identifies a significant 
impact from dust and exhaust emissions within the South Coast Air Quality Manage- 
ment District jurisdiction, 
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In addition to these significant (Class I) impacts, many other impacts are identified that would 
have been significant without implementation of a wide range of mitigation measures. For 
example, the discussion of biological resources (Section D.2.8.1) is 25 pages long and includes 
requirements for implementation of many detailed mitigation measures. 

The route of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, which includes existing transmission 
towers and conductors, and associated access roads (off National Forest lands) crosses the 
National Forest, National Monument, and Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail. This existing 
line is in operation and is routinely maintained. The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative will 
be placed in the existing ROW and the existing roads will be utilized, where they exist. The 
noise generated by helicopters would be short-term in that it would only occur during the 
actual construction of the towers and installation of conductors. Helicopter construction 
techniques would be utilized to reduce potential impacts to both plants and wildlife and reduce 
the requirement to construct new access or spur roads. The duration of the general con- 
struction noise will also be short-term in that it would only occur during placement of tower 
components. 

The Draft EIWEIS includes APM’s and Mitigation Measures designed to identify sensitive 
biological receptors prior to construction (pre-construction surveys) and to avoid sensitive 
timeframes, such as the lambing period for bighorn sheep (Mitigation Measure B-90. 

B6-8 The Draft EIWEIS addresses the potential impacts to biological resources, including listed, 
candidate, and sensitive species, in detail in Sections D.2-6 through D.2-9. In order to provide 
assurances that species potentially occurring in or adjacent to construction areas are fully pro- 
tected, the Draft EIWEIS includes APM’s (Section D.2.5.2, Table D.2-6, pages D.2-100 
through D.2-103) and Mitigation Measures (B-5a, B-7b, B-7e, B-7f, B-8a, B-ga, B-gd, B-ge, 
B-gg, and B-9h) that require both general and focused pre-construction surveys for listed and 
sensitive species that could potentially occur in the project area. 

The transmission line access roads that currently exist along most of the length of the rights- 
of-way where the Proposed Project and alternatives would be placed are currently utilized 
by off-highway vehicles and are open to public use. There is an existing level of disturbance 
and traffic on these roads that currently causes disturbance to wildlife and damage to vege- 
tation and soils. The vehicle activities associated with project construction would be limited 
to existing access roads except for those areas where new spur roads would be constructed 
or where activities will occur at substation and pulling sites. The duration of project con- 
struction is short-term so any additional noise or disturbance caused by construction vehicles 
will be eliminated when project construction is completed. Implementation of a habitat resto- 
ration program (Mitigation Measure B-la) will return the temporarily impacted areas back 
to native habitat that can be utilized by wildlife. 

Existing transmission lines and access roads currently traverse the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge, the Badlands, and the Potrero ACEC. The Proposed Project’s Devers-Harquahala por- 
tion and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would be placed in the rights of way along with 
existing 500 kV lines. Because transmission lines already exist, it is unlikely that the placement 
of a second transmission line will seriously degrade these areas or result in increased usage 
by recreational vehicles. 
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Habitat for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat will remain in the Potrero ACEC and Badlands and, 
with implementation of the habitat restoration program (Mitigation Measure B-la), temporarily 
disturbed areas will be returned to habitat for this species. 

In the area of Alligator Rock, the EIWEIS identifies the North of Desert Center Alternative 
as environmentally superior/preferred to the proposed route that follows the DPVl corridor. 
However, should BLM and CPUC decisionmakers select the Proposed Project route, the 
placement of the project through the Alligator Rock ACEC would follow routes of the 
existing DPVl transmission line, so is not expected to further fragment the area. Further sur- 
veys, pre-construction and focused, and monitoring during construction will avoid and min- 
imize impacts to desert tortoise and other listed and sensitive species. 

Implementation of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative includes Mitigation Measures (B- 13a 
and B-13b) that require compliance with the Western Riverside MSHCP and require imple- 
mentation of the Best Management Practices required by the MSHCP. Full compliance with 
the MSHCP will address impacts to listed and sensitive species and habitat fragmentation as 
required by that process. 

The transmission towers that would be constructed for the Proposed Project or Alternatives 
will be located in existing ROWS where transmission towers and transmission lines already 
exist. The Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that transmission towers do present a risk to birds; 
however, impacts resulting from the DPV2 project are the incremental new risks resulting 
from the addition of the new line. The potential impacts associated with electrocution and 
collisions are identified in Impacts B-14 and B-15, respectively, in Sections D.2.6.2 for the 
Proposed Project and in Sections D.2.7 and D.2.8 for the alternatives. The EIR/EIS 
utilizes bird strike information and cites several information sources (APLIC, 1994, APLIC 
1996, and Avery et al., 1978) on the potential for bird strikes. These reports provide infor- 
mation related to the potential for bird strikes and electrocution for a variety of birds in both 
the United States and Europe. The APLIC reports also provide guidance to reduce potential 
bird strikes through the placement of transmission lines in clusters, utilizing aerial markers, 
swinging plates, or other bird flight diverters. Information provided in the APLIC reports 
cited for this EIWEIS has indicated that the implementation of aerial markers or line place- 
ment has been demonstrated to reduce aerial collisions to migrating birds. The EIWEIS 
recognizes that extensive data regarding bird patterns is not available for the project area. 
While avian strikes do occur mitigation identified in the EIR/EIS has been demonstrated to 
reduce impacts from collision in other areas (APLIC 1994). Therefore, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-15a is designed to minimize the impacts of transmission lines and 
towers on birds to less than significant levels. 

B6-9 

0 

B6-10 The potential impact of avian predators on wildlife is discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS under 
Impact B-16 (Sections D.2.6.2 for the Proposed Project and in Sections D.2.7 and D.2.8 
for the alternatives). The Draft EWEIS recognizes that ravens are a potential threat to wild- 
life near transmission towers and that construction of additional towers may provide addi- 
tional roosting and nesting sites for ravens. However, based on the site visits it does not 
appear that roost sites are a limiting factor along the proposed route or alternative as most 
of the towers do not support nest sites. APM B-20 (Table D.2-6 on page D.2-101) and 
Mitigation Measure B-16a both address minimizing the impacts of ravens on wildlife. 
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B6-11 

B6-12 

B6-13 

B6-14 . 

B6-15 

B6-16 

B6-17 

The Raven Control Plan that is required as Mitigation Measure B-16a will address frequency 
and monitoring of raven nest removal. In addition, the mitigation measure requires that the 
Plan must document the Plan activities on an annual basis. Because tower roosting sites are 
not a limiting factor for raven populations in this region, no specific schedule other than 
annual activities was specified, This Plan will be approved by the responsible agencies 
prior to project implementation. The EIIUEIS also recognizes that much of the terrain located 
along the proposed route is characterized as low relief topography. The proposed transmis- 
sion line will be placed adjacent to the existing transmission line where possible and would 
be largely located in areas where existing infrastructure (thus existing perching and nesting 
opportunities) presently occur. 

Section D.2.6.1.2 of the EWEIS identifies and acknowledges that the introduction of invasive 
or noxious weeds poses a threat to native ecosystems. In addition, populations of exotic species 
are known to be present in most of the project area at this time. Mitigation identified in this 
EWEIS requires preconstruction surveys and avoidance of identified populations and 
provides a mechanism (Mitigation Measure B-2a) to identify and eradicate specific populations 
identified before construction. Mitigation measures also require a plan that would implement 
the existing best management practices currently utilized by the BLM. The mitigation pro- 
vided in this EWEIS addressing invasive weeds provides a reasonable range of measures 
intended to reduce the potential for the spread of exotic plants. 

The Draft EWEIS acknowledges that areas traversed by the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
crosses through areas that are rich in plant and wildlife diversity and that support popula- 
tions of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat. In addition, the Draft EIR/EIS also describes the route 
of the alternative as passing through the Potrero Creek Subunit of the San Jacinto Wildlife 
Area. The Draft EIR/EIS also acknowledges that the route of the Proposed Project will cross 
San Timoteo Creek, which supports a population of the least Bell’s vireo. Impacts to the sensi- 
tive areas along the routes of the Proposed Project and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
will be minimized by utilizing existing utility access roads and avoiding areas where sensitive 
resources occur, as required in APMs and mitigation measures. It should be noted that these 
areas presently contain existing utilities and impacts for each of the proposed transmission 
line towers is relatively small compared to the amount of habitat present in this area. 

Please see Response B6-13. 

Please see Response B6-9. 

Please see Response B6-8. 

The Proposed Project is located in or adjacent to existing utility rights of way which contain 
existing access and spur roads. Except where new transmission lines would be placed on moun- 
tainous sections of the SBNF (where helicopter construction would be used), construction 
vehicles would limit their travel to existing roadways to the extent possible. 

Fire Risk Associated with Transmission Line Operation. As described in Sections D. 10.12.2 
in the Final EIIUEIS (the same discussion was included in both Sections D.10.11.2 and 
D. 10.12.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, but was consolidated in the Final EIIUEIS), fire hazard 
related to transmission lines (Impact PS-4) is addressed in project design and in operations 
and maintenance procedures. Electrical arcing from power lines can create a fire hazard and 
can be caused by high-voltage surges and spikes. This phenomenon is more prevalent for lower 
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voltage distribution lines since these lines are typically on shorter structures and in much greater 
proximity to trees and vegetation. Fire hazards from high voltage transmission lines are greatly 
reduced through the use of taller structures and wider ROWs. Further, transmission line ROWs 
are cleared of trees to control this hazard, Fire hazards due to a fallen conductor from an over- 
head line are minimal due to system protection features. Overhead high voltage transmission 
lines include system protection designed to safeguard the public and line equipment. These pro- 
tection systems consist of transmission line relays and circuit breakers that are designed to rapidly 
detect faults and cut-off power to avoid shock and fire hazards. This equipment is typically set 
to operate in 2 to 3 cycles, representing a time interval range from 2/60 of a second to 3/60 
of a second. SCE is required to design the transmission line in accordance with safety require- 
ments of the CPUC’s G.O. 95 and other applicable requirements, so safety impacts from 
fire hazard are considered to be less than significant (Class 111). 

The commenter’s concern regarding a potential increase in fire risk during construction is noted 
and the following text has been added to Impact PS-4 (Wind, Earthquake, and Fire Hazards) 
in Section D. 10.12.2 of the EIR/EIS: 

Fire Risk Associated with Transrmss ion Line Construction. Table B-6 in Section B.7.3.1 
(Labor and Equipment) shows that SCE will have two fire suppression trucks available 
during construction of the 500 kV line and SCE’s standard construction practices would 
be designed to prevent fires during construction activities, as is stated in SCE’s Draft 
Transmission Line Project Fire Plan (an individual Specification Plan would be developed 
for the Proposed Project, which would be the final version of the Plan). The SCE Con- 
structor would ensure that reasonable safeguards and Best Management Practices have 
been implemented and would furnish all supervision, labor, tools, equipment and material 
as necessary to prevent starting any fire, control spread of fires if started, and provide 
assistance for extinguishing fires started as a result of transmission line construction activ- 
ities. In addition, land management agencies have strict requirements for construction 
during the season of high fire risk; SCE would have to comply with those requirements. 

Construction crews would have fire extinguishers and shovels as part of their standard 
equipment on trucks. As stated in SCE’s Transmission Line Project Fire Plan (Specifi- 
cation E-2005-104; February 21, 2006), the Constructor for the Proposed Project (either 
SCE crew or a contractor contracted and authorized by SCE) would be required to use 
every reasonable precaution against starting fires where the work is performed, in whole 
or in part, in an area covered with flammable dry grass, brush, and trees. 

The Constructor would provide temporary safeguards, walks, rails, guards, construction 
fences, and suchlike, as required by any ordinances, as directed by the Construction Repre- 
sentative (assigned by SCE), or as necessary to protect workers, SCE employees, and the 
public. Such precautions may also include, but are not be limited to, prohibiting smoking 
on the jobsite, using of spark arresters on equipment exhaust, and if necessary assigning 
a Fire Patrolperson whose responsibility would be solely to monitor the Constructor’s 
fire-prevention activities. The Fire Guard would be equipped with radio or cell phone 
communication capability. Constructor would also provide required portable fire fighting 
equipment, shovels, axes, and other necessary fire fighting equipment at all sites where 
work is in progress, and with all crews in transit. 
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As is mentioned above, the Constructor would observe all other precautionary measures 
that may be ordered by land management agencies, such as the United States Forest Service 
(USFS), the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), the Arizona 
State Land Department Forestry Division, county fire departments, and their authorized 
representative. During periods of extreme fire hazard due to critical weather conditions, 
the aforementioned departments may order work to be suspended at any time in desig- 
nated areas. 

In the event of any uncontrolled fire near the project, and as requested by the Con- 
struction Representative, the Constructor would furnish any and all of its forces and equip- 
ment to extinguish such fire as directed by USFS, CDF, Arizona Forestry Division, 
and county fire departments. Under these conditions, Constructor’s forces would operate 
under the sole jurisdiction of the USFS, CDF, Arizona Forestry Division, and county 
fire departments. 

Finally, the Constructor would also be solely responsible to owners or occupants of land 
for damage of every kind and nature resulting from project work and activities of Con- 
structor and its crews. In the event of unforeseen damage to any improvement, Con- 
structor must promptly notify the Construction Representative and the owner of such im- 
provements. Any damaged improvements shall immediately be repaired by Constructor 
as approved by the owner of such damaged facility. Other damaged property shall be 
repaired within a reasonable time. With implementation of SCE’s Fire Plan and other 
proiect measures, this impact would be less than significant (Class 111). 

B6- 18 

B6-19 . 

B6-20 

B6-2 1 

Please see Response B6-6. 

The EIWEIS identifies the potential impacts to wildlife movement corridors from construction 
of the Proposed Project. As previously identified, the Proposed Project is located in or adjacent 
to existing utility rights of way which contain existing access and spur roads. Section D.2.6.1.10 
(Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites) addresses and recognizes potential adverse impacts 
to wildlife movement corridors in the project area. 

Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered Species) of this EIWEIS identifies potential 
impacts and provides mitigation for desert tortoise. Desert tortoise is known to be present 
in the project area and mitigation measures identified in this document provide a reasonable 
and prudent series of actions to reduce or avoid impacts to this species. Mitigation Measures 
B-7b (Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys) and B-7c (Purchase mitigation lands for 
impacts to tortoise habitat) define specific actions that would reduce impacts to tortoise. These 
measures will be implemented in addition to any additional requirements identified by the 
USFWS in its Biological Opinion. 

The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that much of the route through Arizona and California is 
currently occupied desert tortoise habitat. The extensive surveys conducted along the route 
have shown that tortoises are present. Thus, the Draft EIWEIS includes a combination of 
APMs and mitigation measures that address impacts to desert tortoises. In addition to the 
mitigation measures focused on desert tortoise protection (Mitigation Measures B-7b and 
B-7c), APMs B-27 through B-32 and B-35 in Table D.2-6 will also be implemented to avoid 
and minimize impacts of the project on desert tortoises. These measures include the standard 
measures required by the USFWS and CDFG for projects in desert tortoise habitat. A qual- 
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B6-22 

B6-23 

B6-24 

B6-25 

B6-26 

ified biologist, as required by these agencies, will be responsible for conducting the surveys 
and implementing these measures. The details of the Habitat Restoration Plan will be approved 
by the responsible agencies prior to implementation of the project. Areas of temporary dis- 
turbance will be restored to habitat that can be utilized by the desert tortoise. Habitat com- 
pensation (Mitigation Measure B-7c) is required by the BLM to compensate for impacts to 
Category I1 and 111 management areas in Arizona and California (as described on Draft 
EIWEIS page D.2-131). 

The Draft EIWEIS specifically does not suggest that consultation under the ESA would act 
as the only mitigation proposed for Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard. Implementation of 
the APM identified in Table D.2-6 and Mitigation Measure B-7d provide a mechanism to reduce 
impacts to this species. The EIR/EIS also identifies that there would be permanent impacts 
to critical habitat for this species at tower location sites and that mitigation lands would 
need to be purchased unless otherwise directed by the USFWS. 

Section D.2.8.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative), on page D.2-258 identifies and provides 
mitigation addressing potential impacts to peninsular bighorn sheep, if found to be present 
in the project area. Temporary impacts to habitat for this and other species is also identified 
in Mitigation Measure B-la (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation 
Plan). 

Section D.2.8.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative), on page D.2-258 identifies and provides 
mitigation addressing potential impacts to Stephens’s kangaroo rat. Mitigation Measure B-7f 
not only calls for focused surveys but provides several mechanisms including monitoring, 
trapping, the placement of exclusion fencing, and relocation to reduce impacts to this species. 
This action would include any additional measures required by the USFWS. 

Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened and Endangered Species), on pages D.2-126 through D.2-127 
identifies and provides mitigation to avoid impacts to the razorback sucker. As the transmis- 
sion line will span.the river and no project activities would take place in the water, no 
impacts would occur to critical habitat for this species. 

The EIR/EIS has been prepared to address the impacts of the Proposed Project across a 
wide geographic area that supports a variety of plant communities and a broad assemblage 
of both sensitive and common wildlife. Construction related impacts have been fully charac- 
terized in Section D:2.6.1 (Impacts of Transmission Line Construction) and Section D.2.6.2 
(Impacts of Transmission Line Operation) of this EWEIS. The nature and expected magni- 
tude of the impacts are first described in Section D.2.5.3 (Impacts Identified) which charac- 
terizes the type and scale of each construction process and Section D.2.6.1.1 which iden- 
tifies each type of impact that may occur from implementation of the Proposed Project. Indi- 
vidual impacts to specific species have in some cases been grouped as the type of impact 
would be similar for guilds or groups that have similar life history traits or whose impact and 
mitigation could be addressed without the need to discuss in detail each of the many species 
known to occur in the project area. Therefore, the EIFUEIS does not fail to address the effects 
of the Proposed Project on those species and avoids redundancy. 

Table D.2-4 (Sensitive Plant Species with HighIModerate Potential to Occur) and D.2-10 
(Sensitive Plants with High Potential to Occur) identifies the plant species with a high potential 
to occur in the project area. These tables include Mum’s onion, San Diego ambrosia, Coa- 
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chella Valley milk-vetch, San Jacinto crownscale, Nevin’s barberry, slender horned spine 
flower, Gambrel’s watercress, and Santa Ana River wooly star. The discussion of impacts to 
these species is also identified in Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered Species) and 
Section D.2.8.1 of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative (Special Status Plant and Wildlife 
Species). Impacts to each of the wildlife species identified by the commenter have been iden- 
tified in Table D.2-11 (Sensitive Wildlife with High Potential to Occur) and have been fully 
addressed under Impact B-7 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of 
listed wildlife) commencing on page D.2-124 of the EIWEIS. 

Burrowing owls were identified at several locations along the Proposed Project alignment and 
are known to occur region wide. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9e (Conduct pre- 
construction surveys and owl relocation) provides mechanisms to reduce potential impacts 
to this species on a projectwide basis. Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project on bio- 
logical resources have been discussed in Section F.3 (Cumulative Impact Analysis of Pro- 
posed Project) in this EWEIS. 

B6-27 

B6-28 Please see Response B6-26. 

B6-29 Please refer to Responses B6-1, B6-2, and B6-5. Section D.2 (Biological Resources) discusses 
the biological setting and impacts along the project and alternative routes, including refuges, 
ACECs, habitat preserves, National Forest lands, and National Monuments. Other issue 
areas, such as visual resources (Section D.3), land use (Section D.4), and cultural resources 
(Section D.7), taken into consideration the special status of these conservation and preserve 
lands. Specifically Section D.5.2 (Wilderness and Recreation) details every Wilderness 
Area along the project route. Wilderness Areas are specifically designated by Congress, 
and are managed as a part of the National Wilderness Preservation System. The section also 
designates recreation areas, which includes any national, State, county, or city park; refuge 
or preserve; open space; cultural center or museum; campground; significant ecological 
area; area of critical environmental concern (ACEC); or a private recreational site such as 
a golf course. Sections D.5.6 and D.5.7 describe the potential wilderness and recreation impacts 
for the Devers-Harquahala and West of Devers Upgrades, respectively. Mitigation Mea- 
sures have been proposed in those sections to reduce potentially significant (Class 11) impacts 
to less than significant levels. However, significant Class I impacts would continue to occur 
within the following recreation areas: Harquahala Peak, Kofa NWR, the Chuckwalla Valley 
Dune Thicket ACEC, the Alligator Rock ACEC, and the Coachella Valley Preserve and 
Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard ACEC. Therefore, public lands of special environmental 
significance have adequately been addressed in the EIWEIS and no further discussion is 
necessary. 

B6-30 The value of the Kofa NWR is recognized by the CPUC and BLM, and acknowledged in 
several sections of the EIR/EIS. Unfortunately, the DPVl transmission line was installed 
through Kofa many years ago, as were major gas pipelines. The construction of these 
utilities created a disturbed corridor and existing access roads. Please refer to Response B1-2 
and General Response GR- 1. 

B6-3 1 Please see General Response GR- 1 concerning impacts to bighorn sheep in the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge. In addition, The EIWEIS does not indicate that impacts to bighorn sheep 
in the Kofa would remain significant without mitigation. The document clearly indicates on 
page D .2-150 (Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) that impacts would remain potentially sig- 
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nificant without the proposed mitigation measure. As identified in the EIR/EIS “These APMs 
would reduce the potential for collisions with bighorn sheep, but impacts would remain 
potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9f (Perform construction out- 
side of breeding and lambing period) would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. ,, 

B6-32 

B6-33 

B6-34 

B6-35 

The comenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. Please refer to General 
Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the proposed route was found to be environmentally 
preferable to alternatives north of Kofa. 

Existing transmission lines currently traverse the Alligator Rock ACEC, Chuckwalla DWMA, 
and the Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC. The Proposed Project would be placed in 
the same ROWS as the existing lines. Because transmission lines and their access roads 
already exist, it is unlikely that the placement of a second transmission line would seriously 
degrade or fragment habitat in these areas or result in increased usage by recreational vehicles. 

Impacts to visual resources are discussed in Sections D. 3.6 and D. 3.7 of the EWEIS. Key 
Viewpoint 12 was established on southbound Cottonwood Springs Road, just south of the 
entrance to Joshua Tree National Park (see Figure D.3-13A). Viewing to the south- 
southeast across Shavers Valley to the Orocopia Mountains and the existing DPVl line (and 
the proposed route), this location was selected to characterize the existing landscape visible 
to visitors leaving Joshua Tree National Park. The results of the visual analysis are sum- 
marized in Appendix VR- 1. A discussion of the existing visual setting for each KVP is pre- 
sented in Section D.3.2.5. Impact V-18 [Increased structure contrast and view blockage 
when viewing the Orocopia Mountains from Key Viewpoint 12 on Cottonwood Springs 
Road when exiting Joshua Tree National Park (VRM)] was considered to be a Class 111, 
less than significant impact. Figure D.3-13B presents a visual simulation of the DPV2 
transmission line adjacent and slightly to the north of the existing DPVl transmission line. 
From this viewpoint, the closest pair of structures would be approximately two miles distant. 
At this viewing distance, the structures would be barely discernible and would not attract 
the attention of viewers leaving Joshua Tree National Park. Regardless, Mitigation Measure 
V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) has been proposed to further reduce 
potential visual impacts in the Joshua Tree National Park area. 

The Potrero ACEC is described. in the biological resources EnvironmentaI Setting, Special 
Habitat Management Areas Overview, Special Status Wildlife Species, and under Impact B-7: 
(Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat, 
Class 11) and Impact B-9 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of 
individuals, or a direct loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife, Class 11) for the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative in Section D.2.8.1 of the Draft EREIS. Likewise, the Badlands are described 
in the biological resources Environmental Setting, Special Habitat Management Areas Over- 
view, and under Impact B-7: (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss 
of listed wildlife or habitat, Class J.I) for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative in Section D.2.8.1 
of the Draft EWEIS. The Western Riverside MSHCP is described in Section D.2.8.1 and 
the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat is addressed in APM B-39, which states that Stephens’ kan- 
garoo rat habitat would be avoided, where possible. Even with the implementation of these 
APMs, the impacts to these species would be considered significant (Class 11) and imple- 
mentation of Mitigation Measures B-la (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Com- 
pensation Plan) and B-7f (Conduct focused surveys for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and San 
Bernardino kangaroo rat) would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Regarding air quality, Section D.11.6.1 describes the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative Envi- 
ronmental Setting and states that this alternative route is located within the SCAB and SSAB 
(SCAQMD jurisdiction). As shown in Table D.11-3 of the Draft EIWEIS, the area (includ- 
ing the Badlands and Potrero ACEC) is in nonattainment of the all NAAQS, except NO;! and 
S02, and is in nonattainment of the PM10, PM2.5 and ozone CAAQS. As a result, Impact 
AQ-1 (Construction would generate dust and exhaust emissions) is considered to be a Class I, 
significant impact that cannot be mitigated. 

Regarding impacts to water resources, Table D.12-15 in the Draft EIWEIS lists all surface 
water crossings along the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, including Potrero Creek. Section 
D.12.9.1 describes the setting and impacts for the entire Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative route. 
Mitigation presented Section D. 12 would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

B6-36 Figures D.2-1, D.2-2, and D.2-3 identify vegetation communities and critical habitat that 
occurs in the Proposed Project area. Section D.2.1.1.1 (Vegetation Overview) identifies and 
describes that plant communities in the project area. In addition, plant communities are also 
described for each of the project segments. Critical habitat is described and mitigation pro- 
posed where project impacts would result in loss or degradation of habitat (See Section D.2.6.1.6 
(Threatened or Endangered Species, pages D.2-127 to D.2-132). 

B6-37 Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. Section D. 13 (Geology, 
Mineral Resources, and Soils), Section D. 12 (Hydrology and Water Resources), Section 
D. 1 1 (Air Quality), and Section D.3 (Visual Resources) identify impacts to soils, water 
quality, air quality, and visual resources. APM B-11 states that the Authorized Officer may 
require vegetation in certain areas to be cleared by hand tools. Scalping of top soil and 
removal of low growing vegetation will not be allowed unless authorized by the Authorized 
Officer (BLM B-5.6 .Vegetation). Section D.2.6.1.1 (Vegetation) discusses the delicate 
nature and slow recovery of desert soils and mitigation measures presented in Section D.2, 
such as Mitigation Measure B- la (Prepare and implement a Habitat RestoratiodCompensation 
Plan), would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure B-la 
would monitor the restoration for five years after mitigation site construction, or until estab- 
lished success criteria are met, to assess progress and identify potential problems with the 
restoration site. Remedial activities (e.g., additional planting, weeding, or erosion control) 
would be taken during the monitoring period if necessary to ensure the success of the resto- 
ration effort. In addition, if the mitigation fails to meet the established performance criteria 
after the five-year maintenance and monitoring period, monitoring shall extend beyond the 
five-year period until the criteria are met. These long-term monitoring requirements would 
allow time to ensure that successful revegetation and soil restoration would occur. 

Because DPV2 would be constructed adjacent to an existing 500 kV corridor (DPVl), existing 
access roads would be utilized to the maximum extent feasible. Please refer to Response 
C12-2 regarding the potential for illegal ORV use. 

B6-38 Please refer to Responses A6-3 and A6-4 regarding water quality and spill prevention. 

B6-39 The significance criteria and approach to impact assessment for air quality are discussed in 
Section D . 1 1.3. Impacts to air quality in southern California are discussed in Section D . 1 1.4.3 
(Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District) and Section D. 11.4.4 (South Coast Air Quality 
Management District). In fact, Impact AQ-1 (Construction would generate dust and exhaust 
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emissions) would be considered to be significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact in the 
SCAQMD because even with mitigation, emissions would remain above the SCAQMD daily 
significance threshold values. 

Growth inducing effects are addressed in Section G.2, including growth caused by direct 
and indirect employment and growth related to the provision of additional electric power. 
Section G.5 discusses the relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity of 
the environment. In addition, Section F (Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) presents applicable 
cumulative projects and projections, which incorporates projects related to independent sprawl 
development in the project area, such as residential, commercial , transportation, recreation, 
and industrial projects. The cumulative impact analysis for the Proposed Project for each 
issue area is included in Section F.3 and the cumulative impact analysis of the alternatives 
is included in Section F.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B6-40 

a 

B6-41 Please refer to Response B6-40. The cumulative analysis within each issue area includes a 
specific geographic scope of analysis, individual significance criteria, and a cumulative analysis 
of projects (presented in Table F-1), plans and projections (listed in Table F-2), construc- 
tion impacts, and operational impacts. Significant (Class I) cumulative visual resources impacts 
were found due to the combination of energy infrastructure projects in the 1-10 corridor that 
would create substantially greater impacts than those that would occur with the Proposed 
Project or an alternative alone. Thus, the cumulative analysis was comprehensive and ade- 
quately analyzed the cumulative impacts likely to result from past, present, and future projects 
within the geographic scope of the project. 

B6-42 The project's greenhouse gas emissions during construction will be negligible; however, as 
a fuel consumption estimate is available, the following greenhouse gas estimate has been deter- 
mined for construction: 

Equivalent COz Emissions - 0.0176 million metric tons COz' 

The greenhouse gas emissions were determined using the Climateregistry .org General Reporting 
Protocol for the amounts of diesel, gasoline and Jet A fuels estimated to be directly consumed 
by the onroad and offroad project equipment as well as the personal vehicles of the con- 
struction workers during construction. These. greenhouse emissions, emitted over a two-year 
period, would constitute approximately 1 /30000" of the equivalent COz emissions estimated 
to be generated within California alone in 2W2 (493 million metric tons3). 

To offset the construction emissions, the Cal-IS0 estimates that the project will result in an 
overall increase in generating efficiency that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions during 
the operation of the project. The reduction in natural gas use was estimated by Cal-IS0 to 
be 6 million Btu/yr. Using the Climateregistry.org Power/Utility Reporting Protocol default 
emission factors for natural gas electricity generation, this would equate to an approximate reduc- 
tion of 0.32 million metric tons of COze per year. Therefore, the annual greenhouse gas reduc- 
tion from project operation is estimated to be 18 times more than the total greenhouse gas 
increase from the project's construction. 

493 Million Metric Ton COP value is from the CEC's Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Sinks: 1990 to 2002 Update. a 
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In general, having a more robust transmission system, which would result from the con- 
struction of the project, will allow better interconnection with all power generating sources 
including renewables and newer lower greenhouse gas emitting generating technologies that 
are likely to be built in the future. 

0 
B6-4 Please refer to Response B 1-6 regarding energy efficiency and non-development alternatives, 

and Response B6-42 regarding the potential for the project to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

B6-44 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. Alternatives are discussed in 
Responses B6-1 and B6-5. 
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Comment Set B7 0 Desert Southwest Transmission Project 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Bob Mooney [Bob@PMALLC.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 1254 PM 
To: dpv2@aspeneg.com 
cc: John Kalish 
Subject: Midpoint Switching/Substation Location -- DPV2 

August 11, 2006 

CPUC/BLM 

Deser t  southwesr T ransmiss ion  P r o j e c t  ("DSWTP") has worked w i t h  s o u t h e r n  
C a l i f o r n i a  Edison t o  analyze t h e  s i t e  chosen f o r  t h e  DSWTP M i d p o i n t .  
The DSWTP M i d p o i n t  S i t e  i s  accep tab le  f o r  t h e  r e g i o n a l  needs o f  B l y t h e  
Energy, SCE and DSWTP. DSWTP encourages t h e  DPVZ F i n a l  E I S / E I R  t o  
des igna te  that 1 o c a t i  on f o r  M i d p o i n t .  

Thank you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment. 

Bob MOOney 
P r o j e c t  D i  r e c t o r  
208 890 0369 

I B7-1 
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Responses to Comment Set B7 
Desert Southwest Transmission Project 

B7- 1 The DSWTP Midpoint Substation site was fully analyzed in the Draft EIIUEIS as a com- 
ponent of the Desert Southwest Transmission Project Alternative (see Appendix 1, Section 
4.4.1). Analysis of this alternative within each issue area (Sections D.2 through D.14 was 
based on information provided in the DSWTP's Final EIR/EIS in which the revised Mid- 
point Substation was identified. Therefore, as an alternative fully analyzed in this EIR/EIS, 
the DSWTP Midpoint Substation site could be approved as a component of the DPV2 Project 
by the CPUC and BLM. As a result, the Final EWEIS (Section E.has been modified to state 
that both locations of the Midpoint Substation are equally environmentally preferable. The 
following text has been added at the end of Section E.2.1.3 (Desert Southwest Transmission 
Project A1 terna tive) . 

Midpoint Substation Location 

The DSWTP Final EIR/EIS considered a different location for the Midpoint Substation 
(herein called the Midpoint-DSW Substation), as illustrated in Figure Ap. 1-1 1 in Appen- 
dix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report). In a comment on the Draft EWEIS, the DSW pro- 
ponents asked that the CPUC and BLM consider designation of this substation location 
as an acceptable location for SCE to interconnect with the DSW transmission line from 
the Blythe power plants. 

The Midpoint-DSW Substation was fully analyzed in this EWEIS as a component of 
the DSWTP, and was found to be comparable to the Midpoint Substation location 
identified by SCE. Both sites are on BLM'land, and no signifcant environmental impacts 
would result from construction of a substation at either site. As a result, this EWEIS con- 
cludes that the two sites are comparable, and equally environmentally superiodpreferable. 

In addition, Section E.2.3 has been modified as shown below. 

E.2.3 Definition of Environmentally SuperiorlPreferred Alternative and 
Agency Preferred AI t ern at ive 

The conclusions in Sections E.2.1 and E.2.2 for various alternatives result in the fol- 
lowing environmentally superior alternatives and the BLM agency preferred alternatives: 

0 

0 

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

Proposed Project route from Harquahala Switchyard to east of Alligator Rock 

Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative to west of Alligator Rock 

Proposed Project route from west of Alligator Rock to Devers Substation 

The SCE Midpoint Substation and the Midpoint-DSW Substation are equally environ- 
mentally superiodpreferred 

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 
E-la and E-lb. 
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Section 5.2.1 of the Executive Summary has been modified as follows: 

Conclusion: The Proposed Project is preferred over the DSWTP because it would require 
less ground disturbance and construction of fewer substations. However, the Midpoint- 
DSW Substation location would have impacts that are comparable to those of the SCE 
Midpoint Substation location (no significant impacts at either site, and both sites are on 
BLM land). As a result, the two substation locations are considered to be equally envi- 
ronmentally superior/preferable. 

6-83 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set B8 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

Grand Canyon Chapter 202 E. McDowell Rd, Ste 277 0 P h o c k ,  AZ 85004 SIERRA Phone: (GO21 253-8633 Fax (802) 258-6533 Email: ~and.canyon.chapter~sierradub.or~ 

August 11,2006 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Sheet, Suite 935 
Scan Fr,ucisco, CA 94104-3002 
sent via email dpv2@,asDenee.com and facsimile (800) 886-1 888 

Dear John Kalish and Billie Blanchard: 

I am writing these comments on the Drafr Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Inipact 
Statement for the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line Project (EWEIS) on behalf of 
the Sierra Club's Grand Canyon Chapter and our more than 13,000 members in Arizona. The Sierra 
Club's purpose is to explore, enjoy and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice and promote the 
responsible use ofthe earth's ecosystems and resources: and to educate and enlist humanity to protect 
and rcstore thc quality of thc natural and human environments. Our members use and enjoy many of the 
public lands along the proposed route and the alteinate routes. Our members also have long been 
involved in protecting the habitat and the wildlife and wildlandsaIong these routes. The Sierra Club has 
a significant interest in this proposed action. Our comments focus on the project location and impacts in 
Arizona. 

The costs of this project to the environment are far too high in comparison with the benefits to the 
public, few, if any of which will be realized by the people and the lands in Arizona. In fact, the draft 
EIlUEIS makes it a11 too clear that Arizona will suffer significant environmental degradation and very 
probably incrcascd electricity rates as a rcsult of this project. 

The Devers-Palo Verdc No 2 (DPV2) transmission line will further fragment and reduce the quality and 
quantity o f  habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard alone this proposed new 
500 kV is incompatible with h mission of the refuge and should be rejected. The Proposed Project 
location in the KOFA includes prime desert big horn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The line will also 
further obstruct the natural view of the area that is pristine desert landscape and clearly negatively affect 
the wilderness values of the refuge. For this and other reasons outlined below, the Sierra Club urges 
selection of the No ProjectNo Action Alternative. 

Purpose and Need: 

We strongiy question tlie need for this power transmission line. According to the Draft Environment 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement @IREIS), ". . . the DPV2 project is primarily driven by 
the need to provide additional high-voltage electrical transmission Sastructure to enhance competition 
among energy suppliers, and increase reliability o f  supply, which will enable California utilities tu 

B8-1 

88-2 

0 

0 

0 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 0 
reduce energy costs to customers by about $1.1 billion over the life of the project.” It goes on to say that 
basically it will allow them to access low cost energy outside of California. 

Southern California Edison’s objectives include: 

o Increase California’s Transmission Import Capability 
o Enhance the Competitive Energy Market 
o Support the Energy market in the Southwest 
o Provide Increased Reliability, hisurance Value, and Operation Flexibility 

The dml‘t EWEIS makes it clear that the purpose of the Proposed Project is economic benefits to 
Southern California Hdison (SCE). These economic benefits may or may not be passed along the SCE 
customers. On page C-61, it states: 

“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.” 

Irrespective of that, this proposed transmission line has been on the books for over 15 years and 
California has gotten along just fine without the new power line. While some might point to the rolling 
blackouts in California several years ago as an example of why this is needed, it is quite clear that those 
rolling blackouts in 2001 w-ere not due to the lack of transmission, but were caused by manipulation of 
the cncrgy market ala Enron. According to the Christiun Science Monitoi-, “FERC investigators say 
Enron and other energy traders engaged in “gaming” the system in order to inflate prices. The agency 
found that Enron’s famously Byzantine strategies involved deceit and purposely false information.” 
(August 19,2002 edition) The New York Times indicated sinlilar problems, ‘In the midst of the 
California energy troubles in early 2001, when power plaits were under a federal order to deliver il full 
output of electricity, the Enron Corporation arranged to take a plant off-line on the same day that 
California was hit by rolling blackouts, according to audiotapes of company traders released here on 0 Thursday.” (February 4,2005) 

While this line may accomplish some of the objectives for California, it is certainly questionable 
whether the proposed line would benefit Arizona in any way. This line is likely to actuaIly rcsult in 
higher costs to Arizona ratepayers. For how long will there actually be excess energy in Arizona to 
export to California? Phoenix is the fifth largest city and one of the fastest growing areas in-the nation. 
It is Iikely in the near future that the metro area will consume all of the power generated in the area and 
therefore will not have any additional electrical energy to transport out of the area. Why then, is this 
line needed to bring power to California? 

Arizona Public Service Company indicates in a June 2,2006 letter to Arizona Corporation 
Commissioner Kris Mayes that the company’s load is growing at approxiinately 4% per ye& - that is 
around 300 megawalts per year. The lcttcr states, “. . . if you assume that APS, Salt River Project, and 
Tucson EIcctric Power were to acquire all of their additional needs fkom the assets around the Palo 
Verde hub, the utilities would grow into the uncommitted capacity in the 2010-201 1 timefi-ame.”’ This 
line is schedulcd to be ready sometime in 2009. Is it worth further degrading Arizona’s environment, an 
important wildlifc refuge, other public lands and increasing air emissions in Arizona so Southern 
California Edison can buy and sell this electricity only two years before Arizona utilities are at a point 
where they are likely to absorb it? 

B8-2 cont. 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

As we indicated in our scoping comments, the stated objectives could be better accomplished by 
investing in conservation, efficiency and renewables. Certainly, the negative environmental impacts 
would be fewer. We asked that this be analyzed as an alternative in the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for this project. It was not adequately analyzed and instead was only given a cursory look, 
but no real analysis. The assumptions about the impacts of conservation, eficiency and additional 
rcnewables were not well developed and the accuracy is questionable. 

According to the Natural Resources Defense Council and Environmental Defense Fund 

“California is rich in renewable resources, such as wind and solar, that offer abundant opportuniiies 
to generate clean electricity. California was an early leader in developing renewables, which now 
provide about 11% of the state’s electricity. By increasing renewable energy to 33% of our power 
mix, California can protect consumers from increasingly volatile natural gas prices and cut pollution 
ernis~ions.”~ 

This was not addressed in the drafi EWEIS. 

The draft EIREIS mentions that a No ActiodNo Build Alternative will mean there will be more focus 
on distributed generation and suggests that the visual and biological impacts fiom this could be great. 
There is no analysis or documentation to support this. Also, there is no analysis of what building the 
line will do to efforts to promote local distributed generation like clean renewable solar energy. 

Also according to NRDC, nearly half of California’s power plants are more than 30 years old. If these 
plants were repowered with new technology it could make them as much as 25% morc efficient. 
Increasing the number of plants that utilize combincd heat and power would also increase effi~iency.~ 
Clearly there are significant opportunities to meet the needs in California without this transmission line. 

Recently, Southern California Edison announced that it was not planning to continue operation o f  the 
Mohave Generating Station, a plant the company decided to close on December 31,2005 because SCE 
had not installed adequate pollution-control equipment. With that decision, doesn’t it mean thcre is 
some additional capacity on the lines coming to California from southern Nevada? 

Altenidives: 

The Council on Environmental Quality’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations 
require that the alternatives section rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated fiom detailed study, briefly discuss the reason 
for their having been eliminated. While an agency is not required to consider every possible alternative, 
it must consider reasonable alternatives “iiccessary to permit a reasoned choice.! Headwaters, Inc. v. 
Bureau of Land Manaperncnt, 914 F.2d 1174, 1180-8 1 (9th Cir. 1990). 

There are reasonable alternatives to this line that have not been adequately considered, rigorously 
explorcd or objectively evaluated. California can help meet its cncrgy needs and provide more stability 
for their energy supplies by focusing on energy efficiency and conservation programs. These are the 
least costly and most reliable ways to reduce demand. California can also consider additional 
investments in environmentally-fi-iendl y, renewable, and susizzinable energy sources such as solar and 
wind. 

88-3 cont. 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 0 

“. . .CEQA Guidelincs rcquire considering of alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing 
significant environmental effects even though they may “impede to some degree the attainment of 
project objectives or would be more costly” (CEQA Guidelines Section 16126.6(b))” 

Energy efficiency and clean rcnewable energy technologies are cheaper and better solutions than 
investing in more fossil fuel plants and long transmission lines. A recent study from UC Berlceley 
demonstrated lhat investment in renewable energy and energy efficiency creates more jobs than does 
investment in fossil fuel generation? 

On Tuesday, Dec. 13,2005 the California Public Utilities Conlmission (PUC) unveiled its version of the 
Million Solar Roofs program, called the California Solar Initiative. (See 
http;//u~w.c~uc.ca.~o~/PUB1,1SII[ED/C0MMENT DECISION/5 1 992.hta-i) The initiative proposes an 
11-year, $3.2 billion incentive program to install 3,000 megawatts of solar on a million homes, 
businesses, farms, schools and municipal buildings. This program and a future expansion of it could 
also help meet the needs of consumers in California 

According to the US. Department of Energy, our total solar electricity generation capacity in the2J.S. is 
approximately 1 million megawatts5. Wind can and must also be an important part of the nlix. In 
reviewing wind maps, therc arc many places in California that are ideal for generating electricity from 
wind. This technology is currently providing reliable electricity at costs competitive (4-6 ccnts per 
kWh) with traditional energy generation throughout the U.S.G Countries rike Denmark already generate 
20% of their electricity fiom wind? 

The draft EIWEIS failed to adequately addrcss these alternatives. Furthermore, it did not adequately 
address efficiency and conservation coupled with distributed solar generation. This would reduce the 
need for additional transmission lines, The EDUEIS instead asserts that additional transmission lines 
will be needed for these alternatives and that the environmental impact will be. 

On page ES-3 1, it states: 0 
“These technologies also would cause environmental impacts and have feasibility problems. Use of 
renewable generation technologies would avoid thc specific impacts associated with the construction 
and operation of the proposed DPV2 project, but new transmission would still be required from the . 
renewable generation locations, creating impacts similar to those of the Proposed Project, which is . 

proposed to transmit power fkom an already existing generation source.” 

It is unclear how long the Proposed Project would be transmitting power from an existing generation 
source. APS has indicated its plans to expand Palo Verde Nuclear Generating station and at the rate 
Arizona is growing, it is clear that the excess power will be used in no time.’ As stated previously, 
distribuled solar generation coupled with efficiency and conservation can reduce or elhiinate the need 
for additional transniission lines. 

The Council on Environmental Quality guidance indicates that a Record of Decision for an EIS must 
specify which alternative is “environmentally preferable.” This guidance goes on to state that 
“Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical 
environment; it also means the alternative which best protccts, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, 
and natural resources.” 

. 

- 

On page E-1 5 of the drafl EWEIS it concludes: 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

‘Therefore, because the No Projcct Alternative could also require construction of transmission lines 
with inipacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of generation 
sources, thc No Project Alternative is not found to be superior to thc Environmentally Superior 
Alternative as defined in Section E.2.3 [of the BE] above.” 

This assertion makes a great and unsubstantiated leap. The identification of the EnviromentaIIy 
Preferable Alternative rests on speculation and general assumptions that are not a legitimate part of the 
No Action/” Project Alternative. It is not a given that there will be additional lines in more sensitive 
arcas if this project does not move forward. On page C-65 of the draft EIWEIS, it states: 

“Without alternative plans or sponsors for alternate facilities, it would be speculative to aSsume that 
any spccific transmission or generation proj ccts arc foreseeable undcr the No Project Alternativc.” 

We agree. flow can the draft EIR/ETS then assume that the No Project Altei-native would be more 
harmful to the environment? The No Action/No Project Alternative is clearly the alternative which best 
protects the environment. It should bc identified as the Environmentally Preferable Alternative as 
indicated by the CEQ. 

The draft E W I S  fails to adequately consider placing the power line underground. This discussion was 
cursory, at best. There is no real analysis of the relative environniental impacts nor an analysis or 
discussion of placing an underground segment through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. Burying 
this line and the existing line would reduce the visual impacts, the noise impact, and over time, the on 
the ground impact. The short-term construction impacts would likely be greater, as the draft EIR/EIS 
indicates, but that docs not mcan the long-tcrm impacts will be as great. 

The Proposed Project routc is not an cnvironmcntally fkiendly route, but the alternative routes would 
cause enormous damage as well. The proposed routes destroy pristine desert views, cross critical desert 
habitat, go through populated areas, and would destroy desert environments. That is just another reason 
to question the need for this project. 

Environmental Impacts: 

Tile Proposed Project is inconrpatib&e wifh tke KOFA NaiionaI Wildliye Refuge: The Proposed Project 
route for this transmission line would cut through the KOFA NationaI Wildlife Kefuge. The KOFA 
(after King of Arizona Mine) National Wildlife Refuge was created in 1939 and contains 665,400 acres 
of desert habitat. The KOFA Wilderness area was created in 1990, after the first line was installed, and 
is approximately 5 16,300 acres in size. While there was a clause in the Desert Wilderness Act that 
excluded a right-of-way for the second line to cross the KOFA Wilderness, the Sierra Club has always 
considercd this incompatible with the wilderness and with the refuge. “The mission of the National 
Wildlife Refige System is to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management and where appropriatc, rcstoration of thc fish, wildlife and plant resources and their 
htlbitats with the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.”’ Under 
no circumstances is this transmission line compatible with that mission. 

B8.7 cont. 
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the KOFA National WiIdlife Refi~gc. By that standard alone the proposed new 500 kV is incompatible 
The DPV2 transmission line would further f t apen t  and reducc the quality and quantity of habitats on 

with the mission of the refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert big horn sheep 
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Comment Set 98, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 0 
and desert tortoise habitat. The line will also obstruct the natural view of thc area which is pristine 
desert landscape. 

The KOFA National Wildlife Refuge is especially important desert tortoise habitat because it is 
contiguous with the Yuma Proving Ground and together they provide a larger protected habitat for 
Sonoran desert tortoise. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, by the measured right- 
of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, however, additional land will be 
affected as construction vehicles travel along the first line’s ROW and then across to the new ROW or 
completely out of the limits. This wide corridor, 560 feet wide, (130 + 300 f 130) could eliminate the 
necessary ground cover or protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making B boundary to 
liniit their domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. This proposal would also open up 
thc area to more invasive non-native plant spccies via the soil disturbance, increased traffic, etc. 

Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for tlie pouring of the 
concrete footings and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. 
Additional impacts would includc establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed areas and the 
increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

The Proposed Project would clearly violate the Kofa Natioiuzl Wildlge Refuge d Wilderness and New 
Water Mountains WXderness Inferugency Maugement Plan,” as indicated on Table D.3-6 on page D.3- 
39 of the drdft EIRiEIS. It states: 

‘The Proposed Project would result in the placement of new structures within the Rekge, which 
would adversely affect views from Crystal Hill Road and Pipeline Road. The ncw structures would 
cause a noticeable increase in the structure prominence and industrial character and would result in a 
moderate-to-high dcgree of additional view bIockage of the background Livingston Hills. The 
construction of new or use of existing access and spur roads may also result in increased land 
scarring. Therefore, the project would not be consistent with lhe objective of maintaining or 
enhancing the wilderness values of naturalness by minimizing visual impacts of development.” 

B8-10 CM~. 
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The draft EIRlEIS neglects to include the same plan in its Table 5-3 on pp. D.5-22 to D.5-24, where 
consistency with wilderness and recreation plans and policies are assessed. This is a significant 
oversight. 

Overall, thc draft ElTUEIS makes it clear that the Proposed Project is in no way compatible with the 
Rcfuge and the impacts to visual resources and wildlife are significant and are not mitigable impacts. 
The negative impacts to wildlife in this wildlife refuge whose main purpose is the conservation, 
management, and restoration of wildlife cannot be mitigated. 

The Proposed Project would negutively uffeeci Air Quulify in Arizona: Page ES-22 and ES-23 
acknowlcdge thtat there will be increased emissions for Arizona under every alternative except the No 
Project Alternative. It states: 

“Reducing generation from older and less cfficient power plants in California and increasing 
generation from higher-efficicncy power p,lants outside of California would provide an air emission 
dccrease in California, but an emissions increase in Arizona. Under the No Project Alternative, 
these power supply changes and emission benefits would not occur.” 
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Comment Set 98, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

On page D. 11-38 it states: 

“The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) forecasts that emissions from power plants 
would increase in Arizona and decrease in California with implementation of the Proposed h j e c t  
(CAISO 2005).” 

The draft EIIUEIS illustrates the environmcntal downside of this proposcd project for Arizona in several 
ways. On page A-9 it discusses the power plant construction boom. It states: 

“Merchant power plant developers have been attracted to Arizona by the availability of natural gas 
inhstructure, the low cost of land, and a favorable regulatory environment.” 

On page A-13, the drafi EIR/EIS makes it clear that the lower regulatory standards in Arizona make it 
attractive as an energy colony for California. It states: 

“Because the southwest has less expensive permitting, land, emission-offset, and labor expenses, the 
CAISO estimated the fixed costs of a new combined-cycle plant to be about 13 percent less in 
hrizona than in California.” 

It goes on to say that operation costs are expected to be about 10 percent lower than in California due to 
lower natural gas costs. The drafl EIlUEIS does not indicate that due to tlie volatility and higher gas 
prices, several utilities in Arizona are looking at coal and even expanded nuclear generation.’’ 

While the drdl EREIS  discusses the increase in air emissions for Arizona and estimates that nitrogen 
oxides would increase by 200 tons, it does not adequately address the increased air emissions or other 
environmental impacts if the additional generation were to come iioni new coal or nuclear. Traditional 
coal-fired powcr plants have significantly morc emissions than gas-fired plants. Increased nuclear 
generation comes with another set of environmental 

The draft E r R m S  fails to adequatdy address the indirect impacts of the Proposed Project on Arizona 
water: No where does the draft EIWEIS discuss the increased use of water for the operation of any of 
the power plants that will be neccssary if this line is built and what that additional generation will do to 
water supplies for the state of Arizona. Most of the merchant gas-fired power plants in Arizona have 
been built outside of Activc Management Areas where controls on groundwater pimping are non- 
existent Older gas-fired power plants using a once through wet-cooling system use about 20 gallons per 
kilowatt-hour, 50 galIons per kilowatt-hour for fossil fuel, and 60 gallons per kilowatt-hour for 
nuclear.” According to California Energy Commission, a 500 h4W thermal combined c cle gas-fired 
power plant in California may consume &om 2,000 to 4,000 acre-feet o f  water per year? The 
Commission indicates that the use of dry cooling reduces the annual plant water requirenients by about 
2,000 to 2,500 acre-feet per year, depending on the climate at tbe plant location. 

Water has been an issue in the siting of several power plants that have come before tlie Arizona 
Corporation Commission including two that were denied approval of their Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility- the Big Sandy, a 720 Megawatt gas-fired plant, and the Toltec, an 1,800 Megawatt gas- 
hred plant. Toltec would have used about 10,000 acre-feet of water per year and the Big Sandy would 
have used about 5,267 acre-feet each year. Based on the draft EJR/EIS, additional transmission will 
create the need for generating more electricity which will use more water. Failure to address this in this 
draft is a major oversight. 

7 

0 
B8-13 contl 

B8-14 

0 

0 
Final EIR/EIS B-90 October 2006 



I Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set 88, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

The efivironmerrial impacts iircluding the curnulutivo impacts of fhe Proposed Project are signijkant 
arid unmitigahle: The draft E W I S  downplays thc negative effects of a second power transmission h e  
by asserting that environniental quality has already been degraded by the first power line. While there is 
no mistaking that there have been negative impacts €?om Devers 1, the draft EIEUEIS makes is clear that 
the second power line will contribute to significant degradation orthe environment. On page F-45, it 
states: 

“The DPVl transmission line was constructed across or adjacent to recreation areas in La Paz and 
Maricopa Counties in Arizona, and Riverside County in California, including the Kofa NWR, 
Chuchwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC, Alligator Rock ACEC, and the Coachella Valley Preserve 
and Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard ACEC. Adding the Proposed Project to this existing 
corridor would intensify the industrial development that crosses these recreational resources. Any 
additional projects that may traverse these recreational areas (see Table F-1) would further increase 
the industrial development and further reduce the undeveloped, natural landscape of the recreational 
areas. As significant impacts have already occurred to the character and recreational value of the 
recreation areas located along the DPVl line (BLM, 1979), operation or  the Proposed Project, alone 
or in conjunction with other Proposed Projects, would contribute to a significant, cumulative effect 
to established recreation meas (Class I).” 

Visual Resources 
According to the draR EIR/EIS, the negative visual impacts in the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge 
would he significant and unmitigablc (page ES-38). It statcs: 

“Of the I 4  key viewpoints that were established along this route segment, two wodd be exposed to 
significant unmitigable visual changes. These significant impacts would occur in KOFA National 
Wildlife Refuge and at Alligator Rock ACEC.’* 

Negative visual changes in the I-Iarquahala Mountains where a lelecommunications site would be 
constructed for the project, would also be significant and unmitigable (See Table D.3-9 on page D.3-58). 
The proposed structure is inconsistent with the Bureau of Land Management’s VRM Class Il 
management objective outside the adjacent wilderness area and inconsistent with the VRM Class I 
management objective when the telecommunications site is viewed fiom Within the Wilderness. 

Wilderness and Recreation 
Wilderness and recreational impacts on the KQFA National Wildlife Refuge would be significant and 
could not be mitigated. (See page ES-38, ES-42) Adding additional industrial features to the landscape 
is a significant adverse visual change, as the draft EIREIS states. The project would change the 
character of the KOFA and significantly dimirlish its recreational value as well. On page D.5-28 of the 
draft EWEIS, it states: 

“Development and operation of the project would change the c h c t e r  of the Kofa NWR and 
significantly diminish its recreational value. Impacts to the Kofa NWR would be significant and 
unmitigable (Class I). No mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce the industrial 
development of the Proposed Project across the Kofa NWR.” 

The draft ElR/E?IS does not adcquately address the significant negative impacts to the adjacent 
wilderness areas in thc KOFA. There is a significant negative impact to the visual resources Grom the 
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wilderness, plus there will be noise issues both during and after construction. MI of this is inconsistent 
with wilderness and the opportunity for solitude it providcs. 

Recreation would also be affected in the KOFA as welt as along the Harqualiala to KOFA segment to 
the east as wcll. On page D.5-26, it states: 

“Overall, hoposed Project operation would significantly change the character of recreational 
resources along the Harquahala to Kofa NWR segment or diminish their recreational value, resulting 
in a significant and unavoidable impact (Class I).” 

There would also be significant and mi t igable  impacts to thc recreation and wilderness in the 
Harqualiala Mountains (page D.5-20, D.5-26). On page D.5-26 of the draft EEUEIS, it states: 

“Implementation of the telecommunications facility resulting from operation of the Proposed Project 
would permanently diminish the chcacter of Harquahalo Peak and the Harqudda Mountains WA.” 

An alternative site to the I-hquahala Mountains for the telecommunications site should have been 
considered. 

Cultural Resources 
As indicated on page D.7-40 of the draft EWEIS, lhe negative impacts to the Smithsonian Institution 
Observatory in thc Harquahala Mountains, where the telecommunications equipment site would be 
constructed would also be “significant and unavoidable (Class I).’’ Because the other cultural resources 
along the route nre.not that well documented, it is very likely that there are significant and uruliitigable 
impacts to these ai well. 

Noise 
The corona noisc would bc a significant and umitigable impact on the KOFA. As the draft EWEIS 
points out, there will be a two decibel increase in the noise on the KOFA. A one decibel increase is 
noticeable by the average person, so clearly this increase in noise on the KOFA will be beyond 
noticeabIe. 

The draft EWEIS docs not udequately examine the negative impacts to wzYdlife: W e  are concerned 
that the biological reconnaissance surveys were conducted in the Arizona portion of the proposcd DPV2 
route on October 6, 7, 12, 13,25, and 27. There were no surveys conducted during different times of the 
ycar when certain types of buds, desert tortoises, and other animals might be more active and more 
readily observed. 

Desert Tortoises 
The Sonoran Deserl population of desert tortoises (Gophem agassizii) is not listed as threatened or 
endangered, but thcrc is every indication that its numbers are dwindling. Habitat fkgmentation, disease, 
cxotic plant species and the associated fixes, illegal collection, and off-road vchicles, aniong other issues, 
threaten these animals. Because of the declining populations, it is critical that we protect these animals 
in placcs like wildlife refuges including the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. 

According to the National Park Scrvice: 

“There has been a substantial decrease in percnnial grases, shrubs, and native annuals and an 
increase in exotic annuals such as red brome (Brornus rubens). These vegetational changes can be 
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detrimental to desert tortoises for a number of reasons. First, they require perennial shrubs for cover 
from the intense solar radiation in the desert. Second, perennial grasses are iniportant secondary 
food sources for the desert tortoise in many areas. Third, recurrent fires and competition from exotic 
annuals may reduce the abundancc and diversity of native forbs which are the major food source of 
the desert tortoise. There is some controversy over the role that introduced exotics play in the desert 
tortoise diet suggesting that further research is needed.”’5 

Habitat ftagnenttsltion is also a major factor in tortoise decline. Each tortoise requires about 1.5 square 
miles of habitat over its lifetime and male tortoises may require even more. Torloise habitat area needs 
are greater in drought years, which Arizona has been experiencing for lhe past several years. This 
Proposed Project is likely to further fragment habitat for the tortoises, especially within the KOFA 
National Wildlife Refuge, a place that is set aside for wildlife. 

Desert lortoises are primarily active during and around rainfall events, including Arizona’s summer 
monsoons. They lzy their eggs in June and July.’6 Guidelines indicate that surveys for the tortoises 
should be done during those periods. According to the Arizona Game and Fish Department: 

“Surveys will be most productive durin tortoise activity periods, primarily during the summer 
monsoon season but also in the spring.” s 

The biological reconnaissance surveys were not done during the primary activity periods for these 
animals, so it is very likely that there numbers and the impact of this project on them have been 
underestimated in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Desei? Bighorn Sheep 
The draft EIR/EIS fails to adequately evaluate the negative impacts of the Proposed Project mute on 
desert bighorn sheep (&is Canadensis nelsoni). While the overall population of desert bighorn sheep 
has increased since 1960, there numbers are still relatively small. Desert bighorn shecp are listed as a 
subspecies of concern in North America’’ and should have had some additional consideration in the 
document. We saw no discussion or analysis regarding h e  impacts DPV2 will have on the movement 
and migration of desert bighorn sheep. We know that these animals travel between mountain ranges and 
that roads fragment their habitat and create bamers for movement. Will a second line and the associated 

0 
infrastructurelimit the movement of these animals? 

The dra3 EIWEIS fairs to adequately examiire ilie cumulative impacts of the Proposed Projeci: The 
cumulate impacts analysis focuses almost entirely on future projects and fails to adequately address the 
impacts of past projects, including Devers 1. The draft EIWElS appears to downplay the impacts of thc 
first line, cspecially in conjunction with this additional line. Per 40 CFR 5 1508.7, a cumulative impact 
is the inipact on the environment which results fiom incremental impact of the  action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions rcgardless of what agency (federal or non- 
federal) or person undertakes such other actions.” 

Mitipation: 

The draft EIWEIS fails to adequately analyze the proposed mitigation measures for viability. The 
mitigation measures arc listed or referenced, but no where is there any information backing up their 
viabiIity or effectiveness. Many of the measures were culled from the Devers 1 line mitigation, but we 
see no analysis ofthc effectiveness of these previous mitigation measures. The proposal to move desert 
iortoiscs is one example. Moving tortoises from one area to another can help spread disease, plus places 
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significant stress on the animals. Desert tortoises lose water at a very slow rate and can survive for up to 
a year without access to frcc watcr. when tortoiscs are under stress, however, they expel the contents of 
their bladders. This stress can lead to dehydration and eventual death. 

While in captivity, diseases can be transmitted between tortoises. Tortoises released back into the wild 
risk spreading disease through the wild population. The Arizona Game and Fish Department indicate 
that tortoises should be moved within 48 hours in advancc of the habitat disturbance, so they don't 
return to the burrow in tlie disturbed area and that they can only be moved up to two miles. 
Furthemiore, they advise that tortoises that will be removed during a period of longer than one week will 
be placed in desert tortoise adoption programs.'v It is highly unlikely that the construction in an area 
would be less than one week. The mitigation for tortoiscs is not viable. 

Tortoises tend to use the samc bunows over and over and "exhibit strong site tenacity."'' Furthermore, 
translocating reptiles in general results in high mortality and as they tend not to do well in unfamiliar 
territory.zt Some studies indicate that translocation of reptiles like rattlesnakes and Gila monstcrs also 
result in high mortality rates. 

Moving other species can also have high mortdity rates including for both plants and animals. Again, 
the discussion and analysis of this in the drafi EEUEIS is inadequate. 

No mitigation was proposed for the increase in air cmissions or the increase in water use related to the 
operation ofthe merchant powcr plants and the likely additional power plants. 

Su mmn w: 

The Proposed Project will have significant and unmitigablc impacts to many of the public lands it 
crosses, especially the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. It is clear that the DPV2 is incompatible with 
the Refuge and its mission. The Proposed Project is unlikely to providc any rcal benefits to Arizona and 
could very likely result in increased electricity rates, not to mention an increase in air emissions and an 
increased use of groundwater. This draft EIJUEIS fails to adequatcly analyze some of the significant 
ncgativc impacts, including those on groundwater quantities. It also does not adequately analyze the 
alternatives including thc No ActiodNo Project Alternative. It is clear that the only environmentalIy 
friendly altcrnative and the Environnientally Preferable Alternative is the No Action/No Project 
Alternative. It is also the only alternative which adequately protects the wildlife refuge and is consistent 
With its mission. The costs to the cnvkonment of the DPV2 are just too peat in cornparkon with any 
benefits. We luge that the Proposed Project be rejected and the No Action Alternative be selected. 

Thank you for considering our comments. Please keep us informed on this project. 

Sincerely, 

68.24 cont. 

68-25 I 

Sandy Bahr 
Conservation Outreach Director 
Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter 
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Grand Canyon Chapter 202 E. McDowell Rd, Ste 277 0 Ph enix, AZ 85004 SIEW Phone: (602) 253-8633 Fax: (602) 258-6533 Email: grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org 

CLUB 
FOUNDED 1832 

August 25,2006 

CPUCBLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 104-3002 
Sent via email dpv2~,aspeneg.com and facsimile (800) 886-1 888 

Dear John Kalish and Billie Blanchard: 

I am writing this letter on the Drafi Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line Project (EIFUEIS) on behalf of the Sierra 
Club’s Grand Canyon Chapter and our more than 13,000 members in Arizona. While we understand the 
comment deadline is passed, we would like to submit this letter to correct a misstatement in our earlier 
comments, On page 5 of our comments, dated August 11,2006, under “Environmental Impacts: The 
Proposed Project ir incompatible with the KOFA National Wildlge Refuge,” we stated, “While there 
was a clause in the Desert Wilderness Act that excluded a right-of-way for the second line to cross the 
KOFA Wilderness, the Sierra Club has always considered this incompatible with the wilderness and 
with the refuge.” This was not technically accurate. It should have read, “While the wilderness 
boundary was drawn around the right-of-way and was large enough to accommodate a second line, the 
Sierra Club has always considered this incompatible with the wilderness and with the refuge.” There 
was no clause in the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act. 

We apologize for any confusion on this matter. Please take this into consideration when reviewing ow 
comments. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

4 
SandyBahr . 
Conservation Outreach Director 
Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter 
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Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

B8- 1 

B8-2 

B8-3 

B8-4 

The commenter’s support for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-2. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of the benefits to Arizona. Arizona 
electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comment regarding 
increased electricity rates in Arizona is not within the scope of the environmental review 
under NEPA or CEQA. 

Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from 
the project and why SCE states that the DPV2 project is needed. Also refer to Response B1-5. 

Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. Also refer to Response 
B1-6 for a discussion of conservation, efficiency, and renewables. 

Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewables and B3-5 for a discussion of 
the No Project/Action scenario. Section 4.5.1 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIWEIS (see also 
Sections C.5.5.1 and ES.2.3.4) discusses the New Conventional Generation Alternative. The 
specific configuration of new generation would vary depending on a number of factors that 
cannot be defined with certainty (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. In the Draft EWEIS it was 
assumed that SCE would need to take an integrated approach to procure 1,200 MW of 
power for its customers before 2009 under this alternative. For the New Conventional Gen- 
eration Alternative, it is assumed that the most likely method of providing new power gene- 
ration 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. However, the New Conventional Generation Alternative 
would not satisfy the following project objectives: adding transmission import capability into 
California and providing access to low cost energy, providing additional transmission 
infrastructure, and improving the reliability and flexibility of the region’s transmission 
system. In addition, the long-term operational environmental impacts of power plants (Le., air 
emissions, water usage) can be balanced against the impacts of long transmission lines. There- 
fore, it was eliminated from full consideration in the EWEIS. 

This is an environmental document and it does not make a decision on need. The CPUC and 
BLM, in making final decisions on the DPV2 Project, will consider the need for the project 
in their decisionmaking. 

Regarding the announced closure of the Mohave Generating Station (GS), electricity from 
Mohave GS and Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS) both come through the 
West of River paths. Electricity from Mohave GS uses the northern half of the path and the 
PVNGS power uses the southern. As a result, the closure of Mohave might leave one line 
underutilized (from the Las Vegas area to the Los Angeles area) the power would still need 
to get from Phoenix (Le., PVNGS) to Las Vegas (Le., Mohave) to Los Angeles and sub- 
stantial upgrades between Palo Verde and Mohave would be needed. 
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B8-5 

B8-6 

B8-7 

B8-8 

Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of conservation, efficiency, and renewables and 
B6-5 for a discussion of the range of alternatives considered. 

The DPV2 project would not take power only from the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating 
Station, but from that generator and the many other gas-fired generators in the Palo Verde 
area (see EIIUEIS Table A-3). Also, it appears that while APS may be considering expansion 
of PVNGS to add new generating units, no decision to do this has been made, and a lengthy 
regulatory process would be required.’ Please refer to General Response GR-3. See also 
Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewables, including solar technologies. 

Please refer to Response B3-5 for a discussion of the No Project/Action scenario. In addi- 
tion, the No Project/No Action Alternative is presented in Section C.6, as required under 
both CEQA and NEPA, and is analyzed by each issue area section. This alternative is also 
presented in Executive Summary Section ES.4 and is compared to the Environmentally 
Superior/Preferred Alternative in Section E.3 and Executive Summary Section ES.5. Because 
the No Project/No Action Alternative would likely require construction of transmission 
lines with impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of 
generation sources, it was found not to be superior to the Proposed Project (Environmen- 
tally SuperiodPreferred Alternative). 

An underground alternative for the entire route or for shorter segments is analyzed in Sec- 
tion 4.4.3 of Appendix 1 of the EWEIS (see also Appendix 1, Section C.5.4.2). Please refer 
also to Response A18-70. The Underground Alternative would meet the project objectives 
and three of the four technologies would be feasible. If a short underground segment were 
considered (e.g., to avoid a specific high impact area), these technologies may not be cost 
prohibitive to construct. However, all underground construction of transmission lines requires 
a continuous trench in which to install duct banks that would carry the electrical cables. 
This amount of trenching would create significant impacts to soils/erosion, cultural resources, 
biological resources as well as a longer construction time and the need for large transition 
structures. Underground 500 kV lines also require cooling for the conductors, which would 
be either a circulating fluid or a gas. Both technologies require numerous pumping stations 
and underground vaults, creating additional disturbance. In high value habitat like the Kofa 
NWR, the extent of this ground disturbance would result in significant impacts to vegetation 
and to wildlife, as well as greater visual impacts from the resulting land scarring. 

Operational impacts would also be greater associated with maintenance and access to the buried 
l ies ,  And repair times would be much longer. With the exception of permanent visual resource 
impacts that would be eliminated, underground construction would cause much greater im- 
pacts to most issue areas than the Proposed Project. Therefore, given the potential for increased 
significant environmental impacts associated with the construction, operation and maintenance 
of an underground 500 kV transmission line, the unproven reliability for long-distance 
underground 500 kV transmission lines, the reliability concerns associated with the steep 
slopes, and the high cost of these technologies, undergrounding the transmission line was 
eliminated from full analysis in the EIR/EIS during the alternative screening phase. 

The comment also suggests that moving the existing 500 kV line underground be considered. 
The specific technical concerns related to this action are addressed in the previous paragraphs 
and the environmental impacts associated with the removal of the existing lines and construc- 

’ http: //www . shundahai. org/5- 18-06AZRepub_APS-Weighs-Expanding_Palo_Verde-by-2-U~~. htm 
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tion of a second new 500 kV would be far greater than the impacts of the Proposed Project. 
In addition, the existing DPVl transmission line is considered part of the environmental 
baseline, and as such, changes to that line could not be imposed in this EIWEIS addressing 
only the proposed DPV2 project. Furthermore, the NEPA analysis is properly limited to 
impacts associated with the proposed action and is not required to analyze the impacts of 
changes to existing facilities that are not part of the proposed action. Therefore, impacts of 
the Proposed Project do not include the effects of activities already occurring or facilities 
already in existence, such as the DPVl line. In the case of the DPV2 EIWEIS, the analysis 
of the effects of the Proposed Project is properly limited to impacts associated with the 
installation of the new 500 kV line. 

e 

Appropriate alternatives must be limited to those that could avoid or lessen the effects of 
the DPV2 500 kV transmission line. NEPA does not permit the lead agency to try to “fix” 
or improve the existing environmental setting unrelated to the project - here, the existing 
DPVl 500 kV line - using a proposed change to the environment as a hook. Accordingly, 
undergrounding the DPVl line, which is existing and independent of the Proposed Project, 
in a new alignment in conjunction with DPV2 is not permissible under NEPA. 

As a related point, NEPA specifies that in order for a mitigation measure (and by inference, 
an alternative) to be feasible, it must meet relevant constitutional standards. Such standards 
include a requirement that there be an essential connection or relationship between an 
alternative and a legitimate lead agency interest dealing with the Proposed Project. Again, 
since the impacts of the Proposed Project stem solely from construction of a new DPV2 500 
kV line, and not from the existing DPVl 500 kV line, relocation of the existing 500 kV line 
to a wholly new overhead or underground alignment or removal of the 500 kV line cannot 
reasonably be considered in the NEPA document. 

Please refer to Response B1-2. B8-9 
e 

B8-10 

B8-11 

Please refer to Response B1-2 and B3-18. 

Please refer to Response B1-3 and B1-4. 

B8-12 As stated in the Draft EWEIS, both the proposed and north of Kofa NWR alternative 
routes would create significant and unmitigable impacts to visual and recreational resources 
in the area in and around Kofa NWR. The commenter is correct that Section D.3.6.2 states 
that Impact V-7 @creased visual contrast, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from 
Key Viewpoint 4 on Crystal Hill Road in Kofa NWR (VS-VC)] would be significant and 
unmitigable (Class I), and Section D.5.6.2 states that Impact WR-2 (Operation would change 
the character of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value) in Kofa 
NWR would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) for the Proposed Project. 

Appendix 2 of the Draft EWEIS provides a preliminary or screening evaluation of federal, 
State, and local government policies that are applicable to the Proposed Project and alter- 
natives. This appendix serves as a tool for focusing the technical sections of the EIWEIS on 
relevant policies, and only those policies that warrant further consideration are addressed in 
the individual issue area sections (see Introduction and Purpose, page Ap.2-1). A summary 
of the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge & Wilderness and New Water Mountains Wilderness 
Interagency Management Plan and Environmental Assessment is included in Appendix 2, 
Section 2.4.5. As described in Section 2.4.5 (page Ap.2-16), this Plan does not provide 
specific policies for the development of utility corridors. Therefore, the development of 
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utility corridors would not trigger a policy inconsistency related to Wilderness and Recre- 
ation. However, the Plan includes a measure that pertains to visual resources, which is applic- 
able to the construction and operation of the Proposed Project. This measure was carried 
forward for further analysis in Section D.3 (Visual Resources). See Table D.3-6 for a 
discussion of the applicable measure from the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge & Wilderness 
and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Plan. 

B8-13 

B8-14 

B8-15 

B8-16 

B8- 17 

B8- 18 

B8-19 

Air quality impacts for the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line are addressed in 
D. 11.4 and specifically the Maricopa County Air Quality Department and the Air Quality 
Division of Arizona Department of Environmental Quality jurisdictional impacts are dis- 
cussed in Section D. 11.4.1 and Section D. 11.4.2, respectively. 

Please refer to Response B8-4 for a discussion of the New Conventional Generation Alter- 
native, which could include coal or nuclear power. See also Response C13-3 regarding nuclear 
power in California. 

Increased use of water or air emissions for operation of power plants in Arizona would be 
independent of the Proposed Project, because the DPV2 project is proposed to utilize 
existing, and fully permitted generation sources. Because the project would purchase power 
from existing sources, increased use of water for operation or air emissions is not expected 
to occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 

In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed 
with DPV2 adjacent to DPVl, is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers 
to wildlife movement, and additional visual impacts that typically result from multiple trans- 
mission line corridors. However, impacts related to the line are addressed in Sections D.2 
through D. 14 and are as stated by the commenter regarding cumulative impacts. 

The commenter's statement about visual resources is as it is stated in the Draft EIIUEIS. 
Please refer to Response B5-6 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

The visual, recreation, noise impacts in Kofa NWR, along the Harquahala to Kofa NWR seg- 
ment, and in the Harquahala Mountains written by the commenter correctly state the con- 
clusions in the Draft EWEIS. Please refer to response B5-6. 

Please refer to Response B5-6 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. Cultural surveys 
were performed along the entire route and the results are included in the environmental 
setting in Sections D.7.2 (Devers-Harquahala) and D.7.3 (West of Devers). Due to laws 
designed to protect the resources, the exact locations of'the resources are not disclosed in 
this EIIUEIS; only registered archaeologists have access to this information. 

As discussed in Section D.8.6.2, Impact N-2 (Permanent noise levels along the ROW 
would increase due to corona noise from operation of the transmission lines), operation of 
the transmission line would create increased noise (up to 65.7 Ldn during wet weather and 
heavy line loads) at the edge of the ROW. Although there are no ambient noise policies that 
apply directly to the wildlife refuge, the U.S. EPA generally sets 55 Ldn as a maximum 
target level for sensitive outdoor areas (see Table D.8-9). The existing conditions in the 
immediate vicinity of the line exceed this level, and the commenter is correct that the proj- 
ect would exacerbate the effect during the occasional wet weather and heavy line load condi- 
tions. The Proposed Project would not cause any new violation of local noise standards because 
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while the U.S. EPA-recommended level of 55 Ldn is an example a protective level, it has 
not been specifically adopted for the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. The corona noise from 
the proposed line would occur in an existing transmission corridor that already creates noise 
above the U.S. EPA target levels in the existing conditions, and the increased noise would 
remain in the immediate vicinity of the corridor. The Proposed Project would not cause a 
substantial (more than five dBA) change compared to existing conditions. As such, corona 
noise impacts in the Kofa NWR were found to be adverse but less than significant (Class 111) 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B8-20 

B8-2 

B8-22 

B8-24 

Please see Response B6-3. 

Desert tortoise or their sign was identified during the surveys conducted as part of this EIR/EIS 
and were documented in previous studies conducted along the Proposed Project route (see 
Response BS-20 above). Potential impacts from noxious weeds would be addressed through 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-la (Prepare and Implement a Habitat Restoration 
Plan), B-2a (Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory), and B-2b (Implement control 
measures for invasive and noxious weeds). Potential impacts to this species have been ade- 
quately addressed within the context of this EIWEIS. 

There is no indication that a second power l i e  would limit the migration or movement of big- 
horn sheep in the project area. The proposed route was selected in order to reduce potential 
impacts to this species by avoiding new disturbance in other areas where this species is known 
to occur. Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the placement of the proposed trans- 
mission line and its potential effects on bighorn sheep. 

As explained in EIWEIS Section F (first paragraph), a cumulative effect results from “the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foresee- 
able future actions.” The analysis of the impacts of the proposed DPV2 transmission line 
‘first considered the state of the existing environment, which contains the DPVl line. While 
the DPVl line was not specifically listed in the cumulative projects discussion, it was in fact 
considered in analysis, because its presence clearly affects the existing environment. This 
fact is clarified with additional text in Section F.2.1: 

An additional cumulative project, not specifically listed in Table F-1 but considered in 
all analyses in this document, is the existing Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 Transmission 
Line. As a “past project”, this transmission line parallels the proposed DPV2 line for over 
180 miles, and would use its access roads for construction. The DPVl line defines the loca- 
tion for the DPV2 line, and its presence defines the baseline for environmental analysis. 

Please see Response B3-23 above addressing the use and development of mitigation. Mitiga- 
tion measures are presented in the EWEIS only if the CPUC and BLM believe that they will 
be effective. Many of these measures have been used successfully in other projects. 

The monitoring and relocation of desert tortoises is routinely implemented to avoid loss of 
this species during construction projects and is an industry practice authorized by the USFWS. 
Mitigation Measure B-7b specifically identifies the measures utilized to safely handle and 
relocate tortoise during construction of the proposed Project. These measures include the 
standard protocols required by the USFWS and CDFG for projects in desert tortoise habitat 
to avoid injury to the animal, reduce the potential for the spread of disease and to minimize 
stress on the animal. This includes moving the animal to an adjacent area away from con- 
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struction, placing the animal in an artificial burrow or holding the animal overnight in a 
clean card box that is discarded after one use to prevent the spread of disease. Likewise, the 
animal would not be relocated if the ambient air temperature would result in thermal stress. 
Further, only qualified biologists with expertise in the handling of desert tortoise will be respon- 
sible for conducting surveys or handling these species. Further, in review of the citation quoted 
by the Sierra Club in this comment (http://www. tortoise-tracks.org/newsletter/tt25-2.pdf,), 
the CPUC and BLM not agree that the mitigation for desert tortoises is not viable. 

B8-25 Please refer to Response B8-24 for a discussion of moving species. Please refer to Response 
B8-14 regarding the potential for increased water usage. 

The commenter’s support for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Table ES-1 
in Section ES.6 presents a summary of significant unmitigable (Class I) impacts for the 
Proposed Project. See Response B8-1 regarding the benefits to the State of Arizona. Impacts 
to groundwater are addressed in Sections D. 12.6 (Devers-Harquahala) and D.12.7 (West of 
Devers). 

B8-26 
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August 11,2006 

Billie C. Blanchard, CPUC 
John Kalish, BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Re: Comments of 3M on the Draft EIS/EIR for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transmission Line Project 

Dear Project Managers: 

3M Composite Conductor Program (,,M) is pleased to have the opportunity to submit 
the following comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact 
Report (EISIEIR) for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project. 3M’s comments 
focus on the treatment of the “Composite Conductor Alternative” presented in the draft EIS/EIR. 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The draft EIS/EIR issued for this project is a joint CEQANEPA document. The 
document followed CEQA standards for reviewing alternatives, as they are stricter than the 
NEPA requirements and the document must satisfy the standards of both statutes. The draft 
EIS/EIR correctly explains that, unlike N E P q  the CEQA Guidelines require that “the discussion 
of alternatives shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing significant adverse 
environmental effects of a Proposed Project, even ifthese alternatives would impede to some 
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” (P. C-1.) 

This correct statement in the draft EIS/EIR parallels the language in the Guidelines for 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): 

0 
October 2006 

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the 
significant effects that a project may have on the environment 
(Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of 
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more costly. (14 CCR §15126.6(b).) 
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Tlie Composite Conductor Alternative was eliminated fiom consideration. 3M believes 
that the draft EIS/EIR relied on outdated and inaccurate information regarding the Aluminum 
Conductor Composite Reinforced (ACCR) proposed for use in the Composite Conductor 
Alternative. 3M also believes that the Composite Conductor Alternative would avoid or 
substantially lessen any potentially significant effects of the Proposed Project, while satisfying 
most of the basic project objectives. Therefore, the Composite Conductor Alternative should be 
retained for final EIS/EIR analysis. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Descrivtion of the ACCR technolom. PP. ES-29. (2-48. AD. 1-1 15- 116 

The draft EIS/EIR states: 

This alternative would include the replacement of existing 
conductors in the West of Devers 230 kV system with Aluminum 
Conductor Composite Reinforced (ACCR), or Aluminum 
Conductor Composite Core (ACCC) wires. Composite conductors 
have recently been developed and are being tested to provide 
roughly two to three times the transmission capability (ampacity) 
of the standard proposed Aluminum Conductor Steel Reinforced 
(ACSR) conductors * * * Reconductoring under this alternative 
could involve investment in 3M Brand Aluminum Matrix 
Composite Conductors or similar ACCC wires from Composite 
Technology Corp. These products are being tested by some 
utilities around the nation, and the first commercial installation of 
the 3M ACCR was initiated late 2004 in Minnesota. (PP. Ap.1- 
1 15-1 16.) 

3M respectfully submits that the draft EIS/EIR mischaracterizes the ACCR as not being a 
proven commercially available technology. To the contrary, ACCR is beyond the testing phase; 
it is a commercially available product that is installed and operational on a number of critical 
utility installations. These include installation sites where ACCR has been used to interconnect 
different types of generation, such as combined cycle generators or hydroelectric dams, to the 
transmission network, as well as a number of installations with varying environmental and 
loading levels in which ACCR is the primary path to serve rapidly growing urban areas, 
including downtown businesses and large commercial airports. Figure 1 lists some of these 
installations. 

B9-1 

0 

0 
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Figure 1: Locations of 3M ACCR Installations 
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In addition, the ACCR conductor is based on a unique technology and should not be 
equated to other conductors. The ACCR’s strength and durability result from its aluminum 
oxide (alumina) fibers, which are embedded in the high purity 3M aluminum matrix core wires. 
The constituent materials axe chemically inert with respect to each other and can withstand 
extreme temperatures without chemical reactions or any appreciable loss in strength. 3M ACCR 
relies only on aluminum-based materials, making it corrosion-resistant with no added coatings or 
barriers required. It is also rated at higher operating and emergency temperatures than polymer 
based conductors. 

The draft EIS/EIR should contain this more accurate, up to date information on the state 
of the ACCR technology in its description of the Composite Conductor Alternative. Additional 
information can be found at: www.3m.com/ACCR. 

Cost Comparison: Comuosite Conductor Alternative. PP. ES-29. C-48-49. AD. 1- 115-1 16 

The draft EIS/EIR states: “This alternative would include the replacement of existing 
conductors in the West of Devers 230 kV system.. . at somewhat higher but undisclosed COS~S.” 

(PP. ES-29, C-48, Ap. 1- 11 5 . )  The draft EIS/EIR also states that: “SCE in its response to the 
comment letter stated that it believes that the 3M ACCR design for the West of Devers upgrades 
would result in a higher installed cost, higher life cycle cost, and higher transmission line losses 
than the Proposed Project.” (P. Ap.1-116.) 

The costs to deploy this advanced technology would likely be less than the costs 
associated with the Proposed Project, when all the construction costs of building new towers are 
totaled on the West of Devers upgrades. While 3M’s ACCR is cost competitive with 
conventional solutions, the commercial installations of ACCR have also demonstrated the other 
benefits associated with the technology, including reduced project complexity, lower 
construction time, a simpler siting process and lower visual impacts. 

B9-1 cont. 
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Further, the draft EISIEIR’s discussion of the potential costs of the ACCR is based on 
speculation. Such conclusions can only be arrived at after a site-specific and application-specific 
study of the Composite Conductor Alternative, which has not been conducted in this case. 3M 
has not participated in a commercial discussion or provided commercial quotations related to the 
costs of ACCR on West of Devers. 3M is also unaware of any study related to the life cycle cost 
of ACCR. In fact, based on the various installations in operation thus far, there has been no 
indication that the maintenance costs of ACCR would be any difl‘erent than conventional 
conductors such as the ACSR conductor proposed by SCE. Therefore, the draft EIS/EIR should 
delete this discussion of potential cost differential as it is based on speculation and not supported 
by the record. 

Furthermore, even if the Composite Conductor Alternative would be more costly than the 
Proposed Project, CEQA Guidelines require analysis of alternatives that are capable of 
eliminating or reducing environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, even ifthese alternatives 
would be more costly. CEQA clearly provides that an EIR must consider alternatives even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more costly. (14 CCR 51 5 126.6(b).) Accordingly, potential cost differential is not a 
legally valid basis for dismissing the Composite Conductor Alternative under CEQA. The draft 
EISIEIR should therefore be revised to correct this error by deleting the referenced discussion. 

The draft EISEIR also states: “Additionally, tower replacement would likely be 
necessary in some areas, and costs of this alternative would be notably higher than the proposed 
West of Devers upgrades, which would diminish the likelihood of achieving the economic 
objectives of the Proposed Project.” (P. Ap.1-116.) However, the draft EISEIR offers no 
evidence that tower replacement would be necessary, and again offers no explanation as to what 
it relies on for the cost estimate for this Alternative. This statement is not supported by the 
record and thus should be revised or deleted. 

Significantly, the Composite Conductor Alternative could involve reconductoring just the 
existing steel lattice structures, and could include removal of the older wood structures, avoiding 
tower replacement while still providing transmission capability. The potential configurations that 
would avoid or substantially lessen potentially signifcant impacts of the Proposed Project are 
discussed below. 

Failure to Meet Project Obiectives. PP. ES-29. C-48-49, Ap. 1-1 16 

lBg-3 In discussing the CEQA/NEPA criteria for alternatives such as meeting project 
objectives, purpose, and need, and the reasons for elimination of the Composite Conductor 
Alternative, the draft EIS/EIR states: 
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This alternative would utilize the existing single-circuit 230 kV 
towers, for the conductor conversion. This poses a risk to SCE 
achieving its system capacity goals for West of Devers because of 
the age of the existing structures and their outmoded design. Since 
reconductoring would make use of the existing structures, there 
would be uncertainty regarding the expected life of the newly 
reconductored corridor, in particular along portions on aged wood 
structures. The proposed steel tower double-circuit arrangement 
would provide a new system that would have a normal life 
expectancy. The proposed West of Devers upgrades would also 
provide a uniform capacity to each circuit in the corridor, which 
provides system stability in the case of an outage of one of the 
circuits. This would not be achieved under this alternative because 
of the dflerent types of structures and the variety of conductor 
sizes across the corridor. An outage would therefore be more 
likely to overload the remaining circuits. Additionally, tower 
replacement would likely be necessary in some areas, and costs of 
this alternative would be notably higher that the proposed West of 
Devers upgrades, which would diminish the likelihood of 
achieving the economic objectives of the Proposed Project. Use of 
the outmoded existing structures under this alternative would leave 
the West of Devers corridor incapable of me.eting the basic project 
objective of adding 1,200 MW of transmission import capability. 
(P. Ap. 1- 1 16.) 

To begin, 3M notes that the Composite Conductor Alternative could involve two 
. potential configurations. First, the three lines on the existing steel lattice structures could be 
- reconductored, and the old wood single-circuit structures removed. This configuration would 

completely avoid the environmental impacts associated with the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the proposed new double-circuit towers. It would also result in positive 
environmental benefits associated with the removal of the old wood structures. Second, as an 
alterative configuration, the old wood poles could be replaced with new wood poles of equal 
size, and the entire four lines could be reconductored. This configuration would leave the visual 
characteristics of the line unchanged. . 

With regard to system reliability, the use of ACCR on the existing structures may not 
significantly alter the line’s reliability due to differences in the types of structures. Upgrading 
the existing circuits using ACCR will provide a large increase in capacity while maintaining the 
same level of reliability as the current configuration. Another option, not considered in the draft 
EIWEIS, is to use ACCR in place of ACSR on the proposed new and upgraded circuits, 
approximately doubling their capacity while providing the same system reliability as the 

89-3 cont. 
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Proposed Project. The draft EIS/EIR should be revised to include a more accurate discussion of 
these options for maintaining or improving system reliability. 

Finally, the concern that the Composite Conductor Alternative would not meet the 
economic objectives of the project is unfounded. As discussed above, 3M believes that the costs 
of this Alternative would be lower than the costs associated with the Proposed Project. 
Furthermore, 3M again notes that the draft EIS/EIR offers no evidence to  support the statement 
that tower replacement would be necessary with this Alternative. The draft EIS/EIR should 
correct its false conclusions regarding the cost of this Alternative. 

Avoiding or Reducinp Environmental Effects. PP. Au.1-116-117 

The draft EIS/EIR states, “This [Alternative] would eliminate nearly all construction- 
related disturbances and nuisances and permanent impacts to visual resources related to the new 
double-circuit steel towers.” (P. Ap. 1-1 16.) The draft EIS/EIR then states: 

Because reconductoring the existing towers would not remove the 
existing single-circuit wood H-frame and lattice steel structures in 
the Devers-San Bernardino Junction segment, the existing towers 
would remain. The visual benefit of reducing the number of tower 
lines in the corridor would not be achieved. Also, these structures 
are aged and could require slightly more frequent maintenance 
than the new towers that would be installed under the Proposed 
Project. (P. Ap. 1- 117.) 

To begin, the ‘’visual benefit of reducing the number of towers” is not one of the basic 
project objectives and thus does not form the basis for rejections of this Alterative. Moreover, 
while the Proposed Project removes two sets of single-circuit towers, it replaces them with a 
double-circuit tower. The double-circuit steel lattice structures are significantly different in 
height .and size than the single-circuit towers they will replace, resulting in potentially significant 
impacts that could be avoided by the Alternative. The visual impact of these new structures, 
particularly as the lines run near the top of ridgelines, is not recognized in the draft EIS/EIR. 
These impacts should be identified, and mitigation measures, if feasible, proposed. 

The other environmental issue discussed for this Alternative is the use of existing 
structures that could result in slightly more frequent maintenance than the Proposed Project’s 
new towers. In general, periodic maintenance may not produce a large environmental impact. If 
the Proposed Project’s new towers did require less frequent maintenance, another consideration 
is that the larger steel lattice structures proposed may require larger maintenance equipment, 
resulting in a larger environmental impact. In other words, it may be that the impact of the 
maintenance on the Proposed Project’s new towers could be greater compared to that required 

B9-3 cont. 
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for smaller structures, like those retained in the Composite Conductor Alternative, despite any 
potential differences in fiequency. 

The draft EIS/EIR correctly states that the Composite Conductor Alternative would avoid 
or minimize the adverse environmental impacts of the Proposed Project in the West of Devers 
segment, like the construction and visual impacts associated with the new double-circuit steel 
towers. Nevertheless, the draft EIS/EIR improperly concludes that the Composite Conductor 
Alternative should be eliminated. CEQA and NEPA require more analysis, including the 
consideration of alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing significant environmental 
effects, even if they impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives. As shownin 
these comments, the Composite Conductor Alternative reduces significant environmental effects 
while meeting most of the basic project objectives. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons discussed herein, 3M respectfuuy submits that the draft EIS/EIR should 
retain the Composite Conductor Alternative for full analysis, The Composite Conductor 
Alternative. is within the ‘kange of potential alternatives to the proposed project * * * that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the significant effects.” (1 4 CCR 9 15 1 26.6(c); emphasis added) As such, 
the draft EISEIR must be revised as discussed above and include f%ll consideration of this 
Alternative. 

Think you for the opportutdty to provide these comments on the drafi EIS/EIR We look 
forward to reviewing the revised document. 

B9-4 cont. 
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Sincerely, 

Ellison, Schneider & Harris L.L.P 
Jeffery D. Harris 
hidrew B. Brown 
Attorneys for 3M Composite Conductor Program 
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Responses to Comment Set B9 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

B9- l The comment contends that the Draft EIR/EIS (Section C.5.3.2) mischaracterizes the via- 
bility of 3M’s ACCR. The comment shows that today there are 13 installations of 3M’s ACCR 
nationwide, but six of these have only become operational during the time of this environ- 
mental analysis (2005 to 2006). The seven earlier installations have an average in-service 
date of 2003. Considering the 50-year anticipated service life of the Proposed Project, the 
relative longevity of existing ACCR installations is clearly short. 

The description of the Composite Conductor Alternative in Section C.5.3.2 includes 3M’s 
ACCR along with composite conductors offered by other manufacturers because, despite the 
technological differences, installing any composite conductor would have similar environ- 
mental consequences as installing 3M’s ACCR. The Final EIR/EIS clarifies the availability 
of ACCR. 

B9-2 The comment addresses the potential costs to deploy 3M’s ACCR in comparison with the 
costs of the proposed West of Devers upgrades. However, because no cost estimate is 
provided, SCE’s opinion regarding higher life cycle costs and transmission losses remains 
germane. The economic advantages or disadvantages of the Composite Conductor Alterna- 
tive may be considered by decision-makers in the General Proceeding, and costs are rele- 
vant to whether SCE would be able to achieve project objectives. However, as noted by the 
comment, the cost differential is not a basis for dismissing an alternative. The Final EWEIS 
also includes the following revisions to Section 4.3.3 in Appendix 1 to clarify that cost is 
not the basis for eliminating this alternative: 

Additionally, tower replacement would likely be necessary in some areas- 

PWjet%... 

ELIMINATED. This alternative may be feasible, but it would not meet the project 
objectives because of its dependence on aged structures. Use of the outmoded existing 
structures under this alternative would leave the West of Devers corridor incapable of 
meeting the basic project objective of adding 1,200 MW of transmission import capa- 
bility. 
-Therefore, this alternative has been eliminated from analysis in this 
EWEIS. 

. .  

In addition, Section C. 5.3.2 (Composite Conductor Alternative) has also been revised as 
follows: 

Additionally, tower replacement would likely be necessary in some areas+&-w&-& 

m- 
Using older, existing towers and the life expectancy of reconductored towers in this corridor 
is a major concern of SCE made in responses to Data Requests (October 26, 2005). Replac- 
ing the wood structures would be necessary to achieve equal capacities across the new circuits, 
which SCE claims is key for achieving the proposed 1,200 MW increase in import capability. 
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B9-3 The comment provides example configurations that would use the 3M ACCR. None of these 
were carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIWEIS for the following reasons: 

(1) Reconductoring the three existing steel lattice structures with ACCR and removing the 
old wood single-circuit would eliminate one of the Devers-San Bernardino circuits. Adding a 
new wood pole circuit to maintain the appearance of the corridor in its present state and 
allow reconductoring of all four circuits but would not be likely to notably reduce environ- 
mental impacts of the Proposed Project, and this could leave the new circuits with unequal 
capacities. 

(2) Using ACCR in place of ACSR on the proposed re-built towers and new circuits would 
lead to environmental impacts essentially identical to those of the Proposed Project. The 
description of the Composite Conductor Alternative in Section C.5.3.2 of the Final EIWEIS 
clarifies that the purpose of the alternative is to use the existing structures. 

B9-4 The aesthetic effects of this alternative compared to the Proposed Project are not a consid- 
eration in the elimination of this alternative. The visual impacts of the proposed double- 
circuit steel lattice structures including a comparison to the No Project Alternative, which 
would retain the existing structures, are disclosed in Section D.3 of the EIR/EIS. Rather 
than rely on a comparison of aesthetic effects, the basis for eliminating the Composite Con- 
ductor Alternative established in Section 4.3.3 of the Alternatives Screening Report (Draft 
EIWEIS Appendix 1) is the inability of the alternative to reliably add 1,200 MW of trans- 
mission import capability on the existing structures. 

B9-5 CEQA allows the lead agency discretion in considering alternatives to a project. The Alter- 
natives Screening Report (EIWEIS Appendix 1) shows that the Composite Conductor Alter- 
native would not be capable of adding 1,200 MW of transmission import capability. The 
alternative was then eliminated because it would not achieve this key project objective. 
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Comment Set B10 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
WuMng Together to Protect Arhom’s Wlld Lands and Waters 

PO Box 2741 Prescott, AZ 86302 - (928) 717-6076 - www.azwild.orq 

August llth , 2006 

C P U CiBL M 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 941 04 
d pvZ@,aspeneg. corn 

RE: Comments for proposed DeversPalo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

Dear Comment Analysis Team: 

Thank you for this opprhmity to offer comments on the proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transinkion Line Project. The Aniona Wilderness Coalition’s (AWC) mission is to 
permanently protect and restore Wilderness and other wild lands and waters in Arizona for the 
enjoyment of all citizens and to ensure that Arizona’s native plants and animals have a lasting 
home in wild nature. The AWC has a membership of about 1,600 people. 

We have reviewed the comments submitted by the Yuma Audubon Society and fully support all 
of their points for not proceeding with this project. 

In general the Arizona Wilderness Coalition is opposed to new projects that impact our natural 
desert landscape. The existence of the Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 line already has significant 
impacts to the native flora and fauna and recreational resources in AZ. The construction of more 
lines will surely further impact these resources and we hope that an alternative that does not 
construct more power lines can be found. That is why we believe the no projectho action 
alternative is-the most environmentally, economic, and socially acceptable alternative. 

This alternative is clearly the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. The costs of this project to 
the environment are too great in comparison with any benefits, few, if any of which will be 
realized by the people and the lmds in Arizona. In fact, the draft EIWEIS makes it all too clear 
that Arizona will suffer significant environmental degradation and very probably increased 
electricity rates as a result of this project. California should provide its own power without 
coming to AZ as we are going to need all the power that Palo Verde can produce in the coining 
years to meet our growing demands. 

A second power transmission line would further fragment and reduce the quality and quantity of 
habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge as well as the Rmgras Plain and other BLM 
wilderness quality lands. By that standard alone the proposed new 500 KV is incompatible with 
the mission of the refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert big horn 
sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The line will also further obstruct the natural view of the area 
that is pristine desert landscape and clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. 

. 

B10- 

810-2 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Page - 2 

810.2 cont. I 
Visual impacts as well as recreational impacts on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge would be 
significant and could not be mitigated. (See page ES-38, ES-42). Adding additional industrial 
features to the landscape is a significant adverse visual change, as the draft EIWEIS states. The 
project would change the character of the KOFA and significantly diminish its recreational value 
as well. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, by the 
measured right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, however, 
additional land will be affected as construction vehicles travel along the first line’s ROW and 
then across to the new ROW or completely out of the limits. This wide comdor, 560 feet wide, 
(130 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the necessary ground cover or protection needed by some 
species to traverse this area, making a boundary to limit their domain or an area of prey if they 
try to cross the ROW. 

BIO-3 

810-4 I Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouring 
of the concrete footings and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric 
lines. Additional impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed 
areas and the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

The Harquahala Mountains would face significant impacts relative to both recreation and 
wilderness. According to the draft EIWEIS (p. D.5-26), “Implementation of the 
telecommunications facility resulting from operation of the Proposed Project would permanently 
diminish the character of Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains WA.” An alternative 
to this proposed telecommunications site should have been considered. Again, no action is the 
only alternative that will keep this area from being degraded. 

810-5 

B10-6 I The primary route is not an environmentally friendly route, but the alternative routes are not 
good routes either. The proposed routes destroy pristine desert views, cross critical desert 
habitat, go through populated areas, and would destroy desert environments. That is just another 
reason to question the need for this project and to select the no action alternative. 

This project has been in a near “finalized” form for over 15 years and California seems to be 
getting along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the fifth largest city in 
the nation and one of the fmtest growing are& in the nation. It is likely in the near future that the 
metro area will consume all of the power generated in the area and therefore will not have any 
additional electrical energy to transport out of the area Why then, is this line needed to send 
power to California? 

Non-development alternatives should be considered to  meet California’s energy needs including 
significant energy efficiency and conservation programs and environmentally-friendly, 
renewable, and sustainable energy sources (i.e., solar, wind). Distributed solar energy and 
energy efficiency and conservation can reduce the need for additional transmission lines. 

The environmental costs of this project are too high. The benefits of it are negligible. Please 
select the no action alternative. It is the only alternative that is compatible with the wildlife 
refuge and the other important public lands in the path of this transmission line. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

810-7 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Page - 3 

Sincerely, 

Jason Williams 
AZ Wilderness Coalition 
Regional Director 
PO Box 2741 
Prescott, AZ 86302 

jwilliams@,,azwild.org 
928-717-6076 
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Responses to Comment Set B10 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

B10-1 The commenter’s support for the comments of the Yuma Audubon Society (Comment Set 
B3) and for the No ProjectINo Action Alternative has been noted. Please refer to Response 
B1-2 and General Response GR-2 regarding costs and benefits of the project in Arizona. 

Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comment 
regarding increased electricity rates in Arizona is not within the scope of the environmental 
review under NEPA or CEQA. 

B10-2 Please refer to Response B1-2 and General Response GR-1 for a discussion of Kofa NWR. 
A discussion of impacts to wilderness lands is included in Section D.5.6 and D.5.7 in the 
Draft EIWEIS. However, it is noted that the DPV2 Project is not proposed to be installed 
on lands with formal wilderness designations. The biological resources discussion of the 
Ranegras Plain is included in Section D.2.1.1 (Regional Setting) and impacts would be 
addressed in Section D.2.6.1 (Impacts of Transmission Line Construction) in the Harqua- 
hala to Kofa NWR segment of the Proposed Project. Significant visual and recreation impacts 
within Kofa NWR are discussed in Sections D.3.6.2 and D.5.6.2 of the Draft EIWEIS, 
respectively, and are correct as the commenter notes. See also Response B3-20 regarding 
impacts to recreational resources. 

B10-3 Please refer to Response B1-3. 

B10-4 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

0 B10-5 Please refer to Response B5-6. 

B10-6 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

B10-7 Please refer to Response:B1-5, B1-6, and B1-7. The commenter’s preference for the No 
Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. 
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Comment Set C1 0 E. S. Robison 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: ELLIBIGBELLY@wmconnect.com 

Sent: 
To: Dpv2@aspeneg.com 
Subject: devers palo verde #2 transmission line project 

- . .~ .  . - .. . 

Monday, May 15,2006 7:45 PM 

do not destroy any more of the Arizona refuge’s beautiful landscaping. Please do not put and 
Please, please, please do not continue with the proposed Devers Palo Verde project. Please 

more power line towers up. Use an alternate route along the freeway if you must, but 
PLEASE do not go thru Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Please find an alternate route for your 
project. NO MORE TOWERS ON THE REFUGE. PLEASE FIND ANOTHER WAY! Thank 
You 

el-1 I 
E. S. Robison 
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Responses to Comment Set C1 
E. S. Robison 

c1-1 The commenter’s objection to the Proposed Project and the route through Kofa NWR is 
noted. Please refer to General Response GR-I for a discussion of the alternative routes around 
Kofa NWR and why the proposed route was found to be environmentally preferable in this 
area. 
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Comment Set C2 0 Nancy Newkirk 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: nancy newkirk [greeniefrost@yahoo.com] 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Power Line Comments 

Monday, June 05,2006 10:49 AM 
dpv2@as pen eg . com 

Dear People: 

Fol lowing are m y  concerns about t h e  proposed new power 
l i n e :  

1) A second power t ransmiss ion  l i n e  would f u r t h e r  
fragment and reduce t h e  q u a l i t y  and 

t h a t  standard alone t h e  proposed new 500 KV i s  
incompat ib le  w i t h  t h e  miss ion o f  t h e  re fuge.  The 
Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA i s  prime dese r t  b i g  
horn sheep and deser t  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t .  
a l so  o b s t r u c t  t he  n a t u r a l  v i e w  o f  t h e  area t h a t  i s  
p r i s t i n e  deser t  1 andscape. 

2) Near ly  400 acres would be a f f e c t e d  through t h e  KOFA 
Nat ional  w i l d l i f e  Refuge, by t h e  measured r igh t -o f -way 
t h a t  i s  130  f e e t  wide and 24 mi les  long.  More than 
l i k e l y ,  however, a d d i t i o n a l  l and  w i l l  be a f fec ted  as 
cons t ruc t i on  veh ic les  t r a v e l  a long t h e  f i r s t  l i n e ’ s  
ROW and then across t o  t h e  new ROW o r  complete ly  o u t  
o f  t h e  l i m i t s .  Th is  wide c o r r i d o r ,  560 f e e t  wide, 
(130 + 300 + 130) cou ld  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  necessary ground 
cover o r  p r o t e c t i o n  needed by som? species t o  t rave rse  
t h i s  area, making a boundary t o  l i m i t  the1 r domain o r  
an area o f  prey i f  they  t r y  t o  cross t h e  ROW. 

3) M i t i g a t i o n  o f  negat ive impacts t o  p l a n t  resources 
(i .e., t r a n s p l a n t i n g  c a c t i )  was n o t  successful  du r ing  
cons t ruc t i on  o f  t h e  f i r s t  power l i n e .  
d is turbances would occur a t  each o f  t h e  85 tower s i t e s  
du r ing  cons t ruc t i on  f o r  t h e  pour ing o f  t h e  concrete 
f o o t i n g s  and t h e  equipment necessary t o  e r e c t  t h e  
towers and s t r i n g  the  e l e c t r i c  l i n e s .  A d d i t i o n a l  
impacts would i nc lude  establ ishment  o f  i n v a s i v e  p l a n t  
species i n  the  d i s tu rbed  areas and t h e  increased 
p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  i l l e g a l  use o f  t h e  ROW by o f f - r o a d  
vehi  c l  es . 
4) The pr imary rou te  i s  n o t  an env i ronmenta l l y  
f r i e n d l y  rou te  t o  p lan  t h e  ROW b u t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  
routes a re  no t  good routes e i t h e r .  The proposed 
routes des t roy  p r i  s t i  ne deser t  views , cross c r i t i c a l  
deser t  h a b i t a t ,  go through populated areas, and would 
dest roy deser t  environments. 
reason t o  ques t ion  t h e  need f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  

u a n t i t y  o f  
h a b i t a t s  on the  KOFA Nat iona l  w i l d l i  7 e Refuge. B y  

The l i n e  w i l l  

Major 

That i s  j u s t  another 

I 
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Comment Set C2, cont. 
Nancy Newkirk 

5) Th i s  p r o j e c t  has been i n  a near " f i n a l i z e d "  form 
f o r  over 1 5  years and C a l i f o r n i a  seems t o  be g e t t i n g  
a long j u s t  f i n e  w i t h o u t  t h e  new power l i n e .  
Phoenix i s  t h e  f i f t h  l a r g e s t  c i t y  i n  t h e  n a t i o n  and 
one o f  t h e  f a s t e s t  rowing areas i n  t h e  na t i on .  

consume a l l  o f  t h e  ower generated i n  t h e  area and 

energy t o  t r a n s p o r t  o u t  o f  t h e  area. why then,  i s  
t h i s  l i n e  needed t o  send power t o  C a l i f o r n i a ?  

6) There were many f a c t o r s  t h a t  caused t h e  " R o l l i n g  
Blackouts" i n  C a l i f o r n i a  a few years ago. One o f  t h e  
main reasons was a s t r u g g l e  between t h e  regu la to rs  and 
t h e  ower com anies and t h e  energy companies 

should n o t  l e t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  makers sway the  argument 
based on t h e  c o n t r i v e d  r o l l  i ng b lackouts .  

I t  seems t h a t  no c l e a r  answers t o  these concerns have 
been for thcoming.  For ins tance,  have any 
non-development a1 t e r n a t i v e s  been considered? 
C a l i f o r n i a  i n s t i t u t e  energy conservat ion programs 
equ iva len t  t o  t h e  amount o f  energy t h i s  l i n e  w i l l  
ca r r y?  Can env i  ronmen ta l l y - f r i end ly ,  renewable, and 
sus ta inab le  energy sources be implemented i .e.,  s o l a r ,  
wind, o r  biomass, so t h i s  l i n e  i s  n o t  necessary? I n  
Washington s t a t e  i n  years pas t ,  a considerable amount 
o f  energy has been "found" by us ing  conservat ion 
measures. Everyone was ve ry  pleased, and t h e  cos t  o f  
t h e  "new" energy was cons iderab ly  lower  than any o t h e r  
type  o f  energy t o  be " found."  

Rate-payers o f  Ar izona l o s e  again and again on t h i s  
dea l .  We generate t h e  power, we des t roy  t h e  s t a t e ' s  
landscape, we des t roy  our  v iews, we des t roy  more 
animal h a b i t a t  - C a l i f o r n i a  gets  t h e  power. 

Please recons ider  and drop t h i s  p lan .  Our deser ts  a r e  
s t ressed enough. And t h e  nuc lear  p l a n t  i s  under g r e a t  
s t r e s s  as i t  i s .  we are  ve ry  concerned t h a t  t he re  
w i l l  be a t o t a l  b lackout  i n  summer a t  some p o i n t  due 
t o  t h e  p l a n t ' s  i n a b i l i t y  t o  supply  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  
e l e c t r i c a l  needs. And, we DO NOT want any enlargement 
o f  t h e  p l a n t .  The whole c i t y  o f  Phoenix i s  downwind 
o f  Palo verde and would be severe ly  a f f e c t e d  i f  an 
acc ident  shoul d happen ! 

Besides, 

I t  i s  
l i k e l y  i n  t h e  near 7 u t u r e  t h a t  t h e  metro area w i l l  

t h e r e f o r e  w i  11 n o t  R ave any a d d i t i o n a l  e l  e c t r i  c a l  

w i t h  R o l d i n g  e 7 e c t r i c i t y  t o  d r i v e  up t h e  p r i c e .  We 

can 

s i  nce re1 y , 
Nancy Kroeni ng 
1 2 3  East Calavar Road 
Phoenix AZ 85022 

C2-3 

C2-4 

C2-5 

e 

e 

e 
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Responses to Comment Set C2 
Nancy Newkirk 

c2-  1 

c2-2 

C2-3 

C2-4 

C2-5 

Please refer to Responses B1-2 and B1-3. 

Please refer to Response B1-4. 

Please refer to Response B1-5. 

Please refer to Response B 1-6. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from the Pro- 
posed Project. The Proposed Project does not include any enlargement of the Palo Verde 
Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS). In addition, the Proposed Project route would termi- 
nate at the Harquahala Switchyard, approximately 14 miles northwest of PVNGS. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. 
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Comment Set C3 
Matt Kalina 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Matt Kalina [mattkalina@yahoo.com] 
Sent: 
To: dpv2@aspeneg.com 
Subject: 

Monday, June 05,2006 7:Ol PM 

Re: Protect the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge - Ban Palo Verde 2 power line 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery S t ree t ,  Su i te  935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Emai 1 dpv2aaspeneg. corn 

Mark me as aga ins t  t he  i l l - a d v i s e L  measure i n  which southern C a l i f o r n i a  
Edison has f i l e d  an a p p l i c a t i o n  w i t h  the  C a l i f o r n i a  
p u b l i c  u t i l i t i e s  Commission and w i t h  the  Ar izona Corpora t ion  
Commission t o  cons t ruc t  t he  Devers-Pa10 Verde No. 2 Transmission 
L ine  P r o j e c t  (DPVZ), a 500 kv  l i n e  t h a t  w i l l  c u t  across impor tan t  
and s e n s i t i v e  w i  1 d l  i f e  h a b i t a t .  

s i  nce re1 y , 

Matt  Kal i na 
8342 E. weldon Ave. 
sco t t sda le ,  Az 85251 
480-429-5850 Home o f f i c e  
mattkalina@yahoo.com 

Fax 1 (800) 886-1888 

--- sandy Bahr <sandy. bah res ie r rac l  ub.org> wrote : 

> PROTECT THE KOFA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

> COME TO ONE OF THE IMPORTANT PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 
> 

> 
> 
> 
> southern C a l i f o r n i a  Edison has f i l e d  an a p p l i c a t i o n  w i t h  the  C a l i f o r n i a  
> p u b l i c  u t i l i t i e s  commission and w i t h  the  Ar izona co rpo ra t i on  Commission t o  
> cons t ruc t  the  Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission L ine  P ro 'ec t  (DPVZ), a 
> 500 kv  l i n e  t h a t  w i l l  c u t  across impor tan t  and s e n s i t i v e  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  
> Please a t tend  one o f  t h e  workshops ! i s t e d  below, f i n d  o u t  more about the  
> p r o j e c t ,  and t e l l  them you t h i n k  t h i s  i s  an unnecessary and 
envi r6nmental1 y 
> damaging proposal. 
> 
> 
> 

> 
> 
> 
> 

> The o n l y  Ar izona workshops w i l l  be he 

=. 

d on Tuesday, June 6, 2006. 

; 2:OO pm - 4:OO pm a t  Harquahala Va l l ey  I r r i g a t  
S .  
> Harquahala V a l l e y  Rd, Tonopah, AZ 85354 

Final EIR/EIS C-6 
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Comment Set C3, cont. 
Matt Kalina 
> 
> 
> 
> 7:OO pm - 8 : 3 0  pm a t  Harquahala V a l l e y  I r r i g a t i o n  D i s t r i c t  l o c a t e d  a t  402 
S. 
> Harquahala V a l l e y  Rd, Tonopah, AZ 85354 
> 
> 
> 
> D i r e c t i o n s :  Take 1-10 East t o  E x i t  #81/Salome Road. Turn South across 
> i n t e r s t a t e .  Immediately t u r n  r i g h t  (west) on Harquahala V a l l e  Road, road 
> makes a sharp bend t o  south i n  approximately 1 / 2  m i l e .  
approximate1 y 
> 3 m i les  south t o  t h e  I r r i g a t i o n  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e  on t h e  west s i d e  o f  
> Harquahala Val l e y  Road. 

Travey 

> 
> 
> 
> These workshops a re  n o t  p u b l i c  hear ings, so you w i l l  l i k e l y  n o t  have a 
> chance t o  make formal comments. You can j o i n  us i n  request ing a p u b l i c  
> hear ing however. I f  you cannot make one o f  t he  workshops, t h e r e  w i l l  
s t i l l  
> be an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment on t h e  D r a f t  Envi ronmental Impact 
Repor t /Draf t  
> Environmental Impact Statement. The comment deadl ine i s  J u l y  5 .  Comments 
> can be sent  t o :  
> 
> 
> 
> CPUC/BLM 
> 
> c/o Aspen Environmental Group 

> 2 3 5  Montgomery S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  935 
> 

> 
> Fax 1 (800) 886-1888 
> 

> san Francisco, CA 94104 

> Emai 1 dpv2aaspeneg. com 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> BACKGROUND : 
> 
> The pr imary route f o r  t h i s  proposed l i n e  would c u t  through t h e  KOFA 
Nat ional  
> w i l d l i f e  Refuge. C u r r e n t l y  a Devers-Palo verde l i n e  e x i s t s .  The f i r s t  
l i n e  
> was completed i n  1978. Th is  proposal f o r  a second l i n e  has been around 
f o r  
> a w h i l e ,  b u t  has been c o n t r o v e r s i a l  s ince i t s  i n c e p t i o n .  By 1989 o r  1990 
the 
> second l i n e  had progressed t o  t h e  p o i n t  o f  having an Envi ronmental 
> c o m p a t i b i l i t y  Analys is  performed and deemed acceptable f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t .  
The 
> p r o j e c t  had reached t h e  p o i n t  where permits were issued by t h e  l o c a l  
> agencies and were  awa i t i ng  the  s ignature o f  then Pres ident  George H.W. 
Bush 
> who d i d  n o t  s i g n  be fo re  l e a v i n g  o f f i c e .  A l l  t he  pe rm i t  issues d i e d  under 

C3-2 cont. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set C3, cont. 
Matt Kalina 

> President c l  i n t o n .  
> 
> 
> 
> The KOFA ( a f t e r  King o f  Arizona Mine) Nat ional  w i l d l i f e  Refuge was created 
> i n  1939 and contains 665,400 acres o f  desert  h a b i t a t .  The KOFA wi lderness 
> area was created i n  1990, a f t e r  t he  f r s t  l i n e  was i n s t a l l e d ,  and i s  
> ap rox imate ly  516,300 acres i n  s ize .  There was a clause i n  the  Desert  
> wiyderness Ac t  t h a t  excluded a r ight-of-way f o r  t h e  second l i n e  t o  cross 
t h e  
> KOFA wi lderness. That i s  t h e  primary rou te  proposed f o r  t h i s  l i n e .  
> 
> 
> 
> CONCERNS: 
> 
> 1) 
> reduce t h e  q u a l i t y  and q u a n t i t y  o f  hab i ta t s  on the  KOFA Nat iona l  w i l d l i f e  
> Refuge. 
w i t h  
> the  mission o f  t he  refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) t h rou  h KOFA i s  rime 
> deser t  b i g  horn sheep and desert  t o r t o i s e  hab i ta t .  
> o b s t r u c t  t he  na tu ra l  v iew o f  the  area t h a t  i s  p r i s t i n e  deser t  landscape. 

A second power t ransmission l i n e  would f u r t h e r  fragment and 

B y  t h a t  standard alone the  proposed new 500 KV i s  incompat ib le 

The Yine w i l l  ayso 

> 
> 
> 
> 2 )  
> w i l d l i f e  Refuge, by the  measured r igh t -o f -way t h a t  i s  130 f e e t  wide and 24 
> m i les  long.  More than l i k e l y ,  however, add i t i ona l  land  w i l l  be a f f e c t e d  
as 
> cons t ruc t i on  veh ic les  t r a v e l  along the  f i r s t  l i n e ’ s  ROW and then across t o  
> t h e  new ROW o r  completely o u t  o f  t he  l i m i t s .  This wide c o r r i d o r ,  560 f e e t  
> wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could e l im ina te  the  necessary ground cover o r  
> p r o t e c t i o n  needed by some species t o  t raverse  t h i s  area, making a boundary 
> t o  l i m i t  t h e i r  domain o r  an area o f  prey i f  they t r y  t o  cross t h e  ROW. 

Near ly 400 acres would be a f fec ted  through the  KOFA Nat ional  

> 
> 
> 
> 3) M i t i g a t i o n  o f  negat ive impacts t o  p l a n t  resources (i .e., 
> t ransp lan t i ng  c a c t i )  was n o t  successful dur ing  cons t ruc t i on  o f  t h e  f i r s t  
> power l i n e .  Major disturbances would occur a t  each o f  t h e  85 tower s i t e s  
> du r ing  cons t ruc t i on  f o r  t he  pour ing o f  the  concrete f o o t i n g s  and the  
> e uipment necessary t o  e r e c t  t he  towers and s t r i n g  the  e l e c t r i c  l i n e s .  
? A l d i t i o n a l  impacts would i nc lude  establ ishment o f  i nvas i ve  p l a n t  species 
i n  
> the  d is tu rbed areas and the  increased p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  i l l e g a l  use o f  the  
ROW 
> by o f f - r o a d  veh ic les .  
> 
> 
> 
> 4) The pr imary rou te  i s  no t  an environmental ly f r i e n d l y  rou te  t o  
> p l a n  the  ROW b u t  t he  a l t e r n a t i v e  routes are  no t  good routes e i t h e r .  The 
> roposed routes destroy r i s t i n e  desert  views, cross c r i t i c a l  dese r t  
> & b i t a t ,  go through popuyated areas, and would destroy deser t  
envi ronments. 
> That i s  j u s t  another reason t o  quest ion t h e  need f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  
> 
> 
> 
> 5 )  Th is  p r o j e c t  has been i n  a near “ f i n a l i z e d “  form f o r  over 1 5  
> years and C a l i f o r n i a  seems t o  be g e t t i n g  along j u s t  f i n e  w i thou t  t h e  new 

C3-2 cont. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set C3, cont. 
Matt Kalina 

> power l i n e .  Besides, Phoenix i s  t he  f i f t h  l a r g e s t  c i t y  i n  the  na t i on  and 
> one o f  t he  f a s t e s t  growing areas i n  the  na t ion .  I t  i s  l i k e l y  i n  the  near 
> f u t u r e  t h a t  t he  metro area w i l l  consume a l l  o f  the  power enerated i n  the  
> area and there fore  w i l l  no t  have any add i t i ona l  e l e c t r i c a ?  energy t o  
> t ranspor t  ou t  o f  the  area. 
> Ca l i f o rn ia?  

why then, i s  t h i s  l i n e  needed t o  send power t o  

> 
> 
> 
> 6) There were many f a c t o r s  t h a t  caused the  "Ro l l i ng  Blackouts" i n  
> C a l i f o r n i a  a few years ago. one o f  t he  main reasons was a s t rugg le  
between 
> the  regulators and the  power companies and the  energy companies 
w i thho ld ing  
> e l e c t r i c i t y  t o  d r i v e  up the  p r i ce .  We should no t  l e t  t he  decis 
> sway the  argument based on the  cont r i ved  r o l l i n g  blackouts.  
> 
> 
> 
> WE NEED ANSWERS! 
> 
> Have any non-development a l t e r n a t i v e s  been considered? Can c a l  
> i n s t i t u t e  energy conservation programs equivalent t o  t h e  amount 
> t h i s  1 i n e  w i  11 carry? Can envi  ronmental 1 y - f  r i  end1 renewable, 
> sustainable energy sources be implemented i . e . ,  soyAr, wind, o r  

> t h i s  l i n e  i s  no t  necessary? 
SO 

> 
> 
> 

on makers 

fo rn i  a 
of energy 
and 
biomass, 

> 
> 
> 

what does Arizona get ou t  o f  t h i s  deal? We generate t h e  ower, we destroy 

C a l i f o r n i a  gets power. 
our landscape, we destroy our views, we destroy our anima 7 hab i ta t s  - 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Please he lp  us -p ro tec t  these sens i t i ve  lands and stop t h i s  i l l - a d v i s e d  
> proposal - again. 
> 
> 
> 
> For add i t i ona l  in fo rmat ion  on t h i s  p r o j e c t  o r  t o  v i e w  the  D r a f t  EIR/EIS, 
90 
> t o :  http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/dpv2/dpv2.htm 

> and f o r  more in fo rmat ion  on w r i t i n g  comments, carpool ing t o  the  workshops, 
> o r  f o r  in fo rmat ion  on the  l i n e  s i t i n g  app l i ca t i on  please contact :  

> 

> 
> 
> 

> 

> 
> 
> 

> sandy Bahr a t  (602) 253-8633 / sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org o r  

> Jon Findley a t  (480) 756-2916 / energy@learnweb.com 

> Thank you f o r  car ing!  we hope you can make one o f  t he  workshops. 

C3-2 cont. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set C3, cont. 
Matt Kalina 

> 
> 
> sandy Bahr 

> Conservation Outreach D i r e c t o r  

> S i e r r a  c l u b  - Grand Canyon chapter  

> 202 E. McDowell Rd, S u i t e  277 

> Phoenix, AZ 85004 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> (602) 253-8633 

> f a x  (602) 258-6533 

> grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set C3 0 Matt Kalina 

C3-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and his concern regarding its impact 
on wildlife habitat has been noted. 

C3-2 Please refer to Responses to Comment Set B1. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set C4 
Walace Nogueira Jr. 

U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTIUIIES COMMISSION 

Draft ElWElS Comments 
Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

*Please print. Your name, address, and comments become public information and may be released to interestedpames ifrequested 

Please either deposit this sheet at the sign-in table before you leave today, or fold, stamp, and mail. Insert 
additional sheets if needed. Comments must be received by July 5,2006. Comments may also be faxed to the 
project hotline at (800) 886-1888 or emailed to dpv2@aspeneg.com. 

C4-1 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set C4 0 Walace Nogueira Jr. 

C4- 1 Please refer to Section D.14.5.3 (Project Effects on Property Values) in the Socioeco- 
nomics section (Section D.13) of the Draft EIR/EIS. This section addresses issues associ- 
ated with the potential for impacts on property values and industrial facilities such as trans- 
mission lines in an effort to provide the reader with detailed background information based 
on extensive literature review and the property value issues of past similar projects. It 
should be noted that this section does not consider property values in the context of CEQA 
or NEPA and the determination of environmental impact, because: (1) there is no consistent 
evidence that industrial facilities negatively impact property values; and (2) there are no 
defined or adopted CEQA or NEPA standards for analysis of industrial project impacts on 
property values. As such, the information in this section is provided for the benefit of the 
public and decisionmakers. As cited in Section D.14.5.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, 
economic or social effects of a project per se are not considered as significant effects on the 
environment unless there is an indirect physical effect to the environment. However, such 
issues can be considered by the CPUC in its General Proceeding. In summary, as shown in 
detail in Section D.14.5.3, although there is evidence that transmission lines may have 
affected property values in some cases, the effects are generally smaller than anticipated, 
and greater detailed studies on the subject are required to determine a direct correlation 
between the siting of industrial facilities (such as transmission lines) and property values. 

If the project is approved by the CPUC, SCE would have eminent domain rights in Cali- 
fornia. Therefore, if a parcel is required for the Proposed Project or for an alternative route 
that is approved, SCE would initiate negotiations with landowners and attempt to reach a mutu- 
ally agreeable settlement. If an agreement cannot be reached, then SCE would be forced to 
take initiate a condemnation action in which fair market value of the property required for 
the project would be determined by the court. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set C5 
Ms. Alecs Sakta 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alecs [blackcat@ecoisp.com] 
Monday, June 19,2006 4:36 PM 
dpv2@aspeneg.com 
Comments for Draft Environmental Impact ReporVDraft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

"Re: Southern C a l i f o r n i a  Edison's a p p l i c a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  p u b l i c  
U t i l i t i e s  commission and w i t h  the  Ar izona Corporat ion Commission t o  
cons t ruc t  t h e  Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission L ine  P r o j e c t  (DPV2), 
a 500 kv  l i n e  t h a t  w i l l  c u t  across impor tan t  and s e n s i t i v e  w i l d l i f e  

l u d i n g  t h e  Kofa Nat ional  w i l d l i f e  Refuge. * h a b i t a t ,  i n  

My comments 

The pr imary 
Nat ional  W i  
c u r r e n t l y  a 

a re  as f o l l o w s :  

rou te  f o r  t h i s  proposed l i n e  would c u t  through t h e  KOFA 
d l i f e  Refuge. 
Devers-Palo verde l i n e  e x i s t s .  

The KOFA ( a f t e r  King o f  Ar izona Mine) Nat ional  W i l d l i f e  Refuge was 
created i n  1939 and conta ins 665,400 acres o f  deser t  h a b i t a t .  The KOFA 
wi lderness area was created i n  1990, a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  l i n e  was i n s t a l l e d ,  
and i s  ap rox ima te l y  516,300 acres i n  s i z e .  $:There was a c lause i n  t h e  

t o  cross t h e  KOFA wi lderness.  That i s  t h e  pr imary rou te  proposed f o r  
t h i s  l i n e .  

Desert W i  7 derness Act  t h a t  excluded a r i gh t -o f -way  f o r  t h e  second l i n e  

*-CONCERNS :-" 

1) A second power t ransmiss ion l i n e  would f u r t h e r  fragment and reduce 
the  q u a l i t y  and q u a n t i t y  o f  h a b i t a t s  on t h e  KOFA Nat ional  w i l d l i f e  
Refuge. By t h a t  standard alone the  proposed new 500 KV i s  incompat ib le  
w i t h  the miss ion o f  t h e  refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA i s  
prime dese r t  b i g  horn sheep and dese r t  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t .  The l i n e  w i l l  
a l s o  f u r t h e r  o b s t r u c t  t he  n a t u r a l  v iew o f  t he  area t h a t  i s  p r i s t i n e  
deser t  landscape and c l e a r l y  n e g a t i v e l y  a f f e c t  t he  wi lderness va lues o f  
t he  refuge.  

2) Near1 400 acres would be a f f e c t e d  through t h e  KOFA Na t iona l  w i l d l i f e  
Refuge, gy t h e  measured r ight -of -way t h a t  i s  130 f e e t  wide and 24 m i les  
long.  More than  l i k e l y ,  however, a d d i t i o n a l  l a n d  w i l l  be a f f e c t e d  as 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  v e h i c l e s  t r a v e l  a long t h e  f i r s t  l i n e ' s  ROW and then  across 
t o  t h e  new ROW o r  completely o u t  o f  t h e  l i m i t s .  Th is  wide c o r r i d o r ,  560 
f e e t  wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could e l i m i n a t e  t h e  necessary ground cover 
o r  p r o t e c t i o n  needed by some species t o  t rave rse  t h i s  area, making a 
boundary t o  l i m i t  t h e i r  domain o r  an area o f  prey i f  they t r y  t o  cross 
the  ROW. 

"Have any non-development a1 t e r n a t i v e s  been considered? Can C a l i f o r n i a  
i n s t i t u t e  energy conservat ion programs equ iva len t  t o  t h e  amount o f  
energy t h i s  l i n e  w i l l  ca r r y?  can env i ronmen ta l l y - f r i end ly ,  renewable, 
and sus ta inab le  energy sources be implemented i . e . ,  s o l a r ,  wind, o r  
biomass, so t h i s  l i n e  i s  n o t  necessary?* 

*S ince re l y ,  
Ms. Alecs Sakta 
PO Box 41941 
Tucson, AZ 85717 
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Responses to Comment Set C5 0 Ms. Alecs Sakta 

C5-1 The commenter’s concern about the proposed transmission line through Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 and B1-3. 

C5-2 Please refer to Response B1-6. 
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Comment Set C6 
Joe Gardner 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: joe gardner [aaoprc@qwest.net] 

Sent: 

To: dpv2@aspeneg.com 

Subject: [DPVZ]: 

.-__l.-r* _l_l,-- ._",--.-___-----------,-~-~----------~,----....~-~-~~ 

Wednesday, June 21,2006 3 51 PM 

I camp often in the KOFA mountains (once or twice a year for the last 10 years). I do not object to a second power 
line close to the existing one. I do not believe that it will be detrimental to the area. If you have any questions, 
please call, email or write me. 

Joe Gardner 
300 E. willis, Suite B 
Prescott, AZ 86301 
phone9287783691 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set C6 
Joe Gardner 

C6-1 The cornenter’s support for the new line to be close’ to the existing transmission line is 
noted. 

0 
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Comment Set C7 
Carol Tepper 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
- - . . - . . ~ -  ~. , ., , ., , , . , , , ,. .., . . ,.... ..... --*- --*--*- ------. .. -..---- . ~. 

From: CAROL T [carol-tepper@yahoo corn] 

Sent: 

To: dpv2Qaspeneg corn 
Subject: Comments on Proposed Power Line 

Saturday, June 24, 2006 9 42 AM 

These are my concerns: 

A second power transmission line would hrther fragment the habitat on the KOFA National Wildlife 
Refuge. By that standard alone the proposed line is incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The 
Right-of-way through KOFA is prime desert bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The line will 
also further obstruct the natural view of the area that is pristine desert landscape and affect the 
wilderness values of the refuge. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, by the measured 
right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, however, additional land will 
be affected as construction vehicles travel along the first line’s ROW and then across to the new ROW 
or completely out of the limits. This wide corridor, 560 feet wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could eliminate 
the necessary ground cover or protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a 
boundary to limit their domain. 

Mitigation of negative impacts to plant resources @.e., transplanting cacti) was not successful during 
construction of the first power line. Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites 
during construction for the pouring of the concrete footings and the equipment necessary to erect the 
towers and string the electric lines. Additional impacts would include establishment of invasive 
plant species in the disturbed areas and the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by 
ofY-road vehicles. 

This project has been in a near “finalized” form for over 15 years and California seems to be getting 
along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the nation and 
one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is llkely in the near future that the metro area will 
consume all of the power generated in the area and therefore will not have any additional electrical 
energy to transport out of the area. Why then, is this line needed to send power to California? 

Thank You, 

Carol Tepper 
Box 1330 
Grand Canyon, AZ 86023 

c7- 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set C7 
Carol Tepper 

C7-1 The commenter’s concern about the proposed transmission line through Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 and Bl-3. 

C7-2 Please refer to Response B 1-4. 

c7-3 Please refer to Response B 1-5. 
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I C8-2 

Comment Set C8 
Michael Quinlan 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Quinlan, Michael [mquinl@midwestern.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 05,2006 6:47 PM 
To: Aspen Environmental Group 
Subject: Comments on DeverdPalo Verde Power Line 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery St., Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing in regard to the Devers/Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (DPV2) that 
has been proposed for western Arizona. I am very opposed to this project for two reasons. 

First, I do not believe that the state of Arizona should become an “energy farm” for California. 
The population of Arizona is growing by leaps and bounds, and our claim to locally-produced energy 
should trump all others. California’s appetite for energy and other resources seems insatiable, and 
Californians should find ways to support their electricity needs using facilities located in California. 
The Arizona Corporation Commission should be planning for Arizona’s energy needs, not those of 
adjacent states. 

areas that are important biologically and aesthetically. Wildlife habitat and migration corridors for 
desert bighorn sheep and other organisms will be adversely impacted by this enormous project In fact, 
the project Right-of-way extends through prime habitat for sheep and desert tortoise. The line will also 
obstruct the natural view of a huge expanse of pristine desert. 

large, intrusive project like DPV2 will greatly accelerate this degradation and cheat Arizonans of a 
resource that they need and deserve. Please encourage decision-makers to block DPV2. Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment on this process. Please keep me advised of future developments. 

My second objection to the DPV2 project stems from the fact that the line cuts through desert 

For many reasons, the western deserts of Arizona are being degraded at a staggering rate. A 

Sincerely, 

Michael Quinlan 
323 E. Solana Dr. 
Tempe, AZ 85281 
mquinl@midwestern.edu 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set C8 0 Michael Quinlan 

C8- 1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. Please refer to General Responses 
GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from the project and why SCE states 
that the DPV2 project is needed. 

(28-2 , The Devers-Harquahala 500 kV line would be constructed immediately adjacent to the exist- 
ing DPVl 500 kV transmission line, and would thus be located in an existing utility corridor. 

The impacts to wildlife habitat and migration corridors (including impacts on bighorn sheep 
and desert tortoise) are addressed in Section D.2.6 in this EIIUEIS and in Impacts B-1 through 
B- 17. Specifically, Impact B- 12 discusses the construction impact to linkages and wildlife 
movement corridors. Mitigation measures developed in response to Impact B-7 (Construc- 
tion activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat) would include 
measures directed at minimizing impacts to the desert tortoise. Implementation of Mitiga- 
tion Measures B-7b (Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys) and B-7c (Purchase mitiga- 
tion lands for impacts to tortoise habitat) would reduce impacts to the desert tortoise to less 
than significant levels. In response to Impact B-9 (Construction activities would result in 
indirect or direct loss of individuals or a direct loss in habitat for sensitive wildlife), Mitiga- 
tion Measure B-9f (Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period) has been 
proposed to reduce potential impacts to bighorn sheep to less than significant levels. 

The effects of the proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line on visual resources 
are addressed in Section D.3.6 of this EIR/EIS. Impact V-2 specifically addresses the long- 
term visibility of land scarring in arid and semi-arid landscapes. Implementation of Mitiga- 
tion Measures V-2a (Reduce in-line views of land scars), V-2b (Reduce visual contrast from 
unnatural vegetation lines), and V-2c (Reduce color contrast of land scars) would reduce 
this potentially significant visual impact to desert landscapes to less than significant levels. 
Specific Key Viewpoints and the resulting impacts of the new 500 kV line are addressed in 
Impacts V-3 through V-20 and include Mitigation Measures where appropriate (see Table 
D.3-11 in Section D.3.6). From three of these viewpoints, the visual impacts are consid- 
ered to be significant and unmitigable (at the Harquahala Mountain Telecommunications 
Facility, within Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, and in the Alligator Rock Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern). Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of Kofa 
NWR and why the proposed route that would be adjacent to an existing line was found to 
be environmentally preferable to the establishment of a new corridor outside of the Refuge. 
Please also refer to responses to Comment Set E5 (Applicant comments on visual resources 
methodology) for a discussion of visual resources sensitivities. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Comment Set C9 
Peter Bengtson 

Peter Bengtson 
1280 E. Paseo Pavon 
Tucson, AZ 85718 

Phone (520) 219-3507 
July 3,2006 

CPUC/BLM 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Email d~v2@asuenea.com 
Fax 1 (800) 886-1888 

Gentlemen: 

I'm concerned with the environmental impact of a second electrical power line through the 
KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. Please and my protest to the record for the Line Siting Hearing 
of June 26. 

I have climbed peaks, hiked and traveled in the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. 

My concerns are: 

1. 
quantity of habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard alone the proposed 
new 500 KV is incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through 
KOFA is prime desert big horn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. 

2. 
by a measured right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, 
however, additional land will be affected as construction vehicles travel along the first 
line's ROW and then across to the new ROW or completely out of the limits. This wide 
corridor, 560 feet wide, (1 30 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the necessary ground cover 
or protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary to limit 
their domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. 

A second power transmission line would further merit and reduce the quality and 

Nearly 400 acres would be f i s t e d  through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, 

3. 
successful during construction of the first power line. Major disturbances would occur 
at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouring of the concrete footings 
and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. Additional 
impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed areas and 
the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

Mitigation of negative impacts to plant resources (i.e., transplanting cacti) was not 
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Comment Set C9, cont. 0 Peter Bengtson 

4. The primary route is not an environmentally fiiendly route to plan the ROW but 
the alternative routes are not good routes either. The proposed routes destroy pristine 
desert views, cross critical desert habitat, go through populated areas, and would destroy 
desert environments. 

5. 
in the nation. It is likely in the near future that the metro area will consume all of the 
power generated in the area and will not have any additional electrical energy to 
transport out of the area. Since it is likely that the power will be needed in Arizona in 
the near future. The line should not be built. 

Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the nation and one of the fastest growing areas 

6. There were many factors that caused the “Rolling  blackout^'^ in California a few 
years ago. One of the main reasons was a struggle between the regulators and the power 
companies and the energy companies withholding electricity to drive up the price. The 
decision on this additional power line should not be based on the contrived rolling 
blackouts. 

The following questions need to be answered before we permit the degradation of the KOFA 
National Wiidlife Refuge which this second power line will cause. 

Have any non-development alternatives been considered? Can California institute energy 
conservation programs equivalent to the amount of energy this line will carry? Can 
environmentally-friendly, renewable, and sustainable energy sources be implemented Le., solar, 
wind, or biomass, so this line is not necessary? 

0 
Sincerely, 

Peter Bengtson 4 

C9-2 cont. 

c9-3 

I c9-4 

I c9-5 
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Responses to Comment Set C9 
Peter Bengtson 

C9- 1 The commenter’s concern about the proposed transmission line through Kofa National Wild- 
life Refuge (NWR) and opposition to the project is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 
and B1-3. 

Please refer to Response B 1-4. 

Please refer to Response B 1-5. 

Please refer to Responses C9-1 through C9-3 and C9-5. 

Please refer to Response B 1-6. 

C9-2 

c9-3 

c9-4 

c9-5 
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I 

Comment Set C10 0 Mary Justice 

July 12,2006 

Billie Blanchard, Project Manager, Devers-Palo Verde 2 
clo Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104-3002 

Re: Comment on D-EIR - Devers - Palo Verde2 (D-PV2) effect of project on development of 30 ac. 
and habitat concern on APN 651-030-004 (Riverside County, CA) 

Dear Ms. Blanchard: 

Thank you for having the maps, CD and executive summary sent to me so quickly. 

We are in the process of obtaining plans to build 6 houses on 30 acres near your project. Will your 
project cause a delay in our construction plans? 

We have already had a delay caused by the proposed Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP). It failed to be adopted by Desert Hot Springs. The Plan required 
adoption by all the cities in the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) and did not get 
adopted. Now is ow window to build. 

We have had to sue CVAG and its CVMSHCP, as well as the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) 
regarding the EIR on the CVMSHCP. See Riverside Superior Court case number RIC 451297. 

CVWD and the Army Corps of Engineers(ACE) devised a levee system to escort “blow-sand” onto the 
Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard Preserve (CVFTLP). According to ACE’S documents a special 
sand is disturbed every 500 years, and may be blown to a desired site. Any 100 year flood could easily 
be managed by additional dips such as the one already in existence across Ramon Road. The levees 
proposed as flood control measures for a 500 year flood are not justified and directlv interfere with 
the 500 kV Devers-Palo Verde 2 power lines. 

We are concerned that D-PV2 may be held up by conflicts with conservationists and CVWD’s proposed 
levee system in our area west of the CVFTLP Our 30 acres has frontage on the well-paved Ramon Road 
and is near the 1-10 interchange. It has a 12” water line in the street and abuts wide-open land owned by 
the conservationists. You can see why we want to build. But, It is also a few hundred feet east of 
Edison’s Mirage sub-station and perhaps 1000 feet south of the transmission lines and the D-PV2 
alignment in Thousand Palms, California. A map is attached to this letter. 

If you think your project will interfere with our building or CVWD’s proposed levees please let us know. 

CIO-1 

CIO-2 

Very truly yours, 

Mary Justice 
3998 Avenida Verano 
Thousand Oaks, CA 9 1360 
(877) 692-8214, (805) 53 1-9529 
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Responses to Comment Set C10 
Mary Justice 

C10-1 The DPV2 project and the proposed residential development project described by the com- 
menter are unrelated in their review and approval processes. The commenter’s proposed 
housing project requires Riverside County approval and the DPV2 Project requires State 
(CPUC) and federal (BLM) approval. In addition, construction related to the Proposed 
Project would not be located on the commenter’s parcel (APN 651-030-004, County of 
Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency GIS at http://www2. tlma.co.river- 
side.ca.us/aims/pa/rclis/). The Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(CVMSHCP) is also independent of the DPV2 project even though its requirements would 
also affect DPV2. Regardless, the Final Draft of the CVMSHCP is discussed in Section 
D.2.1.1.4 on page D.2-51 of the Draft EIWEIS as it relates to applicable regulations, plans, 
and standards associated with Biological Resources. 

Even though the projects are unrelated, mitigation measures in Sections D.4 (Land Use) and 
D. 9 (Transportation and Traffic) are expected to reduce potentially significant impacts from 
construction activities on land uses near the transmission line and on all affected roadways. 
For instance, Mitigation Measure L-la would require the preparation of a construction notifi- 
cation plan and Mitigation Measure T-7a would require SCE to repair any roadways dam- 
aged by construction activities. 

Table F-1 in Section F.2.1 has been updated as shown below to add the planned housing 
development described in this comment letter as a project included in the cumulative sce- 
nario. The construction of multiple projects within the same area would create a significant 
cumulative construction impact to adjacent residential land uses. Given the existing cumula- 
tive land use impact that would occur from the construction of multiple projects, including 
the commenter’s proposed residential development, the construction of the Proposed Project 
would incrementally contribute to this cumulative effect. However, potentially significant cumu- 
lative impacts resulting from the construction of the Proposed Project in conjunction with 
other projects would be mitigated to a less than significant level through the implementation 
of the following mitigation measures that were introduced in Sections D.4.6 and D.4.7 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS: Mitigation Measures L-la (Prepare Construction Notification Plan), L-ld 
(Coordinate with affected business owners), and L-le (Coordinate construction schedule with 
public and community facilities). 

Once constructed, the commenter’s planned residential project would be permanently visible. 
However, as projects such as the commenter’s are developed in the same field of view as 
the proposed DPV2 Project these projects would reduce or close lines of sight to the trans- 
mission corridor for observers on roadways (e.g., on Ramon Road). This would result in 
the Proposed Project being less visible from within developed areas. Overall new housing 
developments are incorporated into city and county land use planning and cumulative im- 
pacts resulting from the construction of six houses in conjunction with the proposed DPV2 
Project would be less than significant. 
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Table F-I. DPV2 Cumulative Project List 

Project Type Location Status No. 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT: Residential APN 651 -030-004 in Thousand In planninqlpermitting 
Proposed construction of 6 Palms. East of Miraae Substation [7/12/06) 
houses on 30 acres. 

Map 

and 1,000 feet south of transmission 
corridor 

C10-2 The proposed “blow sand” levees are separate from the DPV2 project. Impact H-6 (Encroach- 
ment into a floodplain or watercourse by permanent aboveground project features resulting 
in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion) in Section D.12.6 discusses the impacts of the 
Proposed Project where it would be located in a floodplain. Applicant Proposed Measures 
(APMs) W-4 through W-6 were designed by SCE to avoid adverse local effects related to 
floodplain encroachment by avoiding watercourses where possible, ensuring foundations are 
adequate to resist scour, and constructing diversion dikes in severe cases (see Table D. 12-3). 
In addition, Mitigation Measure H-6a (Design diversion dikes to avoid damage to adjacent 
property) would ensure that the diversion dikes would be designed to avoid damage to adja- 
cent properties. Therefore, in addition to the implementation of the APMs and proposed 
mitigation measures, and because the transmission lines would be overhead and could span 
any major watercourses and drainage outlets, impacts related to floodplains in the project 
area have been considered and were found to be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure B-7d (Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to fringe-toed lizard hab- 
itat) has been proposed for implementation to reduce impacts specifically to the CVFTL related 
to construction activities (Impact B-7, Construction activities would result in indirect or 
direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat) to less than significant levels. 

Please refer to Response C10-1 for discussion of the inclusion of the proposed residential devel- 
opment in Table F-1 under the Cumulative Scenario in Section F of the EIR/EIS. 

October 2006 C-27 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set Cl1 
Les Starks 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: SNOWCREEKPRES@aol corn 
Sent: 
To: dpv2@aspeneg corn 
Subject: DPV2, National Monument and the Northern Face of Mt San Jacinto 

_. ----- " ~ ~ ~ - ~ "  ~~ , ," --. . _IcI 

Wednesday, July 26, 2006 2 39 PM 

The Devers Palo Verde No 2 Alternative will compromise, seriously degrade and detract from the spectacular 
scenic beauty of the magnificent Northern Face of Mt San Jacinto and the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto 
Mountains National Monument and it will leave the Snow Creek area vulnerable to even greater degradation and 
visual blight by a proposed windmill development 

I spoke to a representative from White Water Energy in Oct, 2004 regarding his company's plan for a large scale 
windmill farm in the area between Snow Creek Road and the Interstate 10 Freeway extending up the western 
ridgeline of the San Jacinto Mountains following SCE's existing power lines He seemed certain that the Cabazon 
Ridge project would be approved after SCEs new power lines were installed He said he was confident that the 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors would approve his plan because there would already be a clutter very high 
profile industrial structures on the San Jacinto Mountains' westernmost mountaintop ridgeline anyway When 
Enron Wind, the past leaseholder of the land wanted to construct a 600 acre windmill farm in the same area in 
2001, two of the Riverside County Planning Commissioners used the same argument, saying SCEs existing 
power lines through the area have already significantly degraded the landscape, so why would windmills be so 
objectionable If SCE adds even more high profile power lines, this argument will be used again by Riverside 
County and the Palm Springs area could loose an important landmark visual and recreational resource to 
inappropriately sited industrial power structures and massive electrical lines 

The oppressive presence the DPV2 at the western entrance of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains 
National Monument which is the first scenic area, photo opportunity and hiking destination for desert visitors 
arriving via the Interstate 10 freeway will greatly detract from the viewshed, general ambiance and quality of this 
unique desert wilderness area 
A key location in the Coachella Valley Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan, Snow Creek is home to many 
threatened or endangered plant and animal species In this unique group of canyons (Snow Canyon, Los Osos 
Canyon Vargas Canyon) known as Snow Creek, there is abundant water and evidence of ancient life 

It's many unusual features include a towering waterfall which can be viewed from Snow Creek Road, the 
spectacular Northern Face of Mt San Jacinto, the Oasis de Los Osos Preserve, the Snow Creek Rock Shelter 
(Riv 30) and bedrock mortars, all of which should be carefully considered in this decision 

The presence of additional high profile power lines may also lead to the general dadation of the National 
Monument by visitors who see it as an industrial area 

Snow Creek is a high wind, high risk fire area that suffered greatly when SCE put the first towers and power lines 
through the San Jacinto Mountains The SCE crew constructing the towers started a welding fire that swept 
through Snow Creek Village Two homes were gravely threatened by the fire Both had smoke damage and lost 
trees and landscaping The fire raced up the mountain and firemen fought it for two days 

I can most certainly understand why the Morongo would not want these power lines strung through their 
reservation land, especially since they have so many already But I really can not understand them wanting it to 
go through Snow Creek, home to their ancient relatives, on land all local Indians consider sacred Indian historian 
Alvino Siva has said that all local Indians consider the entire Snow Creek area sacred land that is critically 
important to their people, their history, their culture It's unfortunate that these power lines will change and blight 
land that is so important to all our local Indians and some kind of agreement hasn't been made to prevent this and 
future degradation of this dramatically beautiful area by industrial development 

Sincerely, 
Les Starks 
164 Vista De Oeste 
Palm Springs, Ca 92264 
(760) 285-2970 
(760) 323-4089 

c11-1 

CI I -2  

C l l - 3  

C l l - 4  

C l l - 5  

C l l - 6  

CI I -7  
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Comment Set C11, cont. 0 Les Starks 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: SNOWCREEKPRES@aol.com [mailto:SNOWCREEKPRES@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2006 7:23 PM 
Subject: Re: DPV2 Comment Letter 

I'm speaking for myself as someone who uses the National Monument like everyone else who goes to Snow 
Creek to retreat from a rapidly urbanizing Coachella Valley. I am also a Palm Springs and San Gorgonio 
Pass property owner who has seen the progressive destruction of the Pass area since I moved to Palm 
Springs in 1985. What used to be some of the world's most beautiful ancient vistas have been destroyed by 
giant power lines and industrial windmills. 

The public hearing for this development wasn't even mentioned in any local newspaper or media report. So 
how can people comment on this when they don't even know it's happening? 

Les Starks 

C l l - 8  I 
1 C l l - 9  
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Responses to Comment Set C11 
Les Starks 

C 1 1- 1 The visual impacts related to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, including the segment through 
the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, are discussed in Section D.3.9.1 
of the Draft EIWEIS. Key Viewpoint 33 was established on the Pacific Crest Trail, just 
west of Snow Creek Road and the Snow Creek Village (see page D.3-195). Figures D.3-34A, 
D.3-34B, and D.3-35 depict the existing setting and simulations with the addition of the 
DV2 transmission line. Visual impacts from the following three key viewpoints were found 
to be significant and unmitigable (Class I) impacts: 

0 Impact V-40 [Increased structure contract and skylining when viewing the San Jacinto Moun- 
tains from Key Viewpoint 33 on the Pacific Crest Trail in the vicinity of the Snow Creek 
Village residential community (VS-VC)] 

Impact V-41 [Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class I1 management objective due to introduc- 
tion of structure contrast and industrial character when viewing the San Jacinto Mountains 
from BLM-managed lands within the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument (in the vicinity of Key Viewpoint 33)] 

Impact V-42 [Inconsistency with U.S. Forest Service Integrity Objective (SIO) due to 
introduction of structure contrast and industrial character]. 

0 

0 

Mitigation Measure V-40a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) would help to 
minimize the visual impacts of the new structures by matching the design of the new structures 
with the existing structures, placing new and existing structures as close together as possible, 
matching spans and tower heights, using non-specular design, and prohibiting new access 
roads downhill from structures; however, the impact was still determined to be significant. 

See Response C 1 1-2 regarding the proposed windmill development. 

Cl l -2  Section F.3.2 in the Draft EIR/EIS states that the Proposed Project and the cumulative energy 
projects, such as wind turbines, combined would result in a perceived increase in industriali- 
zation of the landscape, diminution of visual quality, and increase in visual contrast. The result- 
ing cumulative visual impacts would be substantially greater than those that would occur 
with the Proposed Project alone and they would be significant. This would be the result of a 
significant change in the character and visual quality of the viewshed. Under the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative, cumulative analysis in Section F.4 (page F-63) of the Draft EWEIS states 
that there are cumulative energy infrastructure projects that may occur in the 1-10 corridor and 
would be within the same field of view at various locations. These projects would exhibit 
similar vertical structural form, structural complexity and industrial character compared to 
the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. 

Any of the alternatives and the cumulative energy infrastructure projects combined would 
result in a perceived increase in industrialization of the landscape, contributing to a sense of 
proliferation of energy infrastructure in the vicinity. The resulting cumulative visual im- 
pacts would be substantially greater than those that would occur with the alternative alone 
and they would be significant (Class I). Therefore, a significant visual impact has been iden- 
tified already. Likewise, the Wilderness and Recreation section (page F-65) also identified a 
significant (Class I) cumulative recreation impact to the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Moun- 
tains National Monument. 
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The Cabazon Ridge Project has been added to the cumulative scenario, however, the analysis 
wouId remain as significant visual and recreation resources cumulative impacts (Class I). 
Table F-3 in Section F.4 of the Draft EIWEIS has been updated as follows: 

Table F-3. Devers-Valley Cumulative Project List 

Proiect Tme Location 
Map 

Status ID - .  
v.. 

Riverside County 

Cabazon Ridqe Proiect: larqe-scale Industrial Between Snow Creek Road and 1-10, Planning 
wind farm proposed bv White Water 
Enemy. San Jacinto Mountains 

extendinq UR the western ridqeline of 

C11-3 Please refer to Response C11-1. Section D.5.9.1 discusses the Wilderness and Recreation impacts 
of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, including through the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Moun- 
tains National Monument. Impacts from temporary construction activities (Impact WR-1) 
were found to be potentially significant (Class II), but reduced to less than significant with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures WR-1 a (Coordinate construction schedule and 
activities with the authorized officer for the recreation area) and WR-lb (Provide a temporary 
detour for Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail users). Impacts due to permanent preclusion 
of recreational activities during operation (Impact WR-3) would be reduced to less than sig- 
nificant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure WR-3a (Coordinate tower and road 
locations with the authorized officer for the recreation area). Impact WR-2 (Operation would 
change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value), 
however, would be significant and unmitigable (Class I). 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 line would cross Snow Creek Road (near Tower DV-25 on Fig- 
ure Ap. 1-8a) and the ROW would turn southwest and would be adjacent to Snow Creek Road 
on the flat portion of the Monument lands, approximately 2,350 feet to the west until it would 
enter the San Jacinto Wilderness' at Tower DV-32 that is located within the SBNF (although 
the transmission corridor itself has been removed from the wilderness). Therefore, the line would 
be over 3,000 feet west-northwest of Snow Creek Village and the alluvial fan of Snow Creek 
is located east of the Village and would not be impacted by the transmission line. 

Cll-4 
0 

Regardless, the requirements of the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(CVMSHCP) would apply to the construction and operation of the DPV2 project, including 
the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative if it were approved. The Final Draft of the CVMSHCP 
is discussed in Section D.2.1.1.4 on page D.2-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS as it relates to applic- 
able regulations, plans, and standards associated with biological resources. The biological 
resources setting in the Coachella Valley MSHCP area, including sensitive plant and wild- 
life species and habitats, is discussed on pages D.2-69 and D.2-75 of the Draft EWEIS. Bio- 
logical resources impacts in the area included in the Coachella Valley MSHCP are discussed 
for the Proposed Project in Sections D.2.6 and the biological setting and impacts in the Coa- 
chella Valley area with construction of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative are discussed in 
Section D.2.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

While the corridor is within the overall designated wilderness area, the Devers-Valley right-of-way was removed 
from wilderness by Congress for use as a transmission corridor. 

1 0 
October 2006 C-3 1 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Hydrology and Water Quality setting and impacts, including within the Coachella Valley, 
are discussed in Section D.12 and Cultural Resources setting and impacts are discussed in 
Section D.7. 

Cll-5 

e l l - 6  

Cll-7 

(211-8 

C l l -9  

The resource value of the Snow Creek area is noted. However, the Devers-Valley No. 1 trans- 
mission line, and its access road, is already present in the area and a transmission corridor 
has been established. Please refer also to Responses Cll-1, Cll-3, and Cll-4. There is no 
record at the California Historical Resources Inventory System that the Snow Creek Rock 
Shelter (CA-RIV-30) and bedrock mortars are within a half-mile of the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative. While this may be a significant archaeological site, there will be no 
direct or indirect impact to any cultural resources that are more than 200 feet from pro- 
posed towers, roads, and construction laydown areas. 

As described in Sections D. 10.12.2 in the Final EIR/EIS (the same discussion was included 
in both Sections D. 10.11.2 and D. 10.12.2 of the Draft EWEIS, but was consolidated in 
the Final EIR/EIS), fire hazard related to transmission lines (Impact PS-4) is addressed in 
project design and in operations and maintenance procedures. Electrical arcing from power 
lines can represent a fire hazard. This phenomenon is more prevalent for lower voltage 
distribution lines since these lines are typically on shorter structures and in much greater 
proximity to trees and vegetation. Fire hazards from high voltage transmission lines are greatly 
reduced through the use of taller structures and wider ROWS. Further, transmission line ROWS 
are cleared of trees to control this hazard. Fire hazards due to a fallen conductor from an 
overhead line are minimal due to system protection features. Overhead high voltage transmis- 
sion lines include system protection designed to safeguard the public and line equipment. These 
protection systems consist of transmission line relays and circuit breakers that are designed to 
rapidly detect faults and cut-off power to avoid shock and fire hazards. This equipment is typ- 
ically set to operate in 2 to 3 cycles, representing a time interval range from 2/60 of a second 
to 3/60 of a second. SCE is required to design the transmission line in accordance with safety 
requirements of the CPUC’s G.O. 95 and other applicable requirements, so safety impacts 
from fire hazard are considered to be less than significant (Class 111). See also Response 
B6- 17 regarding transmission line construction and operation and fire hazard. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative through the Snow Creek 
area has been noted. Cultural resources setting and impacts for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alter- 
native are discussed in Section D.7.9.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and impacts from the West of 
Devers upgrades, which includes the portion of the route through Morongo lands, is dis- 
cussed in Section D.7.7. 

As shown in Table E-4 in Section E (Comparison of Alternatives) both the Proposed Project 
and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would have significant (Class I) impacts to known 
historic properties and/or unknown archaeological resources. The Proposed Project west of 
Devers Substation would have potential impacts to 3 known historic and prehistoric sites in 
the surveyed portion of the route whereas the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would have 
potential impacts to 11 sites. Therefore, the proposed West of Devers upgrades were found 
to be preferred for cultural resources than the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative that goes 
through the Snow Creek area. 

Please refer to Responses C 1 1 - 1 and C 1 1-3. 

Please refer to Section I (Public Participation) in the Final EIR/EIS. This section addresses 
the notification process related to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS and list the newspapers 
in which public notices have been published. 
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Comment Set C12 0 Bettina Bickel 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Bettina Bickel [bbickel@ecoisp corn] 
Sent: 

To: dpv2aaspeneg com 
Subject: Draft EIS Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line 

Monday, July 31, 2006 11 21 AM 

Dear EIS Team, 

c12-1 I I have the following concerns about the proposed second transmission line through the KOFA National Wldlife 
Refuge 

c12-2 

I 
I 

The right of way through KOFA cuts through prime habitat for desert bighorn sheep and desert tortoise A 
second line would furthur fragment and reduce the quality/quantlty of habitat, and IS incompatible with the 
purpose of the wildlife refuge The transmission line would also negatively impact wilderness values and 
the viewshed 

species, essentially creating a barrier to wildlife movement 

establishment of invasive species It would increase the probability of illegal use of the right-of way by 
ORVs 

The widening of the corridor to approximately 560 feet would eliminate ground cover essential for some 

0 The construction of and access to the transmission line would destroy native plants and allow 

The KOFA NWR is important to me to preserve Arizona's native desert ecosystems Thank you for considering 
my comments on this proposal 

Bettina Bickel 
9218 N. 51st Dr. 
Glendale, AZ 85302 
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Responses to Comment Set C12 
Bettina Bickel 

C 12- 1 Please refer to Responses B 1-2 and B 1-3 and General Response GR- 1 regarding impacts in the 
Kofa NWR. 

c12-2 Please refer to Response B1-4 and General Response GR-1. By using an existing transmis- 
sion right-of-way through the area, existing access roads would be utilized for most con- 
struction activities. In contrast, the potential alternatives that would avoid the Kofa NWR 
that were investigated to avoid the Kofa NWR (documented in Appendix 1 ,  Alternatives 
Screening Report) would create a new corridor with associated ground disturbance (there are 
few usable access roads and the routes would be 3.4 to 10 miles longer than the portion of the 
Proposed Project that each would replace). Therefore, use of the existing DPVl corridor for 
the proposed line would minimize the amount of new access roads created. Because these access 
roads already exist, construction of the new line would not cause an increased probability of 
illegal use of the right-of-way by ORVs. 
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Comment Set C13 
Richard Strandberg 

C13-1 

C13-2 
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Comment Set C13, cont. 
Richard Strandberg 

C13-3 cont. 

C 13-4 I 
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Responses to Comment Set C13 
Richard Strandberg 

C13-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project in the Kofa NWR is noted. Please 
refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through the Kofa NWR 
was found to be the environmentally preferable over potential aIternatives outside of Kofa. 
Also refer to the responses to Comment Set B1. 

Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from 
the project and why SCE states that the DPV2 project is needed. 

Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of conservation as an alternative to the Pro- 
posed Project. 

C13-2 

C13-3 

Due to environmental and safety concerns, California law currently prohibits the construction 
of any new nuclear power plants in California until the California Energy Commission (CEC) 
finds that the federal government has approved and there exists a demonstrated technology 
for the permanent disposal of spent fuel from these facilities.2 In June 1976, California 
enacted legislation directing the CEC to perform an independent investigation of the nuclear 
fuel cycle. This investigation was to assess whether the technology to reprocess nuclear fuel 
rods or to dispose of permanently high-level nuclear waste had been demonstrated, approved 
and was operational [Public Resources Code 25524.1 (a) (l), 25524.1 (b), and 25524.2 (a)]. 
After extensive public hearings, the CEC determined that it could not make the requisite 
affirmative findings concerning either reprocessing of nuclear fuel or disposal of high-level 
waste. This information was published in a report: Status of Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing, 
Spent Fuel Storage and High-level Waste Disposal, Energy Commission publication P102- 
78-001, January 1978.) As a result, the development of new nuclear energy facilities in 
California was prohibited by law. 

It has been more than 25 years since the last comprehensive CEC assessment of nuclear 
power issues; therefore, as part of the development of the CEC’s 2005 Integrated Energy Policy 
re poi^,^ the CEC has begun a comprehensive assessment of the status of currently operat- 
ing plants in California, the status of federal spent fuel storage/disposal programs and repro- 
cessing, and the potential role of nuclear power in California’s energy future. At this point 
though, the permitting of new nuclear facilities in southern California would not be feasible. 

C13-4 Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of Arizona benefits from the Proposed 
Project. 

California Energy Commission. 2006. Nuclear Energy in California. Online at http://www.energy.ca.gov/ 
nuclear/california .html. 

California Energy Commission. 2005. 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Report. Docket # 04-IEP-1, et al. 
Online at http://www .energy. ca. gov/2005energypoIicy/index .html . 

2 
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Comment Set C14 
Thomas L. Floyd 

C14-1 

C14-2 
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Comment Set C14, cont. 
Thomas L. Floyd 

2 

C14-2 cont. 

C14-3 
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Comment Set C14, cont. 
Thomas L. Floyd 

3 

C14-3 cont. 

Cl4-4 
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Comment Set C14, cont. 0 Thomas L. Floyd 

C14-5 cont. 

C14-6 
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Responses to Comment Set C14 
Thomas L. Floyd 

C14-1 Please refer to Response C13-3 for a discussion of nuclear energy in California. 

Hydroelectric power is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1 and in Section C.5.5.2 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. While hydropower does not require burning fossil fuels and may be avail- 
able (e.g., on the Colorado River or a local water resource), this power source can came 
significant environmental impacts. Negative aspects of hydroelectric development primarily 
center around inundation to reaches of stream and riparian lands as a result of dam and res- 
ervoir development, resulting in permanent changes to the environment. Significant impacts 
also 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 releases 
during storm events or due to catastrophic dam failures. Construction of new dams and 
maintenance of old structures must undergo rigorous design analyses that demonstrate the 
ability to perform safely under the most adverse seismic and flood conditions. As a result of 
these impacts, it is extremely unlikely that new large hydropower facilities could be devel- 
oped and permitted in California within the next several years. 

C14-2 The commenter’s support for the use of an existing ROW has been noted. Please refer to 
General Response GR-1 for a discussion of the use of an existing corridor as the 
environmentally preferable route through Kofa NWR in Arizona. Please refer to Response 
C4-1 for a discussion of property value as it relates to the construction of transmission 
lines. 

C 14-3 Renewable generation resources alternatives (geothermal, biomass, solar, wind, and hydro- 
electric resources) are also evaluated in Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1, Section C.5.5.2, and 
Executive Summary Section 2.3.4 and were eliminated from full consideration during the 
screening process. Use of renewable generation technologies would avoid the specific impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed DPV2 project, but new trans- 
mission lines would still be required from the renewable generation locations to areas of demand. 
This would create impacts similar to those of the Proposed Project, which is proposed to 
transmit power from an existing generation sources. In addition to the reliability and 
feasibility issues discussed in Appendix 1 and Section C, use of renewable resources would 
be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed DPV2, which are focused on creating 
the ability for DPV2 to increase California’s transmission import capability from the South- 
west and enhance and support the competitive energy market in the Southwest. 

C14-4 As discussed in Section D.3.6 of the Draft EWEIS, implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measures V-2a (Reduce in-line views of land scars), V-2b (Reduce visual contrast from 
unnatural vegetation lines), V-2c (Reduce color contrast of land scars), V-3a (Reduce visual 
contrast of towers and conductors), V-6a (Reduce visual contrast associated with ancillary 
facilities), and V-6c (Reduce night lighting impacts), which are listed in Table D.3-11 in 
Section D.3.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all supplement vegetation restoration following con- 
struction and landscaping to help reduce the visual contrast, view blockage, and skylining 
of proposed towers and facilities. 
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The comment states that tubular steel poles (TSP) “...are generally considered to blend well 
into desert and cactus landscapes even to the point of being notable architectural works. ” It 
is assumed that this is a reference to the cylindrical form and vertical lines shared by TSPs 
and some species of cactus (Saguaro, for example). However, this notion fails to recognize 
that the structural scale of TSPs would dominate any similar, natural forms particularly when 
viewing at greater distance. Rather than attempting to achieve architectural statements with 
structure design, design and mitigation efforts should more appropriately focus on reducing 
structure visibility. It is true that TSPs are often more visually appropriate for close prox- 
imity views. In these circumstances, the narrower structural mass blocks a lesser degree of 
higher valued background landscape features compared to lattice structures. In close viewing 
circumstances lattice structures with their complex structural members appear somewhat 
more industrial in character, create more visual contrast, and effectively block a greater por- 
tion of background landscape compared to TSPs. This is so even though portions of the land- 
scape can be seen through the structure. 

However, for distant views, such as those that are predominant in open desert landscapes, 
the open structural designs of lattice towers render the structures somewhat transparent, partic- 
ularly when viewed at distance with any type of landform in the background. This charac- 
teristic allows the structures to blend quite effectively with the background, which signifi- 
cantly reduces structure visibility in many cases. This fact is born out in a number of the 
images presented in the EIR/EIS that illustrate the difficulty in seeing the lattice structures 
when backdropped by mottled landforms. Thus, it is the opinion of the EIIUEIS visual resources 
specialist that lattice structures are more appropriate than TSPs in the broad, open desert land- 
scapes with the typically distant sightlines available to travelers on freeways, local roads, 
and 4WD recreational trails. 

C14-5 Please refer to Response C14-4. 

C14-6 The commenter’s support for the development of electric power has been noted. 
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Comment Set C15 
Alan Timmerman 

August 9,2006 
1505 W. St. Marys Rd. #154 

Tucson, AZ 85745 

CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to  state my opposition to the proposed Devers-Palo Verde power 
transmission line. Here are my concerns: 

1) A second power transmission line would hr ther  fragment and reduce the quality 
and quantity of habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard alone 
the proposed new 500 KV is incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The Right-of 
Way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert big horn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. 
The line will also further obstruct the natural view of the area that is pristine desert 
landscape and clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. 

2) Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, 
by the measured right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, 
however, additional land will be affected as construction vehicles travel along the first 
line's ROW and then across to the new ROW or completely out of the limits. This wide 
corridor, 560 feet wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the necessary ground cover or 
protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary to  limit their 
domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. 

3) Mitigation of negative impacts to plant resources @e., transplanting cacti) was 
not successful during construction of the first power line. Major disturbances would 
occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouring of the concrete 
footings and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. 
Additional impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed 
areas and the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

4) The primary route is not an environmentally friendly route to  plan the ROW but 
the alternative routes are not good routes either. The proposed routes destroy pristine 
desert views, cross critical desert habitat, go through populated areas, and would destroy 
desert environments. That is just another reason to question the need for this project. 

5 )  This project has been in a near "finalized" form for over 15 years and California 
seems to be getting along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the 
fifth largest city in the nation and one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is 
likely in the near future that the metro area will consume all of the power generated in the 
area and therefore will not have any additional electrical energy to  transport out of the 
area. Why then, is this line needed to send power to  California? 

C15-1 

0 

0 

0 
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Comment Set C15, cont. 0 Alan Timmerman 

I 6 )  There were many factors that caused t?x "Rolling Blackouts" in California a few 
years ago. One of the main reasons was a struggle between the regulators and the power 
companies arid the energy companies withholding electricity to drive up the price. We 
should riot let the decision makers sway the argument based on the contrived rolling 
blackouts. 

Please make my comments part ofthe oftlcial record 

C15-1 COnt. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Timmerman 
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Responses to Comment Set C15 
Alan Timmerman 

C15-1 The comenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 
through B1-5. 
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Comment Set C16 
Melissa Lopez 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: melissa lopez [bluecornsky@yahoo corn] 

Sent: 
To: dpv2Qaspeneg corn 

Su bjed: 

Thursday, August I O ,  2006 1251 AM 

Please help protect the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge 

Dear John Kalish and Billie Blanchard: 8-10-06 

I am writing to request that the Bureau of Land Management select the No 
Action/No Project Alternative identified in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report'Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 
2 Transmission Line Project (EIWEIS). This is the only acceptable 
alternative and is clearly the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. The 
costs of this project to the environment are too great in comparison with 
any benefits, few, if any of which will be realized by the people and the 
lands in Arizona. In fact, the draft EIWEIS makes it all too clear that 
Arizona will suffer significant environmental degradation and very probably 
increased electricity rates as a result of this project. 

A second power transmission line would further fragment and reduce the 
quality and quantity of habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By 
that standard alone the proposed new 500 KV is incompatible with the mission 
of the refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert big horn 
sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The line will also further obstruct the 
natural view of the area that is pristine desert landscape and clearly 
negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. 

Visual impacts as well as recreational impacts on the KOFA National Wildlife 
Refuge would be significant and could not be mitigated. (See page ES-38, 
ES-42). Adding additional industrial features to the landscape is a 
significant adverse visual change, as the draft EIWEIS states. The project 
would change the character of the KOFA and significantly diminish its 
recreational value as well. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife 
Refuge, by the measured right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles 
long. More than likely, however, additional land will be affected as 
construction vehicles travel along the first line's ROW and then across to 
the new ROW or completely out of the limits. This wide corridor, 560 feet 
wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the necessary ground cover or 
protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary 
to limit their domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. 

Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during 
construction for the pouring of the concrete footings and the equipment 
necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. Additional 

C16-1 

C16-2 

C16-3 

C16-4 
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Comment Set C16, cont. 
Melissa Lopez 

impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the 
disturbed areas and the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by 
off-road vehicles. 

The Harquahala Mountains would face significant impacts relative to both 
recreation and wilderness. According to the draft EIWEIS (p. D.5-26), 
"Implementation of  the telecommunications facility resulting from operation 
of the Proposed Project would permanently diminish the character of 
Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains WA." An alternative t o  this 
proposed telecommunications site should have been considered. Again, no 
action is the only alternative that will keep this area from being degraded. 

The primary route is not an environmentally friendly route, but the 
alternative routes are not good routes either. The proposed routes destroy 
pristine desert views, cross critical desert habitat, go through populated 
areas, and would destroy desert environments. That is just another reason 
to  question the need for this project and t o  select the no action 
alternative. 

This project has been in a near "fiialized" form for over 15 years and 
California seems to  be getting along just fine without the new power line. 
Besides, Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the nation and one of the 
fastest growing areas in the nation. It is likely in the near future that 
the metro area will consume all of the power generated in the area and 
therefore will not have any additional electrical energy to  transport out of 
the area. Why then, is this line needed to send power to California? 

Non-development alternatives should be considered to  meet California's 
energy needs including significant energy efficiency and conservation 
programs and environmentally-friendly, renewable, and sustainable energy 
sources (i.e., solar, wind). Distributed solar energy and energy efficiency 
and conservation can reduce the need for additional transmission lines. 

The environmental costs of this project are too high. The benefits of it 
are negligible. Please select the no action alternative. It is the only 
alternative that is compatible with the wildlife refuge and the other 
important public lands in the path of this transmission line. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

C16-4 cont. I 
C16-5 I 
C16-6 

Sincerely , 

Melissa A. Lopez 
3003 N. Alvernon Way #205 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
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Responses to Comment Set C16 
Melissa Lopez 

C16-1 

C 16-2 

C 16-3 

C 16-4 

C 16-5 

C16-6 

The cornmenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. 

Please refer to Response B1-2. 

As stated in the Draft EIWEIS, both the proposed and north of Kofa NWR alternative routes 
would create significant and unmitigable impacts to visual and recreational resources in the 
area in and around Kofa NWR. The commenter is correct that Section D.3.6.2 states that 
Impact V-7 [Increased visual contrast, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key 
Viewpoint 4 on Crystal Hill Road in Kofa NWR (VS-VC)] would be significant and unmiti- 
gable (Class I), and Section D.5.6.2 states that Impact WR-2 (Operation would change the 
character of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value) in Kofa NWR 
would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) for the Proposed Project. 

Please see Responses B1-3 and B1-4. 

Please refer to Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

Please refer to B1-5, B1-6, and B1-7. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No 
Action Alternative has been noted. 
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Comment Set C17 
Jack Grenard 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Jgrenard@aol.com 
Sent: 

To: dpv2@aspeneg.com 
Subject: KOFA 

Thursday, August IO ,  2006 936 AM 

Dear John Kalish and Billie Blanchard: 

I am writing to request that the Bureau of Land Managemen- select the No ActiodNo 
Project Alternative identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/EnvironmentaI 
Impact Statement for the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
(EIWEIS). This is the only acceptable alternative and is clearly the Environmentally 
Preferred Alternative. The costs of this project to the environment are too great in 
comparison with any benefits, few, if any of which will be realized by the people and the 
lands in Arizona. In fact, the draft EIREIS makes it all too clear that Arizona will suffer 
significant environmental degradation and probably increased electricity rates as a result of 
this project. A second power transmission line would further fragment and reduce the 
quality and quantity of habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard 
alone the proposed new 500 KV is incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The Right- 
of-Way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert big horn sheep and desert tortoise 
habitat. The line will also further obstruct the natural view of the area that is pristine desert 
landscape and clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. Visual impacts 
as well as recreational impacts on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge would be significant 
and could not be mitigated. (See page ES-38, ES-42). Addmg additional industrial features 
to the landscape is a significant adverse visual change, as the draft EIREIS states. The 
project would change the character of the KOFA and significantly diminish its recreational 
value as well. Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife 
Refuge, by the measured right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than 
likely, however, additional land will be affected as construction vehicles travel along the 
first line’s ROW and then across to the new ROW or completely out of the limits. This wide 
corridor, 560 feet wide, (1  30 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the necessary ground cover or 
protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary to limit their 
domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. 

Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the 
pouring of the concrete footings and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string 
the electric lines. Additional impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species 
in the disturbed areas and the increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road 
vehicles. The Harquahala Mountains would face significant impacts relative to both 
recreation and wilderness. According to the draft EIR/EIS (p. 0.5-26), “Implementation of 
the telecommunications facility resulting from operation of the Proposed Project would 
permanently diminish the character of Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains 
WA.” 

C17-1 

C17-2 

C17-3 

C17-4 

3 7 - 5  
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An alternative to this proposed telecommunications site should have been considered. 
Again, no action is the only alternative that will keep this area from being degraded. The 
primary route is not an environmentally friendly route, but the alternative routes are not 
good routes either. The proposed routes destroy pristine desert views, cross critical desert 
habitat, go through populated areas, and would destroy desert environments. That is just 
another reason to question the need for this project and to select the no action alternative. 
This project has been in a near “finalized” form for over I5 years and California seems to 

be getting along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the fifth largest 
city in the nation and one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is likely in the near 
future that the metro area will consume all of the power generated in the area and therefore 
will not have any additional electrical energy to transport out of the area. Why then is this 
line needed to send power to California? Non-development alternatives should be 
considered to meet California’s energy needs including significant energy efficiency and 
conservation programs and environmentally-friendly , renewable, and sustainable energy 
sources (i.e., solar, wind). Distributed solar energy and energy efficiency and conservation 
can reduce the need for additional transmission lines. The environmental costs of this project 
are too high. The benefits of it are negligible. 

Please select the no action alternative. It is the only alternative that is compatible with the 
wildlife refuge and the other important public lands in the path of this transmission 
line. Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, a 
Jack Grenard 
”To all my relations’’ 
JGrenardaaol .com 
Box 5268 
Carefree, Arizona 85377 USA 
480.488.1462, cell 480.204.0917 

C17-5 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C17 
Jack Grenard 

C17-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of the benefits to Arizona. Arizona elec- 
tricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comment regarding increased 
electricity rates in Arizona is not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA 
or CEQA. 

C17-2 Please refer to Response B1-2. 

C17-3 

C 17-4 

C17-5 

C17-6 

Please refer to Response C16-3. 

Please refer to Response B 1-3 and B 1-4. 

Please refer to Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

Please see Response B1-4 though B1-7. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No 
Action Alternative has been noted. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: 

Sent: 

To: dpvZ@aspeneg corn 
Cc: iboan9@juno corn 
Subject: Saving our public lands 

lola rn b a n  [Iboang@juno corn] 
Thursday, August I O ,  2006 11 13 AM 

John Kalish/Billie Blanchard 
CPU/BL 
cf Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Dear John Kalish and Billie Blanchard: 

I am writing to request that the Bureau of Land Management select the No ActiodNo Project 
Alternative identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (EIWEIS). This is the only 
acceptable alternative and is clearly the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. The costs of this project 
to the environment are too great in comparison with any benefits, few, if any of which will be realized 
by the people and the lands in Arizona. In fact, the draft EIR/EIS makes it all too clear that Arizona 
will suffer-significant environmental degradation and very probably increased electricity rates as a 
result of this project. 0 - 
A second power transmission line would further fragment and reduce the quality and quantity of 
habitats on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard alone the proposed new 500 KV is 
incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert 
big horn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The line will also further obstruct the natural view of the 
area that is pristine desert landscape and clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. 

Visual impacts as well as recreational impacts on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge would be 
significant and could not be mitigated. (See page ES-38, ES-42). Adding additional industrial features 
to the landscape is a significant adverse visual change, as the draft EIWEIS states. The project would 
change the character of the KOFA and significantly diminish its recreational value as well. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, by the measured 
right-of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, however, additional land will 
be affected as construction vehicles travel along the first line’s ROW and then across to the new ROW 
or completely out of the limits. This wide corridor, 560 feet wide, (130 + 300 + 130) could eliminate 
the necessary ground cover or protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a 
boundary to limit their domain or an area of prey ifthey try to cross the ROW. 

Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouring of the 
concrete footings and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. 
Additional impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed areas and the 
increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

The Harquahala Mountains would face significant impacts relative to both recreation and wilderness. 
According to the draft EIWEIS (p. D.5-26), “Implementation of the telecommunications facility 
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
Lola M. Boan 

resulting from operation of the Proposed Project would permanently diminish the character of 
Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains WA.” An alternative to this proposed 
telecommunications site should have been considered. Again, no action is the only alternative that will 
keep this area from being degraded. 

The primary route is not an environmentally friendly route, but the alternative routes are not good 
routes either. The proposed routes destroy pristine desert views, cross critical desert habitat, go through 
populated areas, and would destroy desert environments. That is just another reason to question the 
need for this project and to select the no action alternative. 

This project has been in a near “finalized” form for over 15 years and California seems to be getting 
along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the nation and 
one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is likely in the near future that the metro area will 
consume all of the power generated in the area and therefore will not have any additional electrical 
energy to transport out of the area Why then, is this line needed to send power to California? 

Non-development alternatives should be considered to meet California’s energy needs including 
significant energy efficiency and conservation programs and environmentally-friendly, renewable, and 
sustainable energy sources (i.e., solar, wind). Distributed solar energy and energy efficiency and 
conservation can reduce the need for additional transmission lines. 

The environmental costs of this project are too high. The benefits of it are negligible. Please select the 
no action alternative. It is the only alternative that is compatible with the wildlife refuge and the other 
important public lands in the path of this transmission line. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Lola Boan 
1 1022 Canyon Creek Dr. 
Sun City, AZ 85351 

C18-1 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C18 0 LolaM. Boan 

C18-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action AIternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Comment Set B1 and General Responses GR-1, GR-2, and GR-3. Please refer to 
Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

0 

0 
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Comment Set C19 
Elna Otter 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transrnissm Line Project 

From: Elna Otter [otter@rnsmte.com] 
Sent: 

To: dpv2@aspeneg.com 
Subject: Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line Project 

Thursday, August 10, 2006 2 46 PM 

Dear John Kalish and Billie Blanchard: 

I would like to request that the Bureau of Land Management select the No Action/No Project Alternative 
for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project. Of the possibilities in the “Drafk 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement,” it is the only reasonable choice. I am 
tired of the attitude that desert land is waste land and not worth caring for and protecting. 

I know there is already one line there. That does not mean a second one would be OK. It would cut up 
the desert and detract from the refuge - both during and after construction. 

I understand that California has been “waiting for” this project for 15 years. They do seem to be doing 
fine without it. Particularly in a world where we need to cut down on carbon emissions and the 
populace is becoming engaged in using energy savings devices, the world, California, and particularly 
Arizona, does not need the project. Why can’t California develop carbon-neutral energy sources or at 
least its own energy sources? 

Please select the no action alternative for this project. 

Thank you for considering my views. 

Sincerely yours, 

c19-1 I 
1 C19-2 

C19-3 I 
Elna Otter 
5819 N. Cascabel Rd. 
Benson, AZ 85602 
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Responses to Comment Set C19 0 ElnaOtter 

C19-1 

C19-2 

C19-3 

October 2006 

The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. The 
APMs for the DPV2 project are listed in Section B.5. The tables at the end of each issue area 
section (Sections D.2 to D. 14) list all proposed mitigation measures and Section H (Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting) describes the procedure, authority, roles and responsibilities. 
These APMs and mitigation measures are designed to reduce potential impacts from the project 
to be less than significant. 

In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed 
with DPV2 adjacent to DPV1, is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, reduces 
additional barriers to wildlife movement, and minimizes additional visual impacts that typically 
result from development from separate transmission line corridors. Please refer to General 
Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the route though Kofa NWR was deemed to be envi- 
ronmentally preferable. 

The commenter’s preference for the No ProjectlNo Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5 and General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits 
to Arizona and why SCE states that the project is needed. See also Response B1-6 for a 
discussion of renewable resources and demand-side management alternatives. 
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Comment Set C20 
R. Scott Jones 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: 
Sent: 

To: dpvZ@aspeneg corn 

Subject: Please select the NO ACTION alternative on Devers-Palo Verde 2 

rscottjones@gmail corn on behalf of R Scott Jones [scott@rscottjones corn] 
Thursday, August 10, 2006 3 13 PM 

John Kalish/Billie Blanchard 
CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Dear Mr Kalish & Mr Blanchard: 

I am writing to request that the Bureau of Land Management select the No ActiodNo Project 
Alternative identified in the Draft Environmental Impact RepodEnvironmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (EIFUEIS). This is the only 
acceptable alternative and is clearly the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. The costs of this project 
to the environment are too great in con~parison with any benefits, few, if any of which will be realized 
by the people and the lands in Arizona. In fact, the draft EIFUEIS makes it all too clear that Arizona will 
suffer significant environmental degradation and very probably increased electricity rates as a result of 
this project. 

A second power transmission line would further fragment and reduce the quality and quantity of habitats 
on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard alone the proposed new 500 KV is 
incompatible with the mission of the refuge. The Right-of-way (ROW) through KOFA is prime desert 
big horn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. The line will also further obstruct the natural view of the area 
that is pristine desert landscape and clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refuge. 

Visual impacts as well as recreational impacts on the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge would be 
significant and could not be mitigated. (See page ES-38, ES-42). Adding additional industrial features 
to the landscape is a significant adverse visual change, as the draft EIFUEIS states. The project would 
change the character of the KOFA and significantly diminish its recreational value as well. 

Nearly 400 acres would be affected through the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, by the measured right- 
of-way that is 130 feet wide and 24 miles long. More than likely, however, additional land will be 
affected as construction vehicles travel along the first line's ROW and then across to the new ROW or 
completely out of the limits. This wide corridor, 560 feet wide, (I30 + 300 + 130) could eliminate the 
necessary ground cover or protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary to 
limit their domain or an area of prey if they try to cross the ROW. 

Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouring of the 
concrete footings and the equipment necessary to erect the towers and string the electric lines. 
Additional impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed areas and the 
increased probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

The Harquahala Mountains would face significant impacts relative to both recreation and wilderness. 
According to the draft EIR/EIS (p. D.5-26), "Implementation of the telecommunications facility 
resulting from operation of the Proposed Project would permanently diminish the character of 
Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains WA." An alternative to this proposed 

c20-1 
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Comment Set C20, cont. 0 R. Scott Jones 

telecommunications site should have been considered. Again, no action is the only alternative that will 
keep this area from being degraded. 

The primary route is not an environmentally friendly route, but the alternative routes are not gopd routes 
either. The proposed routes destroy pristine desert views, cross critical desert habitat, go through 
populated areas, and would destroy desert environments. That is just another reason to question the 
need for this project and to select the no action alternative. 

This project has been in a near "finalized" form for over 15 years and California seems to be getting 
along just fine without the new power line. Besides, Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the nation and 
one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is likely in the near future that the metro area will 
consume all of the power generated in the area and therefore will not have any additional electrical 
energy to transport out of the area. Why then, is this line needed to send power to California? 

Non-development alternatives should be considered to meet California's energy needs including 
significant energy efficiency and conservation programs and environmentally-friendly, renewable, and 
sustainable energy sources ( Le., solar, wind). Distributed solar energy and energy efficiency and 
conservation can reduce the need for additional transmission lines. 

The environmental costs of this project are too high. The benefits of it are negligible. Please select the 
no action alternative. It is the only alternative that is compatible with the wildlife refuge and the other 
important public lands in the path of this transmission line. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 0 
R. Scott Jones 
13840 N 34th Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85032 

October 2006 

C20-1 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C20 
R. Scott Jones 

C20- 1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Comment Set B1 and General Responses GR-1 (Why though Kofa NWR), GR-2 
(Arizona benefits), and GR-3 (Project need). Please refer to Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a 
discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 
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Comment Set C21 0 LynnAshby 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Lynn Ashby [plashbyamsn corn] 

Sent: 
To: dpv2Qaspeneg com 
Subject: Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line Project 

Thursday, August 10, 2006 5 05 PM 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Thank you for allowing me to express my vehement objection to the proposed Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 Transmission Line Project that Southern California Edison wants to construct across the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. I am writing to request that the Bureau of Land Management 
select the No Action/No Project Alternative identified in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report,,€nvironmenta/ Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). The costs of this project to Arizona in terms 
of environmental degradation and increased electricity rates is totally unacceptable. 

Because the primary route for the DPV2 cuts through the Kofa Wilderness, it is unacceptable for 
several reasons. The right-of-way through the Kofa is prime desert bighorn sheep and desert 
tortoise habitat and a second power transmission line will fragment and reduce the quality and 
quantity of all habitats in the refuge. More than 400 acres of the refuge will be affected as 
construction vehicles travel along the first line's ROW and then across to the new ROW. The 
resulting negative impact to plant resources will, in such an arid environment, last for a century 
or more. Major soil disturbances at each of the 85 tower sites during construction will promote 
establishment of invasive plant species, already a problem in Arizona. The wide corridor between 
the two ROW'S, approximately 560 feet, will be an open invitation for illegal off-road vehicle use; 
again a problem for desert tortoises as ORV's are a significant factor in tortoise mortality. Lastly, 
when the Kofa Wilderness was created in 1990, after the first line was installed, it specifically 
excluded a right-of-way for a second line across the Kofa. Since this is the primary route 
proposed for the DPV2, it should not even be under consideration. 

There is also the question of economic impact to Arizona's residents. Phoenix is the fifth largest 
city in the nation and is growing by thousands of people each year. The Palo Verde Nuclear 
Plant has been shut down several times in recent months and Arizona Public Service is seeking 
rate increases with alarming frequency. Recently, Southern California Edison decided to  shut 
down the the Mohave Generating Station rather than make court-mandated improvements, so 
the utility must not be too concerned about its ability to meet California's energy demands. Non- 
development alternatives should be considered to meet California's energy needs including 
significant energy efficiency, energy conservation and environmentally sustainable energy 
sources. 

For the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, and for Arizona, the environmental costs of this project are 
too high and the benefits are negligible. Please select the no action alternative 

Sincerely , 
Lynn Ashby 
3748 E. Sheridan 
Phoenix, AZ 85008 

0 

602-244-1 144 
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Responses to Comment Set C21 
Lynn Ashby 

C21-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Responses Bl-5 and B1-6. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of the benefits to Arizona. Arizona 
electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comment regarding 
increased electricity rates in Arizona is not within the scope of the environmental review 
under NEPA or CEQA. 

The EIWEIS team is not aware of a specific prohibition of a second line in Kofa NWR. The 
DPV2 project would not be installed within wilderness. See “Errata” letter from the Sierra 
Club (dated August 25, 2006) and presented at the end of Comment Set B8. 

c21-2 

Final EIR/EIS 

The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5. As stated in Section A.2 (Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Project), the DPV2 project is primarily driven by the need to provide additional high- 
voltage electrical transmission infrastructure to enhance competition among energy suppliers, 
and increase reliability of supply, which will enable California utilities to reduce energy costs 
to customers by about $1.1 billion over the life of the project. Therefore, it is proposed as 
an economic project, not specifically a reliability project, although it would also serve that 
purpose. 
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Comment Set C22 0 Art Merrill 

John Kalish & Billie Blanchard 
CPUCIBLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery St. St. 935 
San Fransisco, CA 94104 

I ask that BLM select the “No A c t i o n 0  Project Alternative” option in the Drafr 
Environmental impact Reporv‘EIS for the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Project. There can be no rational argument against the sure knowledge that a project of this scale 
will certainly and significantly harm the wilderness value of the KOFA Wildlife Refuge. 

Aside from the 24 miles of industrial-looking power lines becoming a permanent mar on 
the viewscape, the 560-foot right-of-way will allow vehicles to damage already fragile desert 
habitat. The construction activity alone will certainly cause such harm that it would take decades 
for the affected habitat to recover. Worse, you know that OHVs will use the right-of-way, legally 
or not, disturbing wildlife and recreationers, gouging new paths offthe ROW and out into the 
desert and creating new vectors for erosion. 

You are familiar with the negative impacts listed in the draft report so I won’t quote them 
back to you ad nauseum. I hope that you will decide in the best interest of KOFA and its wildlife, 
and for the benefit of the greater whole of the public, not just a segment of it. The negative 
impacts of this project on all of the public outweigh the benefits that a few might enjoy from it. 
Please protect KOFA Wildlife Refuge by choosing “No Action.” 

0 
Thank you, 

Art Merrill 
412 W-. Leroux St. 
Prescott, AZ 86303 

0 

c22-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C22 
Art Merrill 

C22-1 Please refer to Comment Set B1. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action 
Alternative has been noted. 
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Comment Set C23 0 Lonstewart 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Lon Stewart [afreeeagle@yahoo corn] 

Sent: 

To: dpv2Qaspeneg corn 
Subject: DPV2 comments 

_1_ P1__, ~ , . .  

Friday, August 11, 2006 11 41 AM 

August 11, 2006 

John Kalish and Billie Blanchard 
CPUC/BLM 
C/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

RE: “NO Action/No Project” Alternative 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 

I am requesting that the Bureau of Land Management select the “No Actionmo Project” Alternative as 
the best alternative to the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 transmission line project as identified in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the project. The EIWEIS clearly 
points out that the impact to the environment and the cost to the people of Arizona is much more than 
any benefits that will be derived from the project. 

Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the country and one of the fastest growing in the nation. The power 
generated by the APS power plants and others in the area will soon (one knowledgeable estimate at less 
than 5 years) be completely consumed by the Phoenix Metropolitan area. What benefit does a power line 
sending power out of the state serve? 

Since December 2005, the Palo Verde Generating station has had issues with the reactors. Starting in 
December there was an issue with a vibrating v?lve in Unit 1 that took several months to repair while 
operating at reduced capacity. In June 2006, Unit 3 was down with maintenance issues. What will it be 
next month? Even if APS says everything is fixed and does not expect any more problems, you know 
there will be. This is a highly regulated, sophisticated, aging system that will inherently have more 
problems. 

The Phoenix metropolitan area has broken maximum electrical usage days in 12 of the past 13 years. In 
May 2006, I received notice in my APS electric bill that rates were going up 8% because APS was, 
among other things, purchasing power. Purchasing power? I thought Palo Verde, the largest nuclear 
generating station in the country, was the mother lode for supply ofthe Valley’s power. As an electrical 
consumer my rates will increase even more if APS cannot meet its contract obligations to sell electricity 
to Southern California Edison (SCE) using power from Palo Verde. And APS is still trying for an 
additional rate increase with the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC). 

In June 2006 the Western Governor’s Association committed to take action to bring on line substantially 
more clean and diversified energy resources and improve energy efficiency. If the governors of Arizona 
and California are working together to create renewable energy, why should we allow SCE to build a 
power line to tap into non-renewable sources of power generated by natural gas, coal, and nuclear and 
thus undermine the intent of what the governors are trying to do? The Draft EIWEIS (ES-52) clearly 
states that this project will increase the air pollution of Arizona. No thank you, Arizona has enough 
problems meeting federal air attainment standards. why should Arizona be asked to create the pollution 

October 2006 
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Comment Set C23, cont. 
Lon Stewart 

but send the power out of state? 

The Devers Palo Verde No. 2 line was conceived 25 years ago and was permitted 15 years ago. 
California has managed without this line for all these years. If power was so crucial to southern 
California, SCE, as the operator of the Mohave Generating Station, could have elected to install 
emission controls on the plant. Instead, SCE chose the other option and elected to shut it down as per a 
Court Order on January 1, 2006. If power were so desperately needed in California, SCE would have 
elected to install the emission controls. Therefore it does not appear as though the DPV2 line is needed 
as much as SCE implies. 

On page ES-2 of the Executive Summary, it is stated, “this project is designed to provide economic 
benefits and is not primarily a reliability enhancement.” The land, animals, and people of Arizona 
should not have a lesser quality of life so that SCE can improve their economic benefit. This simply is 
not fair to Arizona 

The EIWEIS does not provide sufficient study to the impact of fauna in the path of the DPV 2 route. 
There are some small and fragile colonies of desert tortoises and desert big horn sheep in the KOFA 
National Wildlife Refuge. The construction of the project cutting across the habitat could significantly 
endanger the population of these local animals. The smaller animals are more in danger as the two 
parallel rights of ways are nearly 600 feet wide. That is a long way for a slow moving tortoise to hide 
from a predator. What other animals will be affected that were not addressed in the EIR/EIS? 

The construction of the project will introduce invasive plant species that are making the desert of 
Arizona more susceptible to wildfire and total destruction of native plants that cannot withstand fire. 

Even though right of way roadways are established, construction crews will still wander off of these, 
especially at the tower construction sites, further widening the area of destruction and establishing area 
for more invasive plant species. 

The addition of DPV 2 would increase the probability for off road vehicles to enter the KOFA 
Wilderness Area and destroy the natural habitat along with creating erosion issues. Even with fences or 
roadblocks, people are still determined to go beyond the barrier and enter these areas. 

SCE should be supporting the Million Solar Roofs Initiative of California along with significant energy 
conservation and energy efficiency programs. The same amount of money spent on environmentally 
friendly renewable or sustainable energy sources would most likely be less than the cost of construction 
of transmission lines. Local power generating facilities would not need to be as large as those in 
Arizona simply through the transmission line losses transporting across Arizona and California. The 
cost of electrical generation from wind and solar energy generating facilities is comparable to 
conventional pollution generating facilities. Renewable energy facilities built in California for 
Californians appears to be a more sound economic approach and complies with the commitment of the 
governors of our two states. 

The only benefit ofthe DPV-2 transmission line appears to be in the pocket book of SCE. Please select 
the “No Action” alternative. It is the only alternative that is compatible with the wildlife refuge and the 
other important public lands in the path of this transmission line, the air of Arizona, the great views of 
Arizona, and the pocketbooks of the citizens of Arizona. 

I C23-3 cont. ‘ C23-4 

C23-5 

C23-6 

C23-7 

C23-8 

C23-9 

C23-10 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lon Stewart. 
102 E Kaler Dr. 
Phoenix, AZ 85020 
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Responses to Comment Set C23 0 Lonstewart 

C23-1 

C23-2 

C23-3 

C23-4 

0 C23-5 

C23-6 

C23-7 

The commenter’s preference for the No ProjecVNo Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response Bl-5 and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to 
Arizona. 

Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission, and the ACC will 
consider the need for electricity to be consumed within Arizona when it makes its decision 
on the DPV2 project (expected in November 2006). The comments regarding increased elec- 
tricity rates in Arizona are not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA 
or CEQA. Note that there are many gas-fired generation facilities in the Palo Verde area, in 
addition to the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station. 

Please see Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable resources and demand-side manage- 
ment alternatives. 

Air quality impacts for the DPV2 project are addressed in Section D. 11.4. Specifically, the 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department and the Air Quality Division of Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality jurisdictional impacts are discussed in Section D. 11.4.1 and 
Section D. 11.4.2, respectively. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to Arizona and 
Response C2 1-2 regarding project objectives. 

Please refer to Response B1-2 and B1-3. The following impacts discussed in Section D.2 
(Biological Resources) address direct and indirect impacts to fauna: Impact B-4 (Construction 
activities and increased vehicular traffic on access roads would result in disturbance to wild- 
life species); Impact B-5 (Construction activities during the breeding season would result in 
a potential loss of nesting birds); Impact B-7 (Construction activities would result in indirect 
or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat); Impact B-8 (Construction activities would result 
in indirect or direct loss of individuals, or a direct loss of habitat for sensitive plants); Impact 
B-9 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals, or a direct 
loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife); Impact B-1 1 (Construction activities would result in adverse 
effects to the movement of fish, wildlife movement corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites); 
Impact B- 12 (Construction activities would result in adverse effects to linkages and wildlife 
movement corridors); Impact B-14 (Operation of the transmission line may result in electro- 
cution of listed bird species); Impact B-15 (Operation of the transmission line may result in 
collisions by listed bird species); Impact B-16 (Operation of the transmission line may result 
in increased predation of listed and sensitive wildlife species by ravens that nest on trans- 
mission towers); and Impact B-17 (Wildlife mortality resulting from traffic on access roads). 

Please refer to Response Cl l-6 for a discussion of fire related to transmission lines. 

See Response B1-3. Because the Proposed Project would be located in an existing corridor, 
existing access roads would be used to the maximum extent feasible. Loss of vegetation is 
addressed in Section D.2 (Biological Resources), and specifically Impact B- 1 (Construction 
activities would result in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation), Impact B-6 
(Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed plants), and Impact 
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B-8 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals or a direct loss 
of habitat for sensitive plants) address the disturbance of vegetation and would be reduced 
to less than significant levels with the implementation of Mitigation Measures B-la (Prepare 
and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan), B-6a (Develop a transplanting 
plan), and B-Sa (Conduct surveys for listed plant species). 

C23-8 Please see Response B1-4. Erosion and soils are discussed in Section D. 13 (see Impact G-1, 
Construction could accelerate erosion). 

Please see Response Bl-6 regarding renewable technologies, such as solar power, and Response 
B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. In addition, Distributed Gen- 
eration is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C23-9 

C23-10 The cornenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5 and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to 
Arizona. 
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Comment Set C24 
Jen Leitch 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: 
Sent: 
To: dpv2@aspenegcom 
Subject : 

Jen Leitch hen leitch@hotmail com] 
Friday, August 11, 2006 1 39 PM 

Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line Project (DPV2) 

August 11, 2006 

John Kal i sh/Bi 11 i e S I  anchard 
CPUC/BLM 
c/o Aspen Envi ronmental Group 
235 Montgomery S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  935 
san Francisco, CA 94104 

Dear Profess i  onal s : 

I am w r i t i n g  t o  express my concern w i t h  and oppos i t i on  t o  southern 
C a l i f o r n i a  Edison's Devers-Palo verde No. 2 Transmission L i n e  P r o j e c t  (DPVZ) 
p r o j e c t  and t o  urge the  BLM t o  s e l e c t  t he  No Action/No P r o j e c t  A l t e r n a t i v e  
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  D r a f t  Envi ronmental Impact Report/Envi ronmental Impact 
Statement f o r  t h e  Proposed Devers-Palo verde NO. 2 Transmission L i  ne P r o j e c t  
(EIR/EIS). 

I have recreated i n  bo th  KOFA Nat ional '  W i l d l i f e  Refuge and t h e  Harquahala 
wi lderness and b o t h  a re  amazing p laces.  There i s  no way t h a t  t h e  proposed 
p r o j e c t  can be m i t i g a t e d  t o  p o i n t  where i t  w i l l  n o t  damag? w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  
views, and undeveloped dese r t  landsca e t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s .  why bother  
t o  s e t  aside l and  f o r  w i l d l i f e  and wiyderness i f  those uses can be trumped 
fo r  u t i l i t i e s ?  Moreover, 1 d o n ' t  know why Ar izona should be sh ipp ing  power 
t o  C a l i f o r n i a .  Ar izona cont inues t o  grow a t  an extremely speedy r a t e ,  and 
t h e  power generated here w i l l  be needed f o r  Ar izona uses w i t h i n  t h e  near.  
f u t u r e .  MY concern i s  
t h a t  t h i s  t ransmiss ion l i n e  w i l l  be used f o y  a r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  p e r i o d  o f  
t ime  n o t  commensurate w i t h  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  i t  w i l l  cause t o  Ar izona dese r t  
landscape. once t h i s  damage i s  done, the  l and  w i l l  n o t  be restored.  There 
i s  no reason f o r  C a l i f o r n i a ' s  power t o  be made i n  Ar izona. 

Please do n o t  a l l o w  Ar izona t o  become a " u t i l i t y  c l o s e t "  f o r  C a l i f o r n i a .  
L e t  C a l i f o r n i a  manage t h e i r  own energy generat ion needs w i t h o u t  damage t o  
Ar izona 's  deser ts  and dese r t  w i l d l i f e .  Thank you f o r  your c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  
these comments. 

s i n c e r e l y ,  

J e n n i f e r  L e i  t c h  

Laveen, A2 85339 

(Many o f  those who move here a re  f r o m  C a l i f o r n i a . )  

10109 S .  29th D r .  

C24-1 

C24-2 
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Responses to Comment Set C24 
Jen Leitch 

C24-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Comment B1-2 and General Responses GR-1 for a discussion of why the proposed 
route through Kofa NWR was found to be environmentally preferable. Please refer to Response 
B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of project benefits to Arizona 
and project need, respectively. See also Response B1-5. 

C24-2 

Final EIR/EIS C-70 October 2006 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set C25 0 Paul Franckowiak 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: 
Sent: 

To: dpv2aaspeneg corn 
Subject: Against Devers-Palo Verde No 2 Transmission Line Project (DPV2) 

Jenni And Paul [paulandjenni@hotrnaiI corn] 
Friday, August 11, 2006 1 49 PM 

Planners- 

I am writing to include my comments AGAINST the proposed power line route (Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 Transmission Line Project (DPV2)). 1 would like if you selected the no action option as this is the 
only one that preserves the environment and prevents my having to subsidize a private business’s efforts 
to enrich themselves at the expense of sheep, tortoises, and the general public. Why socialize the 
expense of the project and privatize the profits. It seems to me the power company can buy the land it 
needs to run a transmission line or use an existing route to run the electricity. Why not have them 
follow the freeway? Better yet, why not take no action and allow California generate their own power 
by eco-friendly means. They seem to love doing that sort of thing anyway. 

Pretend that I am a congressional lobbyist here for a moment. It sounds to me like the initial proposal 
was the work of a congressional lobbyist and it is only fair if you let me respond to the proposal as a 
lobbyist. As a lobbyist, I must present the following information: 

Hello influential decision maker. I heard that someone spoke with ybu about making money for the 
power company. They need a bunch of desert land and they are going to be very rich. Of course, they 
will owe you a favor and they can pay you back once you leave office. We all know that rich guys can 
pay back favors. All they need is some of the public’s shared resources for free. 

Well I am here to say that you should not give them the land. Rich guys can buy their own land. I am a 
lobbyist and I know. I was driving the I- 10 corridor the other day and.. .., 

0 

oh gosh, you didn’t realize that there was a freeway that ran between Phoenix and California? 

Good news, we may have a widwin solution here. If we run the lines along the Freeway and keep them 
out of the KOFA and Harquahala Mountain natural areas or do not build them at all, we will be better 
Off .  

See my main issue is that as a lobbyist for the public, my vote counts as equal to all the other lobbyists, I 
want the interests of the general public represented here before we go out and eat shrimp and hit golf 
balls off of the bellies of beautiful women. Maybe after that we can have a money fight and then go 
drinking. As long as we first serve the interests of the general public, people will not mind what else 
happens. The public is not best served by the destruction that this project will cause and I suggest that 
we opt for the no build option. 

Paul Franckowiak 
Public Lobbyist 
10109 S. 29th Drive 
Laveen, Az. 85339 
(602) 237-1758 

C25-1 

C25-2 

C25-3 
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Responses to Comment Set C25 
Paul Franckowiak 

C25-1 

C25-2 

C25-3 

The commenter’s preference for the No ProjectINo Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through Kofa NWR was 
chosen as the preferred route. Several potential alternatives in the area north of Kofa NWR 
and in the vicinity of Jnterstate 10 were evaluated during preparation of the EIR/EIS and are 
documented in Appendix 1. They were eliminated from consideration in this EIRIEIS, as well 
as in several of the past documents relating to the DPVl and DPV2 projects: 
0 

0 

0 

DPV2 2005 PEA (as Subalternate 1: North of Kofa NWR, South of 1-10 Alternative) 

DPV 1 1978 EIS (as Brenda Route Alternative) 

DPV2 1985 PEA and 1988 Amended PEA (as Subalternate 1) 

0 DPV2 Supplemental EIS (as Northcrn Altemalive 2 Alternativc). I 
Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable technologies and energy efficiency. 

Please refer to Response C25-1. 
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I Attn: John Kalish and Billie Blanchard 

Comment Set C26 0 LynnDeMuth 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Lynn DeMuth [Imdernuth@cox net] 

Sent: 

To: dpv2@aspeneg corn 
Subject: Line siting through KOFA NWR 

Friday, August 11, 2006 2 52 PM 

identified in the Draft Environmnta/fmpact R e p o r t / n v ~ m p a c t  Slatemnt for the Proposed Devers- 
I am writing to request that the Bureau of Land Management select the No Action/No Project Alternative 

Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project(HR/EIS). This is the only acceptable alternative and is clearly the 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative. This area is prime habitat for several endangered and threatened wildlife 
species and the impact of the line siting cannot be mitigated. This includes during and after construction. 

C26-1 I 
Lynn DeMuth 
2961 W. Comstock Drive 
Chandler, AZ 85224 
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Responses to Comment Set C26 
Lynn DeMuth 

C26-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to EIR/EIS Section E for a comparison of alternatives and a comparison of the Envi- 
ronmentally SuperiodPreferred Alternative to the No Project/No Action Alternative. 

All 13 environmental issue areas (see Sections D.2 through D. 14) discuss the impacts of the 
proposed DPV2 transmission line through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge NWR. The 
EIR/EIS identifies significant and unmitigable impacts to recreation and wilderness, as well 
as in visual resources. Section D.2 (Biological Resources) addresses the temporary and per- 
manent biological issues, as well as the consistency of the Proposed Project with the poli- 
cies and the mission of Kofa NWR. Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion 
of why the proposed route in an existing corridor through the NWR was found to be the envi- 
ronmentally preferable alternative. 
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Comment Set C27 0 Jon Findley 

1030 E. Baseline Rd., # 105-987 
Tempe, Arizona 85283 
August 10,2006 

CPUC and BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94 I 0 4  

Dear Sirs: 

I have been following the proposed plans for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project for 
more than a year now. I have attended public events in Phoenix and Tonopah, Arizona. I have visited the 
affected area in the KOFA National Wildlife Refige. I have conferred with those more knowledgeable than 
I about the biological and environmental effects ofthe project in the right ofway (ROW) and it’s 
surrounding area. It is my considered opinion that the Draft Environmental Zmpct Reprt/Emironmentai 
Irnpcf Statement is flawed and inadequate. The only acceptable conclusion that can be justified is that the 
responsible agencies select the No ActionMo Project Alternative. 

The first obvious fault is in the “Proposed Project Purposes and Need” (Draft EIREIS, page ES-2, May 
2006), that states that a major objective is to: “Provide Increased Reliability, Insurance Value, and 
Operation Flexibility.” The text ofthis section states that: “. .the project is designed to provide economic 
benefit and is not primarily a reliability enhancement proj ect...” This statement, along with readily 
available, industry-wide technology to improve transmission reliability with little or no environmental 
impact, should eliminate this as an acceptable objective 

A second objective in that section is to: “Support the Energy Market in the Southwest.” There are vague 
references to power outages and “natural disasters” but nowhere is there any evidence that increased 
capacity along this one ROW could ever avert known events better than improvements in Demand-Side 
Management (DSM), Distributed Generation (DG), increased in-state generation, consumer efficiency and 
conservation measures, and other initiatives that would have little or no environmental impact. 

This leaves only objectives that make electric power cheaper for Californians to the detriment of the people 
of Arizona. Therefore, the decision weighs on comparing the cost advantage and some environmental 
degradation along the California portion of the ROW with the very probably increased electricity rates in 
Arizona and immediate and long-term environmental effects that have not been adequately analyzed in 
places like the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge and the Harquahala Valley. It is clear that Southern 
Caiifornia Edison (SCE) is the only real benefactor fiom this project and it is not even clear that they are 
obligated to pass any benefit on to their ratepayers 

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative described in the Draft EIREIS is not acceptable. The cost of 
this project to the environment is too great when compared to any benefit that will be realized by the people 
and the lands in Arizona. In fact, the dratt E W I S  makes it all too clear that Arizona will suffer 
significant environmental degradation and very probably increased electricity rates as a result of this 
project 

A second power transmission line would firther fragment and reduce the quality and quantity of habitats on 
the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge. By that standard alone the proposed new 500 KV is incompatible 
with the mission of the refUge. The ROW through KOFA is prime desert big horn sheep and desert tortoise 
habitat The line will also fUrther obstruct the natural view of the area that is pristine desert landscape and 
clearly negatively affect the wilderness values of the refige. The width of the new corridor would eliminate 
necessary ground cover and protection needed by some species to traverse this area, making a boundary 
limiting their domain and making them vulnerable to prey if they try to cross the ROW 

C27-1 

C27-2 

C27-3 

C27-4 
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concrete footings and the equipment necessary to  erect the towers and string the electric lies. Additional 
Major disturbances would occur at each of the 85 tower sites during construction for the pouring of the 

impacts would include establishment of invasive plant species in the disturbed areas and the increased 
probability of illegal use of the ROW by off-road vehicles. 

C27-5 I 
During my recent visit to  the KOFA I was able to experience first hand the impact of the existing 
transmission lines. The visual impact is great and the corona noise from the lies is quite noticeable. The 
doubling of these effects on reikge areas is unacceptable. While no standards exist for EMF related to 
transmission lines, these fields d o  exist and are deeply troubling to anyone concerned with the long-term 
health effects on human and natural populations. 

The Harquahala Mountains would face significant impacts relative to both recreation and wilderness. 
According to  the Draft EIR/EIS (p. D.5-26), “Implementation of the telecommunications facility resulting 
from operation of the Proposed Project would permanently diminish the character of Harquahala Peak and 
the Harquahala Mountains WA.” Yet no alternative to this proposed telecommunications site was 
included. Again, no action is the only alternative that will keep this area from being degraded. 

Additionally, the Draft EWEIS fails to incorporate the real costs of  the expansion of transmission capacity. 
By their own testimony, SCE has indicated that construction of this additional transmission capacity would 
encourage building of conventional and non-conventional generation capacity in Arizona and adjoining 
states. It is well established that the cost of power passed on to  ratepayers does not include the ‘‘external” 
costs related to  pollution of the air, dramatically increased water use, land-value loss, disruptions and 
impacts associated with construction, and other environmental impacts. These impacts would be borne by 
Arizona and other states, not the residents of California. 

Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the nation and one of the fastest growing areas in the nation. It is likely 
in the near fiture that the metro area will consume all of  the power generated in the area and therefore wiil 
not have any additional electrical power to export to California or  any other area. If SCE wants to take 
advantage of power generated by coal-burning power plants in such far flung places as Wyoming, 
Montana, and Idaho, it should do so directly and not try to circumvent the state’s own regulations by 
encouraging Arizona to  import the dirty power from coal-burning plants and export our current generation 
capacity from nuclear and gas sources to Cafifomia. 

Non-development alternatives should be considered to  meet California’s energy needs including significant 
energy efficiency and conservation programs and environmentally-fiiendndly, renewable, and sustainable 
energy sources (e.g., solar, wind, and geo-thermal). Reduced consumption along with distributed 
generation would reduce the need for additional transmission lines and increase the reliability of existing 
infrastructure. 

The environmental costs of this project are too high. The benefits of it are negligible. If the true cost and 
impact of the supposed Environmentally Preferred Alternative were actually compared to the No ActiodNo 
Project Alternative, only one decision could be made; the proposed transmission line should not be built in 
any configuration. 

Thank you for this opportunity to participate in this important process. 

Jon Findlev 
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a Comment Set C27, cont. 
Jon Findley 

0 

a 
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Responses to Comment Set C27 
Jon Findley 

C27- 1 

C27-2 

C27-3 

C27-4 

C27-5 

C27-6 

C27-7 

C27-8 

C27-9 

C27- 10 

The objectives presented in the EIR/EIS are those stated by the applicant, SCE. The EIR/EIS 
does not make a judgment on SCE’s statement regarding the need for the DPV2 Project. 
That decision will be made by decisionmakers at the Arizona Corporation Commission, as 
well as the CPUC and BLM. Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project 
need. 

Please see Response B 1-6 regarding renewable generation technologies and demand-side man- 
agement, as well as Response B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. 
In addition, Distributed Generation is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response Bl-5 and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to 
Arizona. Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The com- 
ments regarding increased electricity rates in Arizona or operation at Palo Verde Nuclear 
Generating Station are not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA or 
CEQA, but will likely be considered by the ACC in its decision on the DPV2 project. 

Please refer to Response B1-2 and B1-3 regarding the value of the Kofa NWR and biological 
resources impacts that would result from installation of an additional transmission line. 

Please refer to Response B1-4 regarding impacts to vegetation from construction and the 
potential for establishment of invasive plant species. 

Visual impacts in Kofa NWR are addressed in Section D.3.6.2 of the Draft EWEIS. As stated 
in the Draft EIR/EIS (Impact V-7), the proposed route would create significant and unmiti- 
gable (Class I) impacts to visual resources in Kofa NWR. 

See also Response B8-19 regarding corona noise. 

Please refer to Response B5-6 regarding Harquahala Mountain. 

Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona and 
project need. The CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through eco- 
nomic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-041). The Arizona Corpora- 
tions Commission will also be addressing project need in its own proceeding. See also Response 
B3-4. 

The availability of generation resources in Arizona will likely be considered by the ACC in 
its proceeding on the DPV2 project. Please refer to Response B8-4 for a discussion of the New 
Conventional Generation Alternative, which could include coal power. Use of coal power 
directly from Wyoming, Montana, or Idaho would require the construction of transmission 
lines that would be much longer than the Proposed Project and wouId thus create much greater 
both temporary construction and permanent operational environmental impacts. 

See Response C27-2. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative 
has been noted. 
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Comment Set C28 
Ken G. Sweat 

CPUUBLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, Ca 94 104 

Dear CPUCIBLM: 

I am writing you to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact RepodEnvironmental 
Impact Statement for the Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project. 
I am seriously concerned that the process used to create this document was not in 
compliance with regulatory standards. Also, the analysis of the impact on the 
environment was lacking critical data. Further, the mitigation measures proposed will not 
prevent significant negative impacts to the environment. 

The process used in this document ignores the intent of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA requires that the project and alternatives to the project be 
examined in detail. This document only presents alternatives to segments of the 
transmission line, not the entire project. Such a strategy contravenes the intent of NEPA, 
and suggests that several EIS documents are necessary for each of the segments of the 
project. 

The most glaring overall fault of the analysis is found throughout the document. 
Repeatedly, the document calls for the mitigation measures used for the first transmission 
line, and simply states they will be sufficient to achieve no significant impact. Yet 
nowhere is there any data sited from the first transmission line that any of the mitigation 
measures were effective, or even complied with. The closest information presented are 
pictures of segments of the line, with a projection of how the new lines would appear. 
Yet even these photos are deceptive, as they are taken from angles that obstruct a view of 
the line right of way, and they fail to show the ‘temporary’ damage that construction 
activities will inflict. Since arid ecosystems in general and particularly deserts are slow 
to recover from disturbance, this ‘temporary’ damage is not insignificant. For species of 
concern such as the big horn sheep, desert tortoise and others, no data is presented on any 
impacts of the first transmission lines. Without this, there is no reason to suspect that 
there will be no serious impact to wildlife. 

Certainly, there is a large body of research that suggests that the impacts will not be 
trivial. Studies conducted by researchers at ASU have demonstrated that relocations of 
venomous reptiles such as rattlesnakes and Gila monsters induce incredibly high 
mortality rates. My personal experience is that many reptiles, especially desert tortoise, 
are quite territorial, and most reptiles that are moved simply outside of the construction 
area will be back, and again in jeopardy. Other studies by researchers at the Sonoran 
Desert Museum have demonstrated that less than ten percent of saguaros that are 
transplanted are actually successful in the long term. Relocation of burrowing owls is 
almost completely unsuccessful unless certain acclimation techniques are used-yet the 
mitigation measures do not specify this, only that passive techniques will be used at some 
point to drive the birds away. Given that most research would not support a lack of 

C28-1 

C28-2 

C28-3 
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Comment Set C28, cont. 0 KenG. Sweat 

serious impact to flora and fauna, this project should openly state in the document that it C28-3 cant, is likely to cause significant detrimental impacts to the natural environment. I 
C28-4 I Other impacts to wildlife are simply ignored. Research suggests that large motor vehicles 

can be misinterpreted as monsoon storms in the late summer by aestivating amphibians, 
causing them to dig to the surface and spend energy when no water is available. 
Construction in the late summer could jeopardize many native amphibians that rely or 
vernal water sources. 

Impacts to plants and other photosynthetic organisms are also insufficiently analyzed. 
The document claims that the increased dust from construction would not be harmful to 
plants, since they are adapted to a desert which has large amounts of dust. This is an 
incorrect assumption about desert environments. Desert soils are stabilized by both 
abiotic and biotic crusts, which recent research conducted throughout the southwest 
suggests are essential to soil stabilization and minimize dust in undisturbed desert 
environments. Disturbance of these fragile soil crusts will result in large increases in 
fugitive dusts, which can only harm productivity of light dependent organisms, both pIant 
and the cyanobacteria, algae and lichens that are the primary producers in biotic soil crust 
communities. The mitigation measures of using mats to stabilize abiotic crusts (desert 
pavement) are interesting, yet no data is presented that would support the idea that this 
would be effective. This incorrect analysis of dust levels in native desert environments 
conceals significant impacts that are probable to both soils and biological resources. 0 
The final fauIt of this project is in its economic efficiency. Simply put, in terms of 
energy used, it is less efficient to generate electricity in areas distant from where it is 
being consumed. This project would subject Arizona utility customers to competition 
from California consumers, where prices are higher. The document admits as much, and 
indeed this appears to be the only real justification for the transmission line-so that 
Southern California Edison can sell cheaper power, while subjecting the residents of 
Arizona to more pollution than would be produced if the power were generated local to 
the consumers. 

Future economic consequences are also not examined appropriately. Over time, it is 
inevitable that there would be increases in Arizona utility rates, thus negatively impacting 
Arizona residents, especially those of lower incomes. 

For these reasons, I would strongly recommend that you reject the analysis in this 
document as insufficient and incorrect, and the transmission line as unnecessary and not 
in the best interests of the BLM, the CPUC or the American people. 

Sincerely, 

Ken G. Sweat, 

C28-5 

C28-6 

602.674.0679 
3 12 East Butler Drive 
Phoenix, Az 85020 
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Responses to Comment Set C28 
Ken G. Sweat 

C28-1 Section 2.2 in Appendix 1 in the Draft EIR/EIS describes the CEQA and NEPA requirements 
for alternatives. NEPA’s Forty Questions No. 5b states that “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 does not specifically require 
that alternatives to the entire project be considered, aside from the required consideration of 
the No Project/No Action Alternative. However, note that a wide range of alternatives was 
considered, as documented in EIR/EIS Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report. Please 
refer to Responses B6-1, B6-2, and B6-5. 

C28-2 The mitigation measures recommended for the DPV2 Project are based on current scientific 
knowledge, experience of the EIR/EIS team, and resource agency practice. They do not 
rely on DPVl mitigation measures. The EIWEIS also presents the measures that were included 
in SCE’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment, such as provisions of BLM’s original permit 
for the DPV2 ROW (issued at the time the project was originally approved). However, in 
every case, the older measures that were resubmitted as Applicant Proposed Measures in 
this EIR/EIS were assessed for their ability to effectively reduce impacts, and if they were 
not considered to be effective, additional mitigation was presented. Please also refer to Response 
B6-2 regarding the general approach to mitigation and Response 83-23 regarding a discus- 
sion of the DPVl project. 

Please see responses to Comment Set E5 regarding visual impacts of the project in the Kofa 
NWR and the methodology used for visual impact assessment. 

C28-3 Implementation of pre-construction surveys and monitoring during construction activities have 
been included as part of the project in order to identify the locations of sensitive and/or com- 
mon species of wildlife that may be affected by the project. Avoidance of take of individuals 
of sensitive and/or listed species has been incorporated with these pre-construction surveys 
and monitoring. The locations of individuals will be identified during these surveys and through 
monitoring during the construction process. The goal of the measures is to avoid effects on 
these individuals, if possible. If avoidance is not possible, then individual animals may be 
relocated out of harm’s way. Considering the small size of the impact areas for most of the 
project components (individual transmission towers spaced at approximately 1,500-foot intervals), 
these individuals would only be relocated a short distance away from the construction zone. 

The actual impact areas where ground disturbance would occur for each of the project com- 
ponents are relatively small considering the vast scope of this project and avaiIability of adja- 
cent habitat. Section B.2.2 (Table B-2) provides estimates of the potential disturbance for 
each of the Proposed Project components. The estimated area of temporary impact for each 
tower removal is 0.06 acres and the estimated area of permanent impact for each new tower 
installation is 0.29 acres. The estimated area of permanent impact for each new spur road 
(which will be constructed at 25 percent of new tower sites) is 14 feet wide by 200 feet 
long. The estimated temporary impact area for pulling and/or mile pulling/splicing site is approx- 
imately 0.6 acres. In those areas where the impacts are temporary, any animals that have been 
moved out of the construction zone would be able to move back into the areas after con- 
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struction is completed and after the restoration effort has begun. Qualified biologists, who 
are familiar with the species in question and with experience in the relocation of these species, 
would be utilized to conduct the surveys, relocation, and monitoring. 

C28-4 Section D.2.2 of the biological resources environmental setting identifies that there is the poten- 
tial for sensitive amphibians to be present in the Proposed Project area. However, as stated 
in that section, much of the project would be constructed in desert areas where there are 
limited existing water sources and there is a low potential to support amphibians. In areas 
that have a higher potential to support amphibians that require seasonal pools for repro- 
duction, the implementation if APM B-16 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys) would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels. Likewise, the roads that would be utilized 
during construction of the project are existing roads that are routinely accessed by various 
types of off-highway vehicles. The short-term use of the roads by equipment associated with 
project construction is not expected to create a significant increase in mortality of amphibians, 
if they are found to be present. 

C28-5 Please refer to Response A8-5. Disturbance of desert soils for new construction may have 
an impact on abiotic and biotic crusts if they occur in the areas where construction is scheduled 
to occur. As identified in Response C28-3, the area of ground disturbance for each of the 
areas that will be temporarily and permanently affected by construction are relatively small 
compared to the large extent of habitat in the geographic area. APM B-19 (Section D.2.5.2, 
Table D.2-6) and Mitigation Measure B-la (Section D.2.6.1.1) require the preparation and 
implementation of a habitat restoration plan for all areas disturbed by construction. 

C28-6 Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona 
and project need. The CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through 
economic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-041). The Arizona Cor- 
porations Commission in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. See 
also Response B3-4 regarding economic issues. 

0 

Please see Response B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. In addition, 
Distributed Generation is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIWEIS. Envi- 
ronmental Justice is discussed in G. 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Arizona electricity rates are set 
by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comments regarding increased electricity 
rates in Arizona are not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA or 
CEQA, but are within the jurisdiction of the ACC. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. 
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Comment Set C29 
Donald G. Begalke 

August 1 I ,  2006 
PO Box 17862 
Phoenix, Az. 850 1 1-0862 

Ms. Susan Lee 
Vice-president 
Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, California 941 04 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact RepodEnvironmental Impact Statement 
on the Southern California Edison Company’s Application for a proposed Devers-Palo 
Verde No.2 500kV Transmission Line Project: 

Comments made are for the Arizona part of the proposed Project, the 500kV transmission line from 
the Colorado River to the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station near Wintersburg. Arizona. 
Comments are not necessarily in any specific order or format. 

Since the May 4, 2006 publication of this Draft EIFUEIS, during late May I received the following: 
a copy of the Executive Summary, and Volumes I, 11, and 111 identified as Environmental Analyses. 

Subsequently, it is very disappointing to learn that not all Arizonans participating in these EIR- 
E I S  processes received the same, the summary and the 3 volumes. The Public commenters are 
individuals/organizations, and all should have had the same materials to read, to assess and to 
verify for commenting on this draft. When the utility’s proposal affects two (or more) U.S. States, 
as an Arizonan I d o  not know how or whether comments affect the CEQA for California. For the 
Final EIFUEIS of NEPA and the Az. part of the proposal, concern exists that the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service is not equally a federal agency writing thc EIR’EIS, especially when the Kofa 
National Wildlife R e h g e  would be affected if the proposed 500kV line becomes reality. 

Should separate EIFUEIS drafts have been written for the Az. and the Ca. parts of the proposal 
because SCE’s application in Ca. is much more than the proposed Devers-Palo Verde No.2 Line 
in Ca.? Arizonans do  note differences in the processes, especially in months being allowed to 
participate in the scoping processes. Worse, the largest group of Arizonans not receiving a 
notice on the proposal and the scoping meetings is the “ratepayers” in our State because their 
electric bills will undoubtedly be affected upwardly if the proposal becomes a reality. 

Prior to attending an “informational meeting” or workshop of the BLM and CPUC processes, I 
had to ask what a workshop would do  and who else, beside Public attendees, would be attending 
the meeting in Az. beside the special writers of the Draft EIFUEIS. On June 6, 2006 at the 
Harquahala Valley, Az. Irrigation District Office part of the 2PM workshop proceeded acceptably. 
However, aRer one Public attendee requested everyone “sit so that everyone can hear all ques- 
tions and answers”, the workshop had answering statements of “we can only answer questions 
on  items in the Draft EIFUEIS, and that type of answer seemed very unreasonable because folks 
thought items should have been included in the draft. There were other answers that frustrated 
Public attendees of that Harquahala workshop such as “the person to answer that question is not 
here presently, but will arrive about __.”. Even though we stayed in the workshop til a little past 
SPM, we ended with questions. I had traveled to the workshop with another person I first saw at 
the Scoping Meeting in Avondale, Az. January 18,2006. During our return to Phoenix, we were 
still perplexed about questions unanswered; the SCE representative answering questions or not, 
and the SCE consultant answering questions. 

C29-1 
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Well, here we go! 

The Executive Summary of this Draft EIREIS horribly fails including critical information to Arizona. 
The summary is not forthcoming on the hidden partner o f  this proposal, the Los Angeles Depart- 
meot of Water and Power - see Page B-19 of  Volume I. That hidden fact fiom folks, only receiving 
the summary, makes this NEPA process very bad if not also unlawful. On June 27,2006 at the 
Hearing before the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee, the hidden 
partner issue was presented whether the SCE application of May 1,2006 filed with the Arizona 
Corporation Commission was a lawfbl application, under Az. Law That APP&TLSC Hearing is in 
Ucontinuance” til August 2 I ,  2006. 

This last date and the deadline of  August 1 I ,  2006 for commenting on the DPV2 Draft EIR/EIS 
established another issue for Arizonans. Affirmation was received that SCE has already received 
comments on this Draft EIREIS before the comments’ deadline, and would, under the Freedom o f  
Information Act. Many comments for the draft will also be points presented at the Az. hearing 
against the SCE proposed 500kV Line. Thus the release of  comments on the draft conflicts 
Arizonans in submitting comments because SCE would learn o f  hearing presentations before 
the APP&TLSC would, jeopardizing justice and fairness. 

Another severe omission from the Executive Summary is the Arizona Public Service’s “TS-5 
Project” and its impacts in NE Harquahala Valley in the same corridor as DPV 1, the same corridor 
for the DPV2 preferred route and 2 of the  alternatives. See TS-5 in Sections “C” and “F” of  this 
Draft EIWEIS’s Volume I, and also in Volume Ill ,  Appendix 1. The TS-5 Project is assessed 24 
times total in the 2 volumes. The APS is in their allowable timeframe for decisions on the already 
&.-approved TS-5 Project, and the decision ending date is not until December 3 1,2006, and that 
ending could be extended into 2007, or ... ? Why are we even discussing SCE’s DPVZ Proposal 
at this time when we d o  not know specific decisions by APS on their TS-5 Project? The Utility 
Division staff ,  Arizona Corporation Commission, reports SCE personnel knew of  the possible 
TS-5 Project routes in advance of  the Az. hearings on TS-5, and the negative impacts to the 
DPVZ proposed preferred route and 2 alternatives because the aggregate lines would be in the 
same corridor from the PVNGS to  north of  the Interstate 1-1 0 Highway. 

On Page ES-I of the Executive Summary in the last paragraph regards a Draft EIS for DPVf by the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Nuclear Regulatory Agency in 1978. Some Arizonans 
commenting on this DPV2 Draft EIFUEIS were involved in the 1977-78 processes on the then 
proposed DPV I Line prior to the March I978 Hearing before the APP&TLSC, and n o  one from 
Harquahala Valley, Az. now recalls being contacted by the BLM nor the NRC in those years on a 
draft EIS. During the current processes the NRC was contacted for verification, and if a draft EIS 
on DPV I existed in 1978 it is not in their current records’ system; NRC archives may reveal 
verification, but NRC personnel asked for a number, perhaps similar the “SCH No.” on the fiont 
of  these DPVZ Draft EIREIS books. If BLM was involved in a draft EIS in 1978, BLM has the 
number needed, and that number should be documented in this draft’s historical background. 

Additional historical background missing From the same “last paragraph” regards the APP&TLSC’s 
March I978 decision granting SCE the Far-South Harquahala Valley Alternative (1  of the 5 altema- 
tives in H.V.) for DPVl . The ACC later affirmed the APP&TLSC decision, which did not harm the 
agricultural employment lands nor the residential nor potentially agricultural/residential lands in 
H.V., Az. A problem with “due diligence” or federal agency denial of that route occurred, and 
SCE had to abandon that far-south route in 1980. Then, SCE filed with the ACC for the Far-North 
Alternative in Harquahala Valley, and being the last option in the valley for a DPVl Line, SCE 
received approval. The facts of this paragraph in these comments should also be on Page ES-I of  
the Summary, and is another example of  why the DPV2 proposal’s Draft and Final EIWEISs 
should distinguish better differences between Az. and Ca. in SCE’s two-state proposal. 

O n  the E.S.’s Page ES-2 it is very unreasonable to fail including the facts that Arizona’s commission 
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and siting committee were not respected during 1985-89 by SCE and the BLM in participation on 
the then DPV2 portions in our State. That is also true about other Az. agencies and the ARIZONA 
PUBLIC. Please, include this failure with details in the “Proposed Project and Historical 
Background” section of the Final EIR/EIS on the current DPVZ proposal. 

In the Executive Summary on Page ES-2 under purpose and need is a fourfold summary of objectives. 
Regarding “lncrease Catifornia’s Transmission Import Capability”, another 500kV line across Arizona 
is totally unnecessary because SCE fails to use existing lines capably for importing 1,200 more MW. 
On “Enhance the Competitive Energy Market”, that is “dollars”, and 1 have been emailed June 2 1, 
2006 by Aspen EG: “the California Environmental Quality Act states that economic effects shall not 
be considered as significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 15 13 1 )” - we are talking 
about the “Arizona Environment” here!! About “Support the Energy Market in the Southwest”, 
SCE is telling Arizonans we need their support when SCE fails to inform Ca. and the BLM that 
Arizona is “power deficient” - see the 2004 Biennial Report On Transmission Lines on file at the 
Arizona Corporation Commission O%ces, as Az. does not generate enough energy for our own 
needs and our utilities have to buy from merchants and have to import electricity; with Az.’s growth 
during 2005-2006, the new biennial report will be bleaker on generation-to-demand. “Provide 
Increased Reliability, Insurance Value, and Operating Flexibility” does not addresshelp any 
specific deficiency of the the Arizona transmission system; SCE opts out of an Alternative Project 
49, as  the regional system needs north-south improvement, and DPV2 only duplicates what DPV 1 
does east-west. Having read the CPUC website on SCE, the electrical power is more than abundant 
for SCE customers into the next decade or longer, and SCE truly does not need 1,200 more M W  
even though they shut down the Mohave Generating Station where they owned 55% (?) of the 
power plus managed Mohave’s operations. Even CAISO’s “cost-effective” comment at the bottom 
of Page ES-2 fails to comply with “CEQA Guidelines 15 I3 I ” ,  and is very disrespecthl to Arizona 
and to Arizona being “power deficient”. 

0 

C29-6 cont. I 
C29-7 

I C29-8 
On Page ES-8 Line 6 of Paragraph 4, “southeast” places the line outside the existing corridor. See 
also Volume I Page D.2-3, Paragraph 2, Line 6, and possibly other places in this draft’s 3 volumes. 

The Executive Summary does not address SCE’s importing capability with respect to the Trans- 
West Express lines and SCE’s lines from the Marketplace Substation. SCE’s proposed DPVZ 
project is an importing project, and other importing alternatives must be addressed in this 
EIWEIS process. 

C29-9 

I C29-10 Neither the Executive Summary nor the 3 volumes address the Homeland Security environment, 
and issues since the proposed lines impacts the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station. 

In Volume I Analysis go to “‘A.2.2 Electric Supply Issues” SCE discusses a so-called power-plant 
boom. However, regarding the Table A-3 SCE terribly fails to inform the current status of the listed 
plants: 5 are ownedloperated bykontracted to Az. utilities, 3 merchant plants are contracted to Az. 
utilities, 1 is in some stage of bankruptcy and has not operated for 3 years, and the last was never 
built. When showing the table to ACC staff, the statement is that all utilities, including SCE, already 
know the stati of those plants and that table, A-3, is misleading - does not establish a boom, and as 
a table should never be  in a Draft EIR/EIS because the facts are not true. SCE is wronging B L W -  
CPUC by including Table A-3 in this draft. BLM and CPUC should research the power plant lists 
at the ACC as I did. In a prior paragraph 1 have already informed BLMKPUC that the State of 
Arizona is “power deficient”, and BLM and CPUC need to read the biennial report at the ACC!!! 
Seems like the Public is verifying here instead of the BLWCPUC. 

C29-11 

C29-12 I 
Figure A-I on Page A-I 1 is horridly distorting with respect to Nevada and Arizona, and maybe Ca. too. 
A - I  is an unprofessional presentation; why? The North Gila plant is located well east of Yuma, Az. 
The PVNGS and the Harquahala plant are directionally and geographically not in position, and the 
westerly lines are not accurate. The Mohave Plant is in Laughlin, Nv. adjacent to the Colorado River. 
ACC personnel confirmed the Mead Substation is positioned too far north and is closer to Bullhead 
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O n  Page B-1 1 only I photo of the DPVl Line is a Kofa National Wildlife Refuge scene, but specifi- 
cally where in Kofa is the location? What DPV 1 Tower Number are we looking at? Who photoed the 
one scene and when was the photo taken? What other DPVI tower sites in Kofa should be included 
in the Final EIWEIS? At the June 27,2006 Hearing before the APP&TLSC, SCE showed a photo of the 
DPV I Line where Kofa is bladed and scarred for over a mile. Why is that photo not in the Draft EIFUEIS? 
That scar is in violation of the USFWS’s Permit E-2 to SCE for constructing and maintaining the Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge. Why has the BLM failed to see the scar along Pipeline Rd., and not ad- 
dressed the Kofa scar in this Draft EIR/EIS? Where is the DPVl Line photo in Harquahala Valley at the 
intersection of  Salome Hwy and Court House Rd? Across Salome Hwy., and Ave 75E in La Paz 
County, both north of  1-10? Others?? The Draft EIWEIS is very incomplete with respect to the refuge!! 

Comment Set C29, cont. 0 Donald G. Begalke 

C29-16 

City, Az. Accuracy is important as I will probably refer other comments to this horrid-map figure. 

On Page A-I3 begins paragraphs regarding CAISO. BLM knows the “C” stands for California. In any 
draft involving Arizona, it should be emphasized that CAJSO’s wants, decisions, whatevers d o  not 
mean Arizona realities. It is rude that not to distinguish Arizona from California in the vaned parts of 
this draft, yet in other parts it is distinguishable. In discussing CAISO with ACC staff the exchange 
did not have positives as some words were cautiously presented. 

See “A.2.3 Project Need and SCE’s Economic Analysis” on Page A-15. The “Economic” is another 
violation of  CEQA Guidelines 1513 1 (or more if CEQA has other numbers/guides restricting money 
issues?). Why is the CPUC allowing “production costs”, “expected economics”, “cost models”. 
“costs for electric consumers in the CAISO area”, “$1 billion” etc, etc etc in this draft EiR/EIS which 
is also for the BLM and NEPA?? We note that the two-state application of DPV2, to Az. and to Ca., 
thusly does not discuss how much money etc that DPVZ will cost Arizona, Arizona’s utilities, 
and Arizona’s ratepayers!!!!!!! 

On Page B-9 “B.2.2. I ”  Tonopah, Az. is the closest unincorporated community to the Harquahala Gen- 
erating Station. In rural Az. “located near” is different than ... ! 
Tonopah, Az. and the 1-10 Freeway west of Buckeye. Please, note the Wintersburg Rd.1-IO exit is 
4.5 miles east of Tonopah. Unincorporated Wintersburg (SE of Tonopah) is approximately 2 miles 
north of  the PVNGS. From Tonopah drive Indian School Rd. 7 miles west to the Salome Hwy. Inter- 
section. Turn right onto Salome to the 491 ’’ Ave Intersection. Turn Left on 491” and drive to  the 
Harquahala Generating Station. The total mileage may be I I miles Tonopah to HGS. The HGS 
switchyard is approximately 20-2 1 miles from the PVNGS. May seem a minor comment, but is more 
accurate if the intent is to explain the HGS switchyard location. At least the HGS switchyard is 
“northwest of the PVNGS” is accurate instead of what is shown in that homd Figure A-1 (P.A-11). 

Just take out an Az. road map, and find 

1 C29-12 cont. 

C29-13 I 
C29-14 I 
C29-15 

On Page C-3, “C.2.1.2”, “Increase California Transmission Import Capability”, SCE falsely states “The 

SW States? Further, Arizona does not have “over 6,000 MW of surplus generation”. G o  to the offices of 
the Arizona Corporation Commission and read the 2004 Biennial Transmission Report. Learn that Az. is I c29-19 

Southwest region currently has over 6,000 MW of surplus generation”. Using “Southwest” is very w o n  
because only Arizona is the second state in which the application is filed. Where are the 31d a n d o r  the 4 
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C29-20 

C29-21 

I 
I 

“power deficient”, meaning our utilities and merchant plants combined are not producing enough electri- 
city to meet Az. needs. Az. also has to import electric power. The report is not accurate either as some 
plants are not generating; thus those plants’ potential (generation) numbers must be removed &om this 
Draft EIREIS to meet reality. Az. does not have eIectric reserves sufficient per ACC requirements until 
Az. utilities purchase enough import electricity. The ACC staff states SCE knows the report, and for SCE 
to state to the BLM and the CPUC surplus generation exists in Az. makes SCE “a four-letter word”!! 

On Page C-8 “C.3.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Full Consideration in the EIR/EIS” includes the “Path 49 
Upgrade Project”. The grid part, north-south, along the Colorado River between Az. and Ca. needs im- 
provement, but SCE does not want to participate in north-south upgrades. How sad for folkshusinesses 
in their own service area along the river. DPV2 will not help A z ’ s  part of the grid north-south. DPVZ is a 
“taker” line duplicating DPVl in the grid east-west. DPVl is capable ofcarrying double MWs it does now, 
and no analysis of that alternative is presented in this Draft EIREIS. Why? 

Beginning on Page C-I 7 “C.4 Alternatives Evaluated in this EIREIS” is terribly incomplete because SCE is 
not presenting to  the BLM and the CPUC the more than abundant “import capabilities” existing to SCE in 
Az. The preferred route and all presented alternatives of this DPVZ proposal are completely unnecessary 
because of the more-than-abundant, existing “import capabilities” SCE already has from Az. to Ca.. 

I propose the following “importing” alternatives be added to the EIIUEIS on DPV2: 
(please, refer to Page A-1 1 even though the draft’s map is terribly flawed) 

# I  - SCE and Arizona’s Salt River Project are/were partners of the Mohave Generating 
Station near Laughlin, Nevada. Each utility has existing 500kV transmission 
capability from Mohave to their respective service areas. Mohave is shut down 
completely. SCE can import additional MW from the PVNGS hub to Ca. using 
SRP’s lines via the Mead Substation to the Marketplace Substation, and then 
SCE’s own lines to their own scrvice area. 

#2 - SCE’s importing capacity needs to be assessed with respect to electricity by the 
western grid’s “Trans West Express” Lines bringing power out of Utah through 
Nevada to Marketplace and/or Mead to Marketplace, and then to SCE’s 
own transmission lines to Ca. The Trans West Express Project will enhance 
the grid substantially. 

#3 - SCE has an  existing 500kV line across N. Az. from the Four Comers Power Plant. 
Importing from the PVNGS hub via SRP’s Perkins Substation, SCE importing 
transmissions will travel on the same line as if going to Mead, but only to a new 
switchyard where the SCE ‘N. Az.” Line meets the line going to Mead, and then 
redirecting the importing electricity west from the new switchyard via SCE’s 
own line to their service area. The grid in Arizona will be enhanced. It is 
recommended that SRP be the owner/operator of the new switchyard. 

#4 - SCE also has additional importing capability using DPVl. SCE ramps up the 
transmission capacity appropriately for carrying additional imported MW to Ca. 
DPVl should be converted away from its taker-line status in Az. via a new 
switchyard when the Path 49 Upgrade Project is constructed. The new 
switchyard will be operated by APS and/or SRP as “49” enhances the grid 

C29-22 
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from Yuma, Az. to Parker, Az, if not farther both north and/or south. 

#5 - Of the above proposed alternatives the “#1” alternative is available now as is “W’, 
but without the switchyard until “49” is constructed. SCE’s desire for 1,200 more 
MW by 2009 will be met by “#l” and “4”. Alternative “#3” could also be 
ready by 2009. Subsequently, the east-west lines can share the need for SCE’s 
need of 1,200 additional MW, which those routes can have higher-MW opera- 
tions to balance out the “western grid’s’’ total MW at the Colorado River. 

Advantages of the above proposed alternatives over the SCE-presented DPV2 preferred 
route in Az. and all the SCE-presented alternatives in Az.: 

#1 - Since SCE has talked dollars in this process, SCE would save millions and millions 

#2 - SCE would not have to rip into the Az. environment again from the Colorado River 
of dollars by not building the Az. part of DPV2. 

to the PVNGS, especially the environmentally damaging the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge more, which is already SCE scarred and scraped from DPVl construction 
and maintenance. 

C29-22 cont. 

Because of the above proposed alternatives to DPV2 and the advantages of the new pro- 
posed alternatives over the Az. part of the whole DPV2 proposal, The FINAL EIREIS 
SHOULD BE A DENIAL TO SCE ON BUILDING ANY DPV2 IN ARIZONA. 

On Page C-40 The Cibola National Wildlife is mentioned. The DPVl avoids the refuge, but it does not 
avoid the undeveloped recreational area folks use  on the eastern banks of the Colorado River between 
the refuge and Ehrenberg, Az. Viewing DPVl and DPV2 lines would not enhance recreational outings. 

Again SCE is talking dollars on Page C-54 beginning with “The economics ...” of the first paragraph. 
Again another SCE violation of CEQA Guidelines is in this draft - ?? 

I C29-23 

I C29-24 

On Page D.2.2 the Arizona paragraph of “Biological Reconnaissance Surveys” informs of “aerial maps”. 
Those aerial photos are not included in the section. How can any person, organization or  agency assess 
the accuracy of  what is in this draft? The Appendix 10 of  Part 111 in this Draft EIREIS are not the aerial 
evidences we should be looking at. My comments on Appendix I O  is separate and later in these Com- 
ments. Aerial photographs would show the scarring that was done by SCE during construction of DPVI 
and afterwards in the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Additionally SCE’s 23  years of  maintenance on the 
Pipeline Rd. in Kofa, and the associated spur roads to the transmission towers, cause the elongated area 
through the refuge to be “unnatural”. When a road is permitted in a refuge, only very limited maintenance 
is permitted so that the habitat vegetation can grow back. SCE’s damaging have not allowed the 
regrowth of  the Kofa vegetations adequately odalong the Pipeline Rd. and the spur roads. 

C29-25 

missing &om “D.3.2.1 Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge” are viewpoints, “Salome H w y  and 
Page D.3-6 begins “D.3.2 Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project - Dever-Harquahala”. Notably 

Thomas Rd.” and “Salome Hwy and Courthouse Rd.” Others roads with DPVl should be included. 
C29-26 I 

DETERMlNATION THAT SCE’S DPV2 PROPOSAL DOES NOT MEET THE “PRESERVATION O F  
WILDERNESS VALUES” FOR THE KOFA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE. SCE has already 
harmed 
the Kofa Refuge. The Kofa Refuge, with its inhabitants and plants, does not need DPV2 at all. 

C29-27 I NOTED WlTH EMPAHSlS ON PAGE D.3-39 1s THE U.S. FISH AND WlLDLlFE SERVICE’S 
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On Page D.3-4 1 in the Method of Consistency column, why are northbound views along Salome Hwy. not 
also adversely impacted? Court House Rd. views approaching Salome Hwy. will severely be impacted also. 
DPV2 being 1 of 3 or 4 500kV lines (DPV I ,  TS-5 and Harquahala-Hassayampa) along Salome Hwy. in 
Harquahala Valley, nature viewings and sights just while traveling will be badly affected. 

Thus “D.3.5.4 Impacts Identified” starting o n  Page D.3-58 is incomplete, and inclusions will be addi- 
tionally, very significant impacts of the proposed DPV2 Project.. 

Beginning on Page D.3-65 are photosimulations. THERE ARE NO PHOTOSIMULATIONS OF THE 
VARIED VIEWS IN THE COURTHOUSE RD.-SALOME HWY. LOCALE, AND NONE FOR THE 
SALOME HWY.-THOMAS RD. AREA. ALSO, THERE ARE NO SIMULATIONS OF 2 AND/OR 3 
LINES WHERE T H E  ROUTE INTERSECTS 1- IO, COMING FROM THE EAST, BEFORE THE HIGH- 
WAY ENTERS HARQUAHALA VALLEY AS THE 500kV LINES HEAD NORTH TOWARD BURN 
MOUNTAIN. What about simulations where the route crosses the Salome Rd. north of 1-1 0 and for 
the crossing of Avenue 75E north of 1-10 in eastern La Paz County? IN THE KOFA NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE REFUGE, 1 SIMULATION IS INSUFFICIENT!! When driving Pipeline Rd. in Kofa there 
are numerous viewpoints, and they are not considered in this Draft EIREIS. During July and August 
I have not traveled the Copper Bottom Pass and some other road areas of western La Paz County, 
but I did travel the Cibola Rd. along the Colorado River on the way to the Cibola National Wildlife 
Refuge. The recreational users of the undeveloped recreational area along the Cibola Rd. will not like 
DPV2’s impactings. On Page D.3-89, if the photosimulation is “to the southwest”, them a simulation 
view to the northwest (toward Az.) should be included in this draft, and the leftside of the D.3-89 
simulation is not encouraging. If the Harquahala Junction Alternative would be a reality, what would 
the Salome Hwy.-Thomas Rd. locale look like with the switchyard in a photosimulation? 

“1. Public Participation” begins o n  Page 1-1. The Scoping Process for a possible EIREIS on SCE’s DPVZ 
Application in Arizona has been, remains yet, extremely poor. The BLM and the CPUC noticed at very 
best 1.5-2.0% of Arizonans who should have been noticed. A claim was made at the meeting in Avondale, 
Az. on  January 18, 2006 that maybe 4,000 notices were sent to Arizonans, but no  evidence was presented. 
Even if that many notices were sent, n o  evidence establish has been presented that millions ofArizona 
ratepayers have been noticed. Advertising in a few papers, when only 12 days advance was given (?), in 
Az. was certainly very. inadequate noticing because a high percentage of Arizonans are not subscribers 
to those few papers. By luck I learned about the Avondale meeting. At that meeting while learning about 
the extremely poor effort to notify Arizonans , the BLM and the CPUC thus created a negative atmosphere. 
How sad!! For the millions of Arizona business and residential ratepayers, they were never noticed pro- 
perly and will be the victims of deliberate omissions; additionally, they will be adversely impacted as their 
electric bills will increase if SCE’s proposal is approved. 

Since the Draft El WEIS “informational Workshop” in Harquahala Valley, Az. was lacking answers to the 
attendees, consistent with the draft itself, THERE SHOULD BE NO FINAL EIR/EIS, N O  APPROVAL OF 
SCE’S DPV2 PROPOSAL ON THE ARIZONA PART OF THE LTNE.. 

In Volume 3, ‘Appendices”, of this Draft EIR/EIS beginning on Page Ap.1-13, the “3. Overview ofAlter- 
natives” is inadequate because no separate-of-DPV I-route alternate “importing proposals” are detailed. 
In A7. from the Colorado River to the Harquahala Valley, tbere are no alternatives period!!. In 1978 the 
Arizona Corporation Commission affirmed the decision of the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission 
Line Siting Committee that DPVl would not harm the agricultural employment lands in Harquahala Valley 
nor residential nor other “potential”; that afirmation included the preferred route and 3 alternate routes 
through H.V. Now the application from SCE has been changed from DPV2 to be Devers-Harquahala 
Generating Station or Devers-Harquahafa. The alignment of the DPVZ preferred route is along Thomas 
Rd. in Harquahala Valley. The DPV2 Alternate called “Harquahala West” is in the same Thomas Rd. 
alignment. In 1978 the ACC and the APP&TLSC said “NO!!” to SCE on  the Thomas Rd. alignment. 
Yet this Draft EIREIS does not inform everybody of that Arizona history on the DPVl application. 
Thus this “Overview” fails to be inclusive of viable, individual importing alternatives, and also fails to 

C29-28 

C29-29 

C29-30 

C29-31 
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Comment Set C29, cont. 
Donald G. Begalke 

be respecthl of Arizona, Arizonans and the history in Az. of the D-PV corridor in Harquahala Valley. 

On Page Ap. 1-37 so-called configurations are distortions. The Arlington, Mesquite and Redhawk Merchant 
Plants are not southwest, south nor southeast of the Hassayampa Switchyard. Further, the TS-5 Project 
from Harquahala Junction is parallel to DPVl/proposed DPV2 in the same corridor north to and across the 
1-10 Interstate Hwy. Is it so difficult for the BLWthe CPUC to accurately diagram in this draft EIREIS? 

C29-31 cont. 

C29-32 I 
Regarding “Appendix 3 Tower Height Tables” beginning on Page Ap.3-I, not one tower from the 
Colorado River to the PVNGS can be identified. You ask for comments from the Public in Arizona. How- 
ever, the BLM/the CPUC must provide the Public concise and understandable data. During June, July 
and August I have visited numerous towers of DPVI, and there is no evidence that these Tower Height 
Tables identify any tower in Arizona. DPVZ tower heights can also not be identified by the tables. 

Regarding Appendix 10, I can not find page numbers for the aerial photographs. 1 have asked BLMKPUC 
for the date(s) the aerial photos were taken, and for the altitudes at which each photo was taken. TO THIS 
DATE OF AUGUST 1 1,2006, after well over 6 weeks since my request, N O  ANSWERS HAVE BEEN 
FORTHCOMJNG FROM THE BLMITHE CPUC - ?? From recollections of events regarding DPV 1 prior 
to APP&TLSC’s March, 1978 Hearing, Appendix I O  photographs No. I to No. 17 in Arizona are the same 
aerial photos displayed by SCE in 1977-78. Devers-Palo Verde No.] 500kV Line was completed in 1983. 
OF WHAT VALUE ARE APPENDIX IO PHOTOS WITHOUT LAND CHANGES SINCE 1978? 

Again on Appendix 10, the tower numbers for DPVlon the aerial maps are not the correct numbers for any 
of the towers that I visited during July nor this month. Through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge sheets 
Nos. IO and 12 show that SCE has built parts of DPVl in the wilderness area of Kofa rather than in the 
pemiitted com’dor - ??. When will the BLM enforce the requirements for DPVI? Or USFWS? 

Enclosed with these comment pages on the Draft EIREIS on the proposed SCE DPV2 line are a set of 
photographs. Some photos will show BLMKPUC correct numbers of DPV 1 Towers, and on the backsides 
are descriptive locations of the towers. Thus for the Final EIREIS BLWCPUC can redo the tower nurn- 
berings for the towers in Az. SCE should have provided the BLWCPUC with the true tower numbers 
because they placed the numbers on the towers. There are 8 photos of the enclosed set with showing 
correct tower numbers. 

Remaining photos of the set try to show views with respect to DPVl towers. Because of bright sunlight 
and of some clouds, some photos from the flash-camera do  not represent the same effects as folks would 
receive using their own eyes. Twenty (20) of the photos are associated with the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge, and 8 photos are associated with Salome Hwy. in Harquahala Valley, Az. in the areas of Thomas 
Rd. and Court House Rd. Intersections. What will photosimulations look like at the respect points across 
Kofa and H.V. with 2, 3 or 4 500kv lines respectively? 

I have waited for additional replies from agencies and other sources, but today is August I 1,2006 and the 
comments’ deadline is today. Thus, what the BLM and the CPUC receive from these comment pages might 
be all presented for the Final EIIUEIS on the SCE DPVZ proposal. If anything critical is received, will mail 
addendum comment(s). 

For pages of this Draft EIREIS not commented on, may other persons and/or organizations be assessing 
and commenting. Otherwise, much fine work has occurred on the many, many other pages of this draft. 

Donald G. Begalke 
Telephone: (602)279-3402 

copy - file/others 
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Salome Hwy before reaching Harqua- 
hala V l y ,  DPVI & Harq.-Hassayampa 
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Responses to Comment Set C29 
Donald G. Begalke 

C29-1 Section I in the EIR/EIS discusses the public involvement and notification process used during 
the CEQA and NEPA process. As stated in the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR/EIS, 
the entire text of the Draft EIR/EIS was made available at 26 public repositories, on the 
CPUC and BLM project websites, and to anyone who requested a copy. 

The CPUC has jurisdiction over transmission line in California, and the BLM has jurisdiction 
on all federal BLM lands, in both California and Arizona. In addition, see Section A.3.3 for a 
discussion of the separate Arizona Corporation Commission approval process. 

Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comments 
regarding increased electricity rates in Arizona are not within the scope of the environmental 
review under NEPA or CEQA. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is a cooperating agency in the NEPA process and has 
provided comments on the Draft EIIUEIS (see Comment Set A18). As stated in Section A.3.5 
in Table A-4, the following USFWS permits would be required: Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility for the Kofa NWR; Right-of-way Grant (crossing Kofa NWR and Coachella 
Valley NWR); Consultation for Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act; and Habitat Con- 
servation Plans (Riverside County). 

Please refer to Section 3.1 (Information Provided During Draft EIR/EIS Comment Period) 
of this Final EIIUEIS for questions from the commenter and responses provided by the EIIUEIS 
team during the comment period. 

C29-2 As stated in the Notice of Availability, the entire text of the Draft EIR/EIS is available at 26 
public repositories, on the CPUC and BLM project websites, and to anyone who requests a 
copy. By definition, the Executive Summary of the EIR/EIS is an abbreviated summary of 
project impacts. It is intended to briefly summarize key issues, but it cannot present every 
issue contained in the EIRIEIS. 

The goal of the EIR/EIS is to disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed DPV2 
Project. The status of participation of the LADWP is described in Section B.2.4 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, but this agreement has no bearing on project impacts. Although LADWP would be 
required to acquire 30.7 percent ownership interest in DPV2, the application and construction 
of DPV2 is proposed by SCE. LADWP has not yet committed to participate in DPV2 and 
some issues still need to be resolved between LADWP and the CAISO so that SCE can 
construct the DPV2 project as proposed. 

The ACC process is independent of the CPUC and BLM proceedings (Certificate of Public 
Convenience and NecessityIRight of Way Grant, respectively) to evaluate applications from 
SCE for the DPV2 Project. The environmental information included in the EIR/EIS may be 
useful to the Siting Committee or SCE in that proceeding, but this document was not pre- 
pared for that purpose. Please also see Section 3.1 (Information Provided During Draft 
EIR/EIS Comment Period) of this Final EIR/EIS for questions by the commenter regarding 
the release of comments during the comment period. 
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Comments on the Draft EJR/EIS are considered to be public, and are provided to any party 
requesting copies of them. While SCE would be able to read comments prior to the ACC 
hearings, other parties would aIso be able to read SCE comments. 

C29-3 

C29-4 

C29-5 

C29-6 

C29-7 

C29-8 

The Arizona Public Service TS-5 Project, as discussed in Section B.2.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
is an independent project submitted by APS and the approval of the APS project does not 
affect DPV2. However, the TS-5 Project was included in Table F-1 (DPV2 Cumulative 
Project List) in Section F.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS and was evaluated by all 13 issue areas as a 
reasonably foreseeable project in the cumulative scenario [see Figure F- la  (Cumulative 
Projects in Maricopa) and Section F.31. The EWEIS describes the status of the TS-5 Project, 
but questions regarding this status of the TS-5 Project would more appropriately be sub- 
mitted to the ACC. 

EIR/EIS preparers were not involved in preparation of the original EIS for DPVl and have 
no information on the public involvement process completed during preparation of that doc- 
ument. Section A. 1.3 of the Draft EWEIS lists past documents in the project area. The Draft 
EIS was published in August 1978 and the Final EIS was published in February 1979. Both 
the Arizona and California State Clearinghouses were involved in the process. We have not 
found a docket/application number, but the number for the associated NRC PVNGS Final 
Environmental Statement is NUREG 75/078. 

Section ES.l is intended to be a brief background overview of the project. The decision of 
which DPVl route was ultimately approved, and the process used for its approval, does not 
affect the environmental setting or impacts of the currently proposed DPV2 Project. Alterna- 
tives to the Proposed Project were fully considered in the EIR/EIS, regardless of the actions 
taken in the previous approval process. 

Section ES.1 is intended to be a brief background on the project and it does not affect the 
baseline setting or impacts of the Proposed Project. Regardless, page ES-2 has been modi- 
fied as follows: 

The BLM approved the DPV2 project and the proposed route following completion of a 
Final Supplemental EIS (BLM, 1988) in compliance with NEPA, which included the 
route in Arizona, and issued a Record of Decision in 1989. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona 
and project need. The CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through 
economic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (1.05-06-041). The Arizona 
Corporations Commission in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. 
See also Response B3-4 regarding project economics. 

Executive Summary Section ES.1.2.4 (page ES-8, paragraph 2, line 6) of the Draft 
EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The route would then turn sei&w&- . southwest crossing over 1-10 again, and would con- 
tinue across the Harquahala Plain through the northern end of the Eagletail Mountains 
until it would enter into La Paz County. 

In addition, page D.2-3 (paragraph 2, line 6) has been revised as follows: 
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The route would then turn sfx&e&- southwest crossing over 1-10 again, and would con- 
tinue across the Harquahala Plain through the northern end of the Eagletail Mountains 
until it would enter into La Paz County. 

C29-9 The Trans-West Express line is in the early planning and development stages, and is con- 
sidered to be speculative at this time. currently, it is not scheduled to be online until 2013 
(after the 2009 online date for DPV2). The exact route is still uncertain (the current pro- 
posal would be a high voltage direct current line from eastern Wyoming, south through 
Colorado or Utah, with the endpoint in the Phoenix area). The goal of this project would be 
to provide additional electricity capacity in the Phoenix area. The Trans-West line is uncer- 
tain at this time, and cannot be considered as an alternative to DPV2. 

Marketplace Substation is located in southern Nevada. Based on regional transmission maps, 
the EIR/EIS team is unaware of SCE having any transmission lines out of Marketplace 
Substation. The only transmission line out of Marketplace Substation is the LADWP/Western 
Area Power Administration Marketplace-Adelanto 500 kV line. 

One importing capability option would be to increase capacity on Moenkopi-El Dorado 500 kV 
line, but both SCE and the CAISO in the Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP) 
process have stated that this upgrade project would be an option as a project to be consid- 
ered in the future to provide an incremental increase in the import capabilities, but it could 
not replace the 1,200 MW that SCE would receive with DPV2. 

C29-10 Please refer to the responses to Comment Set A16 regarding consideration of terrorism as 
an impact. The operation of the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS) would not 
change with implementation of the DPV2 Project. In addition, the Proposed Project route 
would terminate at the Harquahala Switchyard, approximately 14 miles northwest of PVNGS. 

C29-11 The ACC will have to consider the sufficiency of electric resources to adequately serve Arizona 
in the future. It is outside the scope of CEQA and NEPA to project the balance of load and 
resources into the future and as to whether there is future capacity in Arizona to be trans- 
ported across the DPV2 line. Section A.2.2 is designed to give a reader an overall picture 
of electricity supply issues in the project area, and it is not intended to list all the power plants 
that SCE could contract with for purchase of electricity. Regardless, the section title has been 
changed to the following: 

I G e n e r a f i o n  Resources in the Paio Verde 
[AZ) Area 

C29-12 Figure A-1 (Regional Transmission System) is a typical transmission system diagram. It is 
not intended to show exact geographical location, but rather it is designed to show schemat- 
ically how the regional transmission system is interconnected. In transmission system fig- 
ures, substations and power plants may be moved slightly to allow for improved readability 
of the transmission lines and interconnections. 

C29-13 The CPUC and BLM are fully aware that the DPV2 project must also be approved by the 
Arizona Corporation Commission. EIR/EIS Section A .3.3 (Arizona Corporation Commission 
Process) clearly describes the ACC process and states that the ACC in a separate proceeding 
will be addressing project need and impacts in Arizona. 
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C29-14 The economic modeling by SCE includes the entire project in both California and Arizona. 
Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona 
and project need. which arc discussed in the ElR/ElS for informational purposes but are not 
required as part of the environmental impact analysis under CEQA and NEPA. In addition 
to the CPUC’s responsibility to identify project impacts, it must also determine project need 
and effects on SCE ratepayers in a separate and independent proceeding. The CPUC Admin- I 
istrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through economic modeling during the Phase 1 
General Proceeding (1.05-06-04 1). The Arizona Corporations Commission in a separate pro- 
ceeding will also be addressing project need. See also Response B3-4 regarding economics. 

0 

C29- 15 Figure B- 1 (Devers-Harquahala Portion: Harquahala to Colorado River Map) correctly depicts 
Tonopah as being approximately 1 1 miles east-northeast of Harquahala Generating Station 
and approximately 17 miles from PVNGS (as also stated in the text in Section B.2.2.1). 
Please refer to Response C29-12 regarding Figure A-1. Regardless, the text in Section B.2.2.1 
of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The Arizona portion of the Proposed Project would consist of 102 miles of 500 kV trans- 
mission line between the Harquahala Generating Station switchyard (located near Winters- 
burg and approximately 11 miles west-southwest of Tonopah, Maricopa County, approx- 1 
imately 17 miles northwest of the PVNGS) to the Colorado River, as illustrated in Fig- 
ure B 1. 

C29-16 SCE’s application to the ACC and the ACC hearings are independent of the EIWEIS; events 
at ACC hearings are not part of the NEPAKEQA process. The photograph of the DPVl 
tower presented on page B-11 is intended only to give the reader a general idea of the ter- 
rain and setting of the area in Kofa NWR. 0 
The scar existing along Pipeline Road apparently results from the construction of natural gas 
pipelines through the Kofa NWR. Pipeline construction creates much more extensive ground 
disturbance than transmission lines, and leaves more obvious scars. However, Pipeline Road 
has provided an access road for construction of both utility types through the Refuge. If SCE’s 
actions to blade roads within Kofa are in violation of its permits, Refuge management (not 
BLM) will address this issue with SCE. See Comment Set A19 from the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service. 

It is not feasible to photograph and create simulations of every location along a linear project 
like DPV2, so locations are selected to represent views of each area. The visual resources 
analysis of the DPV2 project is presented in Sections D.3.2.1 and D.3.6.1. For the Pro- 
posed Project, three key viewpoints were selected for detailed analysis along the Harqua- 
hala to Kofa route segment. Existing conditions photographs and visual simulations for these 
three key viewpoints are presented as Figure D.3-2A/2B for the area north of 1-10 near the 
Big Horn Mountains, Figure D.3-3A/3B for the 1-10 crossing, and Figure D.3-4A/4B for 
the area north of the Eagletail Mountains. Within Kofa NWR (see Section D.3.2.2), Key 
Viewpoint 4 was established on Crystal Hill Road in the Refuge, approximately 4.8 miles 
east of U.S. 95 (see Figure D.3-5A). Viewing to the southeast toward the existing DPVl 
line (Towers A740 through A743) and the proposed route, this location was selected to char- 
acterize the existing landscape along the route within Kofa NWR. 
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In Section D.3.2.3 for the area from Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River, three 
areas of potential visual sensitivity were selected for detailed analysis: (1) the crossing of 
U.S. 95 as viewed from the highway, (2) views in the vicinity of Copper Bottom Pass, an 
area popular with back country recreationists, and (3) views from the Colorado River. There- 
fore, three KVPs were selected to represent the visual setting along this route segment. The 
location of each of these KVPs is shown on Figure D.3-1B. The results of the visual analysis 
are summarized in Appendix VR-1. These seven Key Viewpoints within Arizona, including 
one within Kofa NWR, represent the visual setting along the route and give a comprehensive 
view of the ROW and the DPVl 500 kV transmission line. 

C29-17 Please refer to Response C29-2. 

C29- 18 Please refer to Response C29-3. 

C29-19 The EIWEIS team is aware that there are concerns by Arizona citizens as to the sufficiency of 
resources in the future; this issue must be addressed by the ACC in its process. It is outside 
the scope of CEQA and NEPA to project the balance of load and resources into the future 
and as to whether there is future capacity in Arizona to be transported across the circuit. 
The transmission grid and system extends beyond state boundaries and substation endpoints 
and therefore the project could affect the southwest region beyond California and Arizona. 
Please refer to Response C29-11. 

C29-20 Please refer to C29-19. 

C29-21 As stated in Section 3.2.1.5 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Path 49 Upgrade Project 
as defined in the PEA does not qualify as an alternative to the proposed DPV2 project because 
some of the upgrades have already been implemented. The additional 505 MW capacity provided 
by the Path 49 Upgrade Project was considered by SCE and CAISO to be part of the system 
that exists as the baseline for measuring economic benefits derived from the addition of 1,200 
MW capacity that would occur with DPV2. It means that DPV2 would provide 1,200 MW in 
addition to, not as a substitute to, the 505 MW provided by the Path 49 Upgrade Project. 
Because the upgrades have already occurred is the reason that the alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration as an alternative to the Proposed Project during the screening process. 

C29-22 Please refer to Response C29-12 regarding Figure A-1. Please refer to Response B6-5 dis- 
cussing how the EIR/EIS analyzed a “reasonable range of alternatives. ” The suggestions 
made in this comment involve large regional projects and are beyond the scope of the analysis 
completed in this EIR/EIS. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.8 of Appendix 1 (see also Section C.5.2.5) of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
the SCE South of Blythe Alternative (which would have affected the Cibola National Wild- 
life Refuge) was eliminated from full consideration in the EIWEIS due to much greater visual, 
land use, biological resources, recreation, and cultural resources impacts than the Proposed 
Project (including in the Cibola NWR). 

The DPV2 crossing of the Colorado River would occur at the same location as the existing 
DPVl crossing of the river. As such, the visual and recreational impacts of DPVl already 
exist, and DPV2 would create additional incremental impacts. EIWEIS analysis of wilderness 
and recreation is presented in Section D.5.6.3 (Kofa NWR to Colorado River) and Section 
D.5.6.4 [Palo Verde Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint Substation)]. These sections discuss 
the impacts to wilderness and recreation in the Colorado River area. 

C29-23 
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C29-24 

C29-25 

C29-26 

C29-27 

C29-28 

The commenter is correct that cost is not an issue within the scope of CEQA or NEPA. The 
New Conventional Generation Alternative (Sections C.5.5.1 and Section 4.5.1 of Appendix 1) 
would not satisfy the following project objectives: adding transmission import capability into 
California and providing access to low-cost energy, providing additional transmission infrastruc- 
ture, and improving the reliability and flexibility of the region’s transmission system. The long- 
term operational environmental impacts of power plants (i.e., air emissions, water usage) can 
be balanced against the impacts of long transmission lines. Therefore, the new generation alter- 
native was eliminated from full evaluation in the EWEIS because it does not meet the project’s 
objectives, not for economic reasons. 

As described in Section D.2.1, in addition to literature review, a team of biologists surveyed 
the California and Arizona portion of the proposed DPV2 route. In addition to performing 
an overview survey of the entire length of the proposed route, each tower site and spur road 
where disturbance would occur was surveyed. The use of aerial maps at a scale of 1 inch to 500 
feet (much more detailed than those presented in the EIR/EIS Appendix 10) as well as staked 
locations were utilized to identify project area location. At each site, a data sheet was com- 
pleted that included the following information. site name, observer, date, UTM coordinates, 
photo number, plant and wildlife species observed, site description, and threatened, endangered, 
and/or special status species concerns. Vegetation types were classified and described. The 
general project area was also surveyed in 2002 and 2003 by EPG and the results of these 
surveys were used as a general reference in this section. 

Because the Proposed Project would be located in an existing corridor, existing access roads 
would be used to the maximum extent feasible. Loss of vegetation is addressed in Section 
D.2 (Biological Resources), and specifically Impact B-1 (Construction activities would result 
in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation), Impact B-6 (Construction activities 
would result in indirect or direct loss of listed plants), and Impact B-8 (Construction activities 
would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals or a direct loss of habitat for sensitive 
plants) address the disturbance of vegetation and would be reduced to less than significant 
levels with the implementation of Mitigation Measures B-la (Prepare and implement a Habitat 
RestoratiordCompensation Plan), B-6a (Develop a transplanting plan), and B-8a (Conduct sur- 
veys for listed plant species). 

Specific requirements for construction and operation of the DPV2 Project through the Kofa 
NWR will be established by the Refuge managers if a permit is issued to SCE for this project. 

Please see Response C29-16. For the Proposed Project, three key viewpoints were selected 
for detailed analysis along the Harquahala to Kofa route segment. Discussions of these view- 
points are presented in sections D.3.2.1 (Environmental Setting) and D.3.6.1 (Environ- 
mental Impacts). Existing conditions photographs and visual simulations for these three key 
viewpoints are presented as Figure D.3-2A/2B for the area north of 1-10 near the Big Horn 
Mountains, Figure D.3-3A/3B for the 1-10 crossing, and Figure D.3-4A/4B for the area 
north of the Eagletail Mountains. 

Comment noted. Please refer to Response B1-2. 

The selection of a simulation location in the Harquahala Valley were determined as follows. 
Turning north on Salome Highway from Courthouse Road, views of the project would be 
very brief given that the route crosses Salome Highway to the east (beyond the primary cone 
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of vision of northbound travelers) just north of Courthouse Road. From that point north 
views are primarily directed to the west to north across the Harquahala Plain. In contrast, 
southbound views of the project are available for an extended distance as the road gradually 
converges on the route crossing of the highway. Please see responses to Comments C29-16 
and C29-29 regarding the process used for selection of simulation locations. 

C29-29 This comment suggests that additional viewpoints and simulations are needed to adequately 
asses visual impacts in the Harquahala to Kofa region. Additional viewpoints and simulations 
can always provide greater differentiation of impacts. But with an infinite number of possible 
viewing locations available, it is essential to identify a reasonable number of viewpoints that 
can be representative of the broader viewing opportunities. In this case, four key viewpoints 
were established for the Proposed Project in the Harquahala to Kofa region. An additional 
key viewpoint was established on Salome Highway for the Palo Verde Alternative. An addi- 
tional key viewpoint was estabIished on BLM access Road YE013 to Courthouse Rock for 
the Harquahala West Alternative. And a key viewpoint was established on southbound Salome 
Highway for the Harquahala Switchyard Alternative. In each case, the viewpoint was selected 
to represent additional, similar views in the area. The selection of seven key viewpoints to 
evaluate the Proposed Project and alternatives was and is considered adequate to address the 
project’s potential visual impacts. The 1-10 key viewpoint (KVP 2) near the west crossing 
was selected over the east crossing (near Burnt Mountain) because more towers are visible 
in the primary cone of vision of westbound travelers approaching the west crossing and the 
views of the west crossing are of longer duration compared to the east crossing. 

C29-30 Please see Section I of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the public involvement process 
and information provided during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period. The commenter’s 
opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. 

C29-31 Please refer to Response B6-5 discussing why the EIR/EIS analyzed a “reasonable range of 
alternatives. ” The commenter’s opposition to the Harquahala-West Alternative has been noted, 
and is consistent with the conclusions of the EIWEIS. 

The history regarding selection of the DPVl does not affect the baseline setting or impacts of 
the currently Proposed Project. The construction of DPVl did create a transmission corridor, 
and provides already disturbed access roads. Regardless, the fact that an alternative was not 
selected in the DPVl process does not mean that it would not be a feasible or environmen- 
tally preferred alternative for the Proposed Project at this time. Section D.6.8.1 of the EIR/EIS 
discusses the agricultural impacts that would result from construction of the Harquahala- 
West Alternative. Section E.2.1.1 (Proposed Project vs. Alternatives Near Palo Verde Nuclear 
Generating Station) concludes that the Harquahala-West Alternative was not found to be envi- 
ronmentally superior/preferable. 

C29-32 Figure Ap. 1-la (Palo Verde Hub Configuration Scenarios) is a transmission system diagram 
similar to Figure A-1. Please see Response C29-12. 

C29-33 Please refer to Responses A8-9 and El-116 regarding tower height tables in Appendix 3. 
Arizona tower heights are included as part of the Devers-Harquahala route. SCE has not 
provided this data to the EIR/EIS team; however, even if tower heights cannot be matched 
exactly for each tower, the range of heights in the area is approximately 10 feet, which would 
not change the impact analysis. 
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C29-34 The aerial photos used in Appendix 10 are referenced using “sheet” rather than “page” and thus 
Appendix 10 contains Sheet 1 (of 39) though Sheet 39 for Devers-Harquahala and Sheet 1 
(of 20) through Sheet 20 for West of Devers. 

0 
The aerial photos in Appendix 10 were taken long after construction of the DPVl project; 
in fact, the individual DPVl towers and access roads can be seen when the photos are enlarged 
and viewed on a computer monitor. The disturbance created by construction of DPVl is 
part of the environmental baseline at this time, and while the EIS/EIR does not re-consider 
the impacts of that existing project, it does present mitigation measures to reduce the impacts 
associated with the newly proposed DPV2 project. 

The tower numbers presented in Appendix 10 came from engineering diagrams provided by 
SCE. SCE has not provided the data that would allow us to present the specific number shown 
on each tower number on these maps. Please see Response C29-33. BLM does not have enforce- 
ment authority within the Kofa NWR. 

The photographs provided by the commenter have been noted. Please refer to Response 
C29-16 and C29-19 regarding the infeasibility of providing photos and simulations at all points 
along the 300-mile project route. 

C29-35 

C29-36 
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BEAUMONT, CALIFORNIA, JUNE 7, 2006 - 7:12 P.M. 
* * * * *  

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE TERKEURST: Please come 

to order. 

This is the time and place for a public 

hearing Application 05-04-015, the Commission's 

proceeding in the matter of the application of Southern 

California Edison Company for a Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity concerning the Devers-Palo 

Verde No. 2 transmission line project. 

M y  name is Charlotte TerKeurst. I'm the 

administrative law judge assigned to this proceeding. 

There is another public participation hearing 

scheduled tomorrow evening at seven o'clock at the 

UC Riverside Palm Desert Campus, Room B-114. 

The address is 75080 Frank Sinatra Drive in Palm Desert, 

California. If you have additional thoughts after this 

evening's meeting or if you know of anyone else who 

might want to participate, please let them know about 

that meeting. We will be there as well. And there is 

another environmental workshop in the afternoon from 

3:OO to 5:OO p.m. at the same location if you want to 

talk with the environmental staff further about 

the project. 

I think we've already mentioned Billie 

Blanchard -- in the green in the back of the room -- is 
the project manager on the environmental analysis that 

is being undertaken on this project. 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

October 2006 D- 1 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set DI, cont. 
Public Hearing, Beaumont, California - June 7,2006 

389 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

We have representatives here -- I believe John 

Kalish is here -- from the Bureau of Land Management. 
We're doing a joint environmental review of the project 

with the Bureau of Land Management. 

There are representatives from Southern 

California Edison here. And if you could identify 

yourself. 

MR. HORN: Jack Horn. 

M R .  PEARSON: And Dan Pearson. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Thank you. 

MS. JUNIPER: And Lynn Juniper. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Thank you. 

So if anyone has questions of them, they 

should be available for a little while at least after we 

end this hearing for you to discuss with them. 

The environmental review that is being 

undertaken is one part of the formal process that 

the Commission undertakes in reviewing a utility's 

request to build a project like the transmission project 

that Edison has proposed in this proceeding. 

The environmental impact documents that are 

provided are for the Commission's use, but we also have 

a more formal process where we take evidence about not 

just environmental issues but the need for the project, 

the costs for the project, any other matters that 

the Commission needs to consider as it considers 

the utility's application, 

We had one set of hearings in January on 
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the economic analysis that has been done. One of 

the primary reasons that Southern California Edison has 

given for wanting to build this line is the ability to 

access less expensive power in Arizona and bring it into 

California. So we've taken testimony on how they did 

that, the economic analysis; how other parties did 

the economic analysis. 

The California Independent System Operator 

submitted testimony on their economic analysis. The 

Commission's own Division of Ratepayer Advocates, which 

is a separate group from the environmental group, 

submitted testimony, and we had hearings. And I'm in 

the process of preparing a proposed decision for the 

Commission's consideration on the methodology. 

We have additional hearings scheduled in mid 

July, at which time we will be looking at the 

environmental issues based on the environmental impact 

report that you've been looking at at the back of 

the room. We will also be looking at final cost 

estimates that Edison has prepared based on 

the environmental information that has become available. 

And then there will be briefs on the evidentiary issues 

and I will prepare a proposed Decision for the 

Commission's consideration. The expectation is is that 

the Commission will issue a decision on Edison's request 

by the end of this year. 

That is the basic explanation of the process. 

Does anyone have any questions about it? 
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MR. S M I T H :  A question. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Y e s .  And could you i d e n t i f y  

yourse l f .  

MR. S M I T H :  Ralph Smith. Sorry. 

Regarding the  cos t :  I r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  

w i l l  be picked up by individual  users  of t h e  electricity 

as t i m e  goes on i n  the  fu tu re ;  i s  t h a t  cor rec t?  

ALJ TERKEURST: That ' s  a s impl i f i ca t ion  of it. 

And Edison might be able t o  provide you a more d e t a i l e d  

explanation, bu t  I can give you my understanding -- 
M R .  S M I T H :  Mm-hmm. 

ALJ TERKEURST: -- a t  a high l e v e l .  

A t  t h i s  po in t ,  t he  e n t i r e  transmission system 

t h a t  is cont ro l led  by the  Cal i forn ia  Independent System 

Operator has transmission rates t h a t  are charged f o r  

t he  e n t i r e  area. So t he  cos ts  of t h i s  p r o j e c t  would be 

added t o  the  cos t s  t h a t  are used to set t h e  rates. So, 

yes ,  a t  t he  end of the  day, yes ,  t h e  ratepayers  do end 

up paying f o r  i t .  

MR. S M I T H :  Okay.  One o the r  side i s s u e  of t h a t .  

That i s  as w e  a l l  know, the  c o s t  of  f ab r i ca t ion  and 

construct ion keeps going up month t o  month, i f  not  year  

t o  year ,  l i k e  i f  Boston and t h e i r  tunnel f o r  example. 

I t ' s  way over price from what they estimated. Have you 

allowed o r  has -- whoever i s  analyzing t h e  problem, have 

they allowed f o r  an overrun of some magnitude i n  case 

the  cos t s  of moving towers and a l l  t h a t  cons t ruc t ion  

exceeds t h e i r  estimates? Have they allowed some par t  

D1-I 
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of -- for that problem? 
ALJ TERKEURST: That's one of the issues that is 

in the July hearings. And Southern California Edison's 

testimony was just submitted last week. I've not 

reviewed it yet. But you could ask Edison if that is in 

their estimates. 

M R .  SMITH: Okay. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Anyone else? 

(No response) . 
ALJ TERKEURST: No one has signed up to submit 

comments this evening, so I guess this will be a fairly 

short hearing. 

The comment period at this point is open on 

the Environmental Impact Report through July 5th. And 

you can submit written comments on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 

Statement. And you can get the address if you don't 

have it from Billie Blanchard. I won't read it into the 

record. Y o u  won't have the transcript so that won't 

help you. But even after that period closes, you can 

submit written comments up until the Commission issues 

its decision to me or to the Commission. So once 

the environmental impact review period ends, that 

doesn't mean that your opportunity to let the Commission 

know about your concerns has terminated. 

And the Commission's address is 505 V a n  Ness 

Avenue in San Francisco, 94102. You would need to 

reference the application number in your letter so that 

D1-1 cont. 
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it gets circulated and f i led  i n  t h e  correspondence f i l e  

i n  the proceeding properly. 

Y o u  can direct -- you can send it  either t o  

m e ,  C h a r l o t t e  T e r K e u r s t .  You can a l so  send it  t o  

the D o c k e t  O f f i c e  -- Process O f f i c e  probably, and then 

i t  w o u l d  get  routed t o  me .  B u t  probably t h e  easiest 

thing w o u l d  be i f  you j u s t  send it  directly t o  m e  and 

then I w o u l d  m a k e  sure  it gets circulated t o  the 

commissioners and then placed i n  the correspondence f i l e  

i n  the proceeding. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Ms. T e r K e u r s t ,  can you 

spell your l a s t  n a m e  for m e .  

ALJ TERKEURST: T - e - r - k - e - u - r - s - t .  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: T h a n k  you. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: What w a s  the  f i rs t  name 

again? 

ALJ TERKEURST: C h a r l o t t e .  C - h - a - r - 1 - o - t - t - e .  

Is there anything else t h i s  evening? 

(No response). 

ALJ TERKEURST: If no t ,  then t h i s  public 

participation hearing i s  adjourned. 

I really appreciate everyone coming ou t ,  

the interest  tha t  you've s h o w n .  I hope t h a t  

Ms. Blanchard and the other people here have been able 

t o  a n s w e r  your quest ions.  And i f  you do have fu r the r  

c o m m e n t s ,  do l e t  us  k n o w .  

T h a n k  you. 
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(Whereupon, at the hour of 7 :20 p.m., 
this matter having been continued to 
7 : O O  p.m., June 7, 2006 at Palm Desert, 
California, the Commission then 
adjourned . ) 

* * * * *  
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Responses to Comment Set D1 
Public Hearing, Beaumont, California - June 7,2006 

Ralph Smith 

D1-1 Please refer to the response by Administrative Law Judge Charlotte TerKeurst included in the 
transcripts of this hearing (see Comment Set Dl)  for a description of how the cost of the Pro- 
posed Project would be incorporated into statewide transmission rates. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE TERKEURST: Please come 

to order. 

This is the time and place for a second public 

participation hearing Application 05-04-015, 

the application of Southern California Edison Company 

f o r  a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

concerning the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 transmission line 

project . 
I am Charlotte TerKeurst, the administrative 

law judge assigned to the proceeding. 

It is 7:35 and one member of the public has 

appeared this evening and wishes to make a statement on 

the record, and I will ask him to go forward at this 

time. 

This is Julian Veselkov. Please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF MR. VESELKOV 

MR. VESELKOV: Okay. What it is the new proposed 

line will come very close to my property especially to 

my house. And actually the bus cable, the conductor 

will be very top of the corner of my property which 

is -- and the house will be 200 feet from the cable 
which is going to carry about half a million volt 

electricity. Even more than half a million volt. 

In certain conditions the cables can be 

deadly. It's -- I had a letter and I explained in 

the letter because towers which going to support 

D2-1 
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t he  cables are along the  road and it could happen a 

t ruck t o  h i t  t he  tower and the  cables can f a l l  on 

the  house. That ' s  one thing.  

The o ther  th ing  i s  i t ' s  poss ib le  t h e  airport ,  

which is  very c lose  there ,  a l s o  something t o  happen with 

the  a i rp l ane  t o  f a l l  on the  cables. And t h a t ' s  

mechanical f a i l u r e  on the  cables besides t h e  electrical 

danger of t he  cables. If something happen, t hese  cables 

not  -- under not  normal condi t ions,  operat ing 

condi t ions.  

And the  o ther  thing is  case of emergency, 

these cables, when they ' r e  f u l l y  loaded and one s t a t i o n  

shuts  down, the  cable i s  f u l l y  loaded and the  cu r ren t  

w i l l  shr ink and w i l l  shoot -- zap ac tua l ly .  I t ' s  going 

t o  be l i k e  thunderstorm l i g h t .  I t  can happen throughout 

the  whole length of the cables, bu t  I ' m  s t i l l  t h e r e  

about 200 feet from them. And t h a t ' s  my real concern 

about t he  danger of these cables. 

I spoke with the  magnetic f ie ld  engineer f r o m  

Edison and t h e r e  w a s  no, t he  engineer s a i d  t o  m e  w e  

d o n ' t  measure the  magnetic -- t he  electric f ie ld  because 

i t ' s  not  something w e  measure; w e  measure only magnetic 

f i e l d s .  

And a t  the moment, t he  ex i s t ing  l i n e s  a t  t h e  

very end, which is  on my property which i s  very c lose  t o  

the  l i n e s ,  what I ' v e  drawn over there  ( i n d i c a t i n g ) i s  

when I p u t  up any chain-link fence I not ice  t h e  cables 

are induct ing a t  least i n t o  the  chain-link fence.  And 

D2-1 cont. 
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i f  they come c lose  another 100 t o  120 f e e t  c l o s e r ,  t h a t  

chain-link fence w i l l  be bas i ca l ly  e l e c t r i c a l l y  loaded 

because the  magnetic f i e l d  w i l l  pu lsa te  and w i l l  induct  

i n t o  the  chain-link fence.  That's the four th  th ing  

which ac tua l ly  m a k e s  my property bas i ca l ly  use l e s s  

around the  cables over there .  

I think Edison should re loca te  m e  and make 

t h a t  safe cor r idor  f o r  t h e i r  cables f o r  t h e i r  operat ion.  

I propose t o  Edison t o  move because Edison has  -- owns 

900 feet of cor r idor  behind my property.  I propose t o  

them t o  move the  new l i n e  t o  move it ins tead  t o  be 

the  edge of t he  corr idor  t o  move i t  i n t o  the  middle. 

And I d i d n ' t  hear any response about t h a t  i n  p o s i t i v e  

way. They, Edison wants t o  put  i t  on the  edge, which 

gonna be on the  s ide  of my house and a l l  these problems 

w i l l  rise. 

I -- t h a t ' s  p r e t t y  much a l l .  

MR. HORNE: I guess j u s t  f o r  the sake of 

the  record,  you re fer red  t o  a let ter t h a t  you s e n t .  And 

I think,  Susan, you pointed out  t h a t  t h a t  w a s  during 

the  scoping meetings. 

MS. LEE: That ' s  co r rec t .  

MR. HORNE: That le t ter  i s  part of t he  scoping 

repor t  t h a t  CPUC published. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Can you i d e n t i f y  yourse l f .  

MR. HORNE: I ' m  Jack Horne with SCE. 

ALJ TERKEURST: And w e  probably need 

Mr. Veselkov's address i n  the  record.  
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Y o u ' d  w r i t t e n  down P . O .  Box 580453 i n  N o r t h  

P a l m  Springs.  

MR. VESELKOV: C a l i f o r n i a ,  92258. 

A L J  TERKEURST: Do we need a street address though 

so we can ident i fy  the  location? 

MS. LEE: H e  had w r i t t e n  i t  up there. 

M R .  VESELKOV: M y  street address i s  64639 D i l l o n  

R o a d .  And my mailing address i s  580453 P . O .  Box. N o r t h  

P a l m  Springs,  C a l i f o r n i a  92258. 

ALJ TERKEURST: A l l  r i g h t .  And M r .  Horne, you 

said t h a t  Edison has done s o m e  research i n t o  t h i s  

p r o b l e m ?  

MR. HORNE: W e ' v e  done s o m e .  T h e  gentleman 

referred t o  our EMF -- one of our EMF specialists Br ian  

T h o r s o n  has been -- 
M R .  VESELKOV: H e  c a m e  t o  convince m e  the  m a g n e t i c  

f i e ld  w h i c h  is  emit t ing the l i n e ,  t h e  e x i s t i n g  l i n e ,  

the  magnetic f ie ld  i s  sharply diminished w i t h  the  

distance f r o m  t h e  cables. 

I am not  concerned about the magnetic f i e l d .  

I ' m  concerned about  t h e  electric shock and inducing 

electricity i n t o  m e t a l  objects around the cables. 

Because even w i t h  Br i an  T h o r s o n ,  I had my m u l t i m e t e r  and 

the m u l t i m e t e r  w a s  s h o w i n g  zaps over a thousand vo l t s .  

T h e y ' r e  m o m e n t a r i l y ,  bu t  they are there, t h e  ex i s t ing  

distance f r o m  e x i s t i n g  l i n e .  And t h e  proposed l i n e  w i l l  

c o m e  -- 
Another 120 feet? 
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MS. LEE: 130 feet from the  e x i s t i n g  t o w e r s .  

M R .  VESELKOV: Is going t o  be 130 feet closer. So 

what happen a t  t h e  moment a t  the  edge of my property i s  

going t o  be -- i s  going t o  happen t o  t h e  f r o n t  step of 

my  house. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Do any of your neighbors have 

similar problems? 

MR. VESELKOV: Pre t ty  much alone i n  

the  development out  there .  It's only residence and 

the  big -- around m e  is  open desert because t h e  l o t s  are 

big,  something l i k e  40 acres ,  and they ' re  no t ,  t h e y ' r e  

j u s t  -- i t ' s  only my house over there .  

M R .  HOFWE: You d id  mention one property adjacent  

t o  yours. 

M R .  VESELKOV: Y e s .  There's a guy whose house i s  

going t o  be d i r e c t l y  under the  cables. It's shown on 

the aerial p i c t u r e s .  And h i s  house w i l l  be d i r e c t l y  

under the  power l i n e s ,  bu t  h e ' s  no t  a t  t he  meeting a t  

the  moment. 

MR. HOFWE: And you're  not  sure ,  without t a lk ing  

t o  him. To date, you ' re  not  s u r e  t h a t  he has any 

i ssues?  

M R .  VESELKOV: H e  doesn ' t  l i v e  i n  the  house. H e  

l i v e s  i n  the  Los Angeles area. And h e ' s  an o lde r  man. 

And I don ' t  have contacts  with him a t  a l l .  

M R .  HORNE: So w e  don ' t  know i f  he does or does 

not  have any i s s u e s ,  i s  t h a t  fa i r  t o  say? 

M R .  VESELKOV: I don ' t  know t h a t .  
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I know there is two more houses which are 

along the power lines which going to face the same 

situation in that area. And there's four residence 

which are same situation like mine. 

I actually -- maybe that's only four houses 
entire length of the new line. 

M R .  HORNE: So of the four, you're one in four? 

MR. VESELKOV: I'm one of the four. The most 

vocal. 

MR. HORNE: The most vocal. The one that's here. 

But of those four, the' only one we're sure that has an 

issue is you. The other three we don't know. 

M R .  VESELKOV: They probably don't know what is 

going to happen. They don't probably speak or read 

English or -- I don't know. I cannot represent them. 

M R .  HORNE: Right. Right. 

MR. VESELKOV: But on the aerial picture, I: can 

prove they're the same distance from the cables what 

I am. They're going to face the same problems what I am 

facing -- if this line come closer to the house. 
MR. HORNE: In our conversation earlier, were you 

concerned that -- o r  at least pointing out specifically 

that where your house is located happens to fall midway 

through the -- 
MR. VESELKOV: Yes. 

M R .  HORNE: -- two towers. 
MR. VESELKOV: M y  house is in between the two 

towers, right in the middle. And the cables when they 
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are suspended, they make the  b e l l y .  And for  some 

engineer reason, t he  b e l l y  of these  cables is  almost 

40 feet above the  ground. So the cable i s  r e a l l y ,  

r e a l l y  l o w  t he re .  And t h a t  t h a t  kind of mul t ip l ied  

the  magnetic fields which induces i n t o  the m e t a l  objects 

around the  cable. The higher they are, the  less 

induction there  w i l l  be. The more loaded the cables are 

during the  summer t i m e ,  the  more e l e c t r i c i t y  w i l l  be 

inducing m e t a l  objects. Like carrying copper pipes  o r  

anything m e t a l  around, goes to  the  cables, w i l l  induce 

t h i s  cur ren t .  

MR. HOFWE: So i t ' s  fair t o  say because of w h e r e  

you happen t o  be loca ted ,  the  lowest d i s tance ,  the place 

w h e r e  the  l i n e s  sag t o  the  lowest po in t ,  r i g h t ,  between 

the two towers? 

MR. VESELKOV: I t  happen t h i s  way with my house. 

MR. HOFWE: T h a t ' s  unique t o  your property.  I t  

may be a d i f fe rence  with the other three property.  

M R .  VESELKOV: I d id  not pay c lose  a t t e n t i o n :  are 

they a l s o  i n  t h e  middle o r  between towers o r  not .  W e  

may check on the  aerial p i c tu re s  because i n  t h e  aerial 

p i c tu re s  i t ' s  shown exact  loca t ion  on the  houses. And 

the  ex i s t ing  and proposed towers. So they may face the  

same problem a l s o .  

MR. HORNE: And they may not;  w e  j u s t  don ' t  know. 

MR. VESELKOV: I don ' t  know. I cannot speak t o  

t h a t .  

MR. HORNE: Right. 
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ALJ TERKEURST: But w e  have t h e  information t h a t  

would allow t h a t  t o  be determined? 

402 

D2-4 cont. 

MS. LEE: Right. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Also ,  t he re  w a s  a comment t h a t  

t he  l i n e s  may go over some of t he  e x i s t i n g  houses. 

MR. VESELKOV: Y e s .  M y  neighbor, which w i l l  be on 

the  w e s t  side, because the  power l i n e  is  c u t t i n g  about 

45-degree t o  the  property l i n e s ,  h i s  house i s  coming 

closer t o  the  meeting po in t  t o  where the  cables w i l l  

come -- t he  new l i n e  w i l l  come. And h i s  house b a s i c a l l y  

w i l l  be  on the  end of the  e x i s t i n g  -- of the  proposed 

l i n e .  That ' s  t h e  guy who i s n ' t  p resent  now. H e ' s  very 

o l d  man with d iabe tes  and l e g a l l y  b l ind .  So maybe 

t h a t ' s  only reason he doesn ' t  come here  because o l d  age 

and he r e a l l y  c a n ' t  do anything a t  t h a t  po in t .  

MR. HORNE: Can I ask  j u s t  a question f o r  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n ?  I n  your view the  new l i n e ,  which i s n ' t  

t he re  yet ,  might, you ' re  saying, go d i r e c t l y  over 

t he  s t r u c t u r e  of h i s  house? 

M R .  VESELKOV: Something very close t o  t h a t .  

I p r e t t y  much -- I ' m  p r e t t y  sure  i t ' s  going t o  be i f  

i t ' s  not  30 feet, maybe 30 o r  40 feet or maybe directly 

under t h e  cable. I cannot say exac t ly  because 

t h e  s i t u a t i o n  with my fence and the  general d i r e c t i o n  of 

the  l i n e s  and what I see from the  aerial p i c t u r e s ,  h i s  

house w i l l  be very c lose  to  the  l i n e s .  

M R .  HORNE: So do you know i f  your o the r  neighbors 

t h a t  you mentioned have ta lked t o  Edison? 
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M R .  VESELKOV: There's only four people. One is 

this guy. His name is Emil Kollar. He's from Hungary. 

There's another lady lives pretty much in the middle of 

the desert very close to the cables. And then it's 

another house which is across the Dillon Road, close 

going up south and west. That's only four houses which 

gonna be at that distance. And there's open desert 

everywhere after that point. 

ALJ TERKEURST: And Ms. Lee, this is something 

that the environmental experts can look at to determine 

how close the cables would actually come to the existing 

structure? 

MS. LEE: The issue that we looked at in the 

environmental impact report slash statement was the 

question of whether the induced current would cause a 

safety concern because the public health and safety is 

one of the concerns we look at in the environmental 

report. So we have a mitigation measure in 

the environmental report that I asked him to look at and 

let us know if he thought it resolved the question that 

he had raised in the scoping. And he wanted to make his 

comment saying that, I think, that he doesn't believe 

that would resolve the question. So we want to go 

through that. 

ALJ TERKEURST: I guess the question I was trying 

to get at, and I'm not trying to put you on the spot, if 

you know where the proposed towers would be, you can 

look at the location of the existing houses and 
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determine how c lose  t o  the  houses the  cable would be. 

MS. LEE: With Edison's help,  w e  could do t h a t  

because they have the  property boundaries. So yeah, 

between t h e  two of u s ,  w e  can f i g u r e  t h a t  o u t  very 

f a i r l y  exac t ly .  

ALJ TERKEURST: A l l  r i g h t .  Thank you. 

MR. VESELKOV: M e  and the Edison engineer,  w e  w e r e  

exac t ly  on the  spot .  I brought my measuring 200-feet 

measuring tape  and w e  measure w h e r e  exac t ly ,  exac t ly  

the  po in t  t he  cables w i l l  go. Because he knew 

the  d is tance  between centers  of the  cable -- between 

centers  of the  l i n e s .  So when you are under t h e  cable, 

you know exac t ly  w h e r e  t he  cable si ts .  And w e  measured 

with the  tape the  d is tance  a t  some feet -- I fo rgo t  

exac t ly ,  1 2 0 ,  130  feet. I forgot .  And it  comes exac t ly  

where the  e x i s t i n g  corner of my property i s .  That ' s  

exac t ly  where the  cable w i l l  be. And he made a l i t t l e  

note on h i s  noting book and he give m e  a paper, a l i s t ,  

a piece of paper w i t h  t he  measurements of t h e  magnetic 

f i e l d  t o  show m e  how the  magnetic f i e l d  diminish 40 ,  50, 

and 80 feet  under the  l i n e s ,  and when w e  get away from 

t h e  l i n e s ,  how t h e  magnetic f ie ld  diminish. Then w e  go t  

i n s i d e  my yard because t h e  cables are outs ide  my yard. 

Then w e  go t  i n s i d e  my yard and w e  go t  I got my Fluke. 

I t ' s  a multimeter which measures cur ren t .  And I show 

him the  cu r ren t  f l u c t u a t e s  between 17 t o  25 v o l t s .  When 

you hook i t  up t o  the  chain-link fence,  and f r o m  t i m e  t o  

t i m e  my m e t e r  i s  going out  of range which i s  over a 
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thousand vo l t s  zaps a t  current t i m e  w h e n  the  cables are 

far  a w a y .  And w h e n  they came close, t h i s  th ing  w i l l  be 

every day. If I grab m y  doorknob, there w i l l  be 

current .  I cannot escape the  magnetic f ie ld .  

ALJ TERKEURST : T h a n k  you. 

M R .  HORNE: D i d  you m e a n  t o  say electric field? 

M R .  VESELKOV: T h e  magnetic f ie ld  w i l l  induce 

electric cu r ren t  i n t o  any m e t a l  object. So t h i s  the one 

coin w i t h  t w o  faces. 

ALJ TERKEURST: A d i a g r a m  has been d r a w n  on the 

board a t  the back of the room. Is there any information 

i n  tha t  diagram that  w e  need i n  the record? 

MS. LEE: I took a photograph of it w i t h  my phone 

and I th ink  i t  w i l l  be usable t o  attach t o  the record i f  

that ' s  acceptable. 

Oh ,  you have a camera. T h a t  w i l l  be even 

better qual i ty .  

ALJ TERKEURST: I don ' t  th ink  w e  w i l l  need it so 

m u c h  i n  the P P H  record. 

MS. LEE: I t  w i l l  help us.  

ALJ TERKEURST: Y o u  can treat it as an informal 

c o m m e n t  t h a t  you received. 

M R .  VESELKOV: T h i s  i s  exactly w h a t  i s  i n  m y  

letter. I spread it  throughout. Because i t ' s  the same 

thing w i t h  the m e a s u r e m e n t s  and more precise i n  scale 

because I d r a w  i t  i n  scale based on R i v e r s i d e  C o u n t y  

m a p s .  T h o s e  m a p s  f o r  -- property maps. 

M R .  HORNE: P l o t  maps o r  s o m e t h i n g ?  
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M R .  VESELKOV: P l o t  maps, yes. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Ms. Lee has indicated she has 

taken a photograph of the d r a w i n g .  A n d  she can enter 

t h a t  i n t o  the record as a comment on the E I R  so w e  have 

t h a t  information. T h a t  w a s  my concern. 

Is there anything else t h a t  w o u l d  be an 

o f f i c i a l  a t  t h i s  point? 

MR. VESELKOV: I -- tha t ' s  -- I could not  th ink  of 

anything else. T h a t ' s  p re t ty  m u c h  quite a b i t .  

ALJ TERKEURST: W e l l ,  i f  you do have additional 

c o m m e n t s ,  you can send t h e m  i n .  Y o u  can send t h e m  t o  

the  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  s t a f f .  And the information i s  on 

the  table here on h o w  t o  do t h a t .  

A f t e r  t he  c o m m e n t  period has closed on 

the E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  R e p o r t ,  as long as t h e  case i s  

s t i l l  pending before the  C o m m i s s i o n ,  you can send 

c o m m e n t s  t o  m e .  A n d  I 11 give you my card. 

M R .  VESELKOV: O k a y .  

ALJ TERKEURST: And those comments w o u l d  not  be 

reflected i n  the F ina l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact R e p o r t ,  b u t  

they w i l l  s t i l l  be available t o  the C o m m i s s i o n  -- 
M R .  VESELKOV: T o  look a t  t h e m .  

ALJ TERKEURST: -- i n  deciding the  case. 

M R .  VESELKOV: O k a y .  I w i l l  do a letter w i t h  -- 
I ' l l  do it again. 

ALJ TERKEURST: A l l  r i gh t .  

MR. VESELKOV: W i t h  small drawings i n  scale. And 

I ' l l  -- and also I can -- i t ' s  vis ible  on a G o o g l e  
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21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

I n t e r n e t ,  G o o g l e  site on the  map, on maps. I t ' s  

one-to-one aerial picture.  And the cables i s  visible on 

the G o o g l e  m a p .  So i t ' s  no -- everything is there. 

ALJ TERKEURST: A l l  r i g h t .  T h a n k  you. All r i g h t .  

Anything else? 

(No response). 

ALJ TERKEURST: And I really appreciate your 

c o m i n g  i n .  I hope t h a t  t h i s  has been helpful t o  you and 

t h a t  w e  can do the fu r the r  inves t iga t ion  i n t o  your 

s i t u a t i o n .  

M R .  VESELKOV: T h a n k  you. 

ALJ TERKEURST: Anything else a t  t h i s  t i m e ?  

(No  response). 

ALJ TERKEURST: If no t ,  then t h i s  public 

participation hearing i s  adjourned. T h a n k  you a l l  very 

m u c h .  

(Whereupon, a t  the  hour of 7:55 p . m . ,  
t h i s  Prehearing Conference w a s  adjourned) 

* * * * *  

PUBLIC U T I L I T I E S  COMMISSION, STATE O F  CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

D2-4 cont. 

October 2006 D-2 1 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set D2 
Public Hearing, Palm Desert, California - June 8,2006 

Julian Veselkov 

D2- 1 SCE is required to design the transmission line in accordance with safety requirements of 
the CPUC’s General Order (G.O.) 95 and other applicable requirements. Other safety con- 
cerns, such as the possibilities stated by the commenter (the remote chance that a truck or airp- 
lane would hit a tower, causing damage to the commenter’s home) have a very small likeli- 
hood of occurring, and are considered to be less than significant. 

D2-2 Electric and magnetic fields (EMF) and other field-related concerns are discussed in EIR/EIS 
Section D. 10.11 and impacts are addressed in Section D. 10.12.2. Induced currents and 
shock hazards in joint use corridors (Impact PS-2) do not pose a threat in the environment if 
the conducting objects are properly grounded. Mitigation Measure PS-2a (Implement ground- 
ing measures) has been proposed to reduce this potentially significant impact to less than 
significant. This measure requires that as part of the siting and construction process for the 
Proposed Project, SCE shall identify objects (such as fences, metal buildings, and pipelines) 
within and near the right-of-way that have the potential for induced voltages and shall 
implement electrical grounding of metallic objects in accordance with SCE’s standards. The 
identification of objects shall document the threshold electric field strength and metallic object 
size at which grounding becomes necessary. 

D2-3 Please refer to Response D2-2 for a discussion of induced currents and the recommended 
mitigation measure for this concern. 

Regarding the commenter’s request that SCE purchase his property and relocate him, this 
would likely occur only if the property were within the transmission line right-of-way. The 
commenter’s property is immediately adjacent to the corridor, but not within the right-of- 
way that has been defined at this time. It is noted that there are approximately 6 residences 
that are similarly close to the edge of the DPV2 ROW between the Devers Substation and 
the Harquahala Switchyard. 

D2-4 Please refer to Response D2-2 for a discussion of EMF and induced current impacts. The com- 
menter’s address (64639 Dillon Road) is noted. SCE was present at the Public Participation 
Meeting and by publishing this comment, SCE has been informed of the commenter’s pref- 
erence to be relocated. 

Responses to Comment Set 03 
Beaumont, July 24,2006 

Approximately nine individuals attended the Public Information Workshop; however, no one commented 
at the Beaumont Public Participation Hearing. 

0 

0 

0 
Final EIR/EIS D-22 October 2006 
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Southern California Edison 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l  0 Southern California Edison Company 

SOUIHCRN CAI I IOMNIA 

.- EDISON” 

July 13,2006 

Ms. Billie Blanchard 
Energy Division 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenune 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Ms. Susan Lee 
Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Dear Billie and Susan: 

Enclosed is SCEs initial set of comments on the DPV2 DEISDEIR. We expect to be 
submitting additional comments on certain subject areas including visual impacts in the 
KOFA, corona noise impacts, and Alligator Rock routing issues. We will also submit 
comments on certain proposed mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring plans. We 
will submit these comments no later than the due date of August 11,2006 and hopefully 
earlier. 

Please contact me if you have any questions, 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

October 2006 E- 1 Final EIR/EIS 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT T ~ L E S  

Table 1. Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment- tine 1 

May 2006 Ap.3-1 Draft EIR/EIS 

El-I19 

October 2006 E-27 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission tine Project 
APENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TASUS 

Table 1. Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment - Line 1. cont - 

Draft EIR/EIS 

Final EIR/EIS 

Ap.3-2 

E-28 

May 2006 

El-I19 cont. 

October 2006 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TAQLES 

Table 1. Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment- tine 1, cont 

Table I. Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment - Line 2 

May 2006 Ap.3-3 Draft EIR/ EIS 

El-I19 

October 2006 E-29 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPEND= 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

Table 1. Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment - Line 2, cont 
Station Elevation HeigM 

931319.30 1,281.68 89.52 
932329.05 1,290.33 111.17 
933964.43 1,310.97 104.43 
935134.32 1,322.74 101.66 
936676.89 1,342.32 101.28 
937945.29 1,349.49 109.61 
939546.24 1,368.94 92.46 
940539.98 1,385.03 83.87 
941773.19 1,402.04 86.46 
942878.11 1,411.22 93.68 
944389.99 1,437.50 102.40 
945956.72 1,472.21 101.89 
947219.57 1,498.60 109.30 
948788.01 1,529.58 101.92 
950023.94 1,552.53 97.47 
951636.58 1,567.31 99.19 
952944.71 1,574.44 101.36 
954540.95 1,570.30 113.80 
955869.46 1,577.40 93.10 
957514.24 1,577.10 114.40 
959320.47 1,601.95 128.75 
960623.12 1,616.92 126.58 
962392.46 1,648.13 116.77 
964099.48 1,672.77 116.43 
965654.30 1,733.13 96.77 
967339.96 1,721.48 110.52 
968621.08 1,728.15 126.85 
970353.46 1,760.16 110.64 
971411.28 1,766.81 102.19 
972857.92 1,791.89 113.11 
974593.42 1,818.20 120.20 
976314.06 1,845.58 116.22 
977884.14 1,873.11 101.49 
979517.39 1,894.73 137.07 
981274.21 1,940.77 90.13 
982702.88 1,983.31 83.99 
984416.99 1.925.17 123.43 
986056.27 2,014.17 123.73 
987187.38 2,170.40 89.80 
988646.93 2,157.27 98.73 
990322.54 2,135.93 126.37 
991874.49 2,123.10 125.90 
993555.77 2,081.21 113.39 
995225.74 2,058.10 107.80 
996899.87 2,037.18 107.32 
998543.83 2,015.00 113.30 

1000126.96 1,964.35 120.15 
1001995.87 1,969.93 135.07 
1003270.20 1,981.75 107.25 
1004642.86 1,969.82 121.18 
1006416.09 1,941.73 140.37 
1007801.83 1,983.33 107.67 
1009491.57 1,925.86 125.94 

Draft EIWEIS 

Station Elevation Height 
1011242.84 1,897.78 128.72 
1012779.13 1,905.48 125.32 
1014518.60 1.878.77 116.43 
1015901.04 1,886.35 96.05 
1017395.12 1,881.47 92.03 
1018102.87 1,841.16 104.64 
1019715.11 1,823.34 101.56 
1020456.33 1,820.37 103.53 
1022068.09 1,796.30 129.30 
1023883.98 1,791.56 111.34 
1025028.00 1,765.77 122.23 
1026764.43 1,753.90 141.10 
1028562.59 1,735.56 118.64 
1030307.26 1,721.91 110.09 
1031947.84 1,712.65 101.85 
1033594.40 1,700.16 113.84 
1035322.21 1,694.93 113.47 
1036810.83 1,682.00 92.50 
1038176.90 1,673.78 104.32 
1039862.61 1,659.44 113.36 
1041514.30 1.646.18 104.42 
1043161.34 1,633.22 113.28 
1044872.52 1,618.15 113.75 
1046487.60 1,604.16 119.44 
1048267.40 1,576.70 134.70 
1049837.08 1,575.98 98.12 
1051538.05 1,563.53 134.87 
1052936.62 1,552.48 89.52 
1054359.61 1,544.23 89.37 
1055619.73 1,533.84 92.46 
1056928.02 1,525.27 121.83 
1058798.61 1,513.92 128.68 
1060695.64 1,498.85 134.55 
1062332.47 1,485.25 107.35 
1063983.09 1,473.00 110.00 
1065631.01 1,459.71 104.39 
1067280.76 1,449.40 110.30 
1068882.75 1,440.02 116.78 
1069282.98 1,437.34 116.86 
1070599.88 1,428.72 98.38 
1071977.65 1,419.77 105.23 
1073627.19 1,409.72 105.28 
1075279.76 1,399.28 104.12 
1076936.88 1,389.20 113.80 
1078577.70 1,381.44 101.36 
1080227.92 1,374.06 110.14 
1081872.55 1,366.14 104.36 
1083520.94 1,358.26 110.44 
1085168.17 1,350.88 105.12 
1086858.67 1.345.15 116.35 
1088476.24 1,336.58 98.42 
1090065.07 1,330.92 104.48 
1091582.19 1,325.71 104.49 

Station Elevation Height 
1093238.13 1,319.26 116.34 
1094874.76 1,311.84 104.46 
1096523.73 1,305.87 105.63 
1098173.77 1,299.55 104.15 
1099814.06 1,296.28 105.42 
1101473.40 1,293.33 105.67 
1103127.05 1,293.08 105.52 
1104768.86 1,293.92 113.28 
1106439.30 1,294.36 105.44 
1108076.79 1,298.62 106.38 
1109733.98 1,303.29 106.41 
1111386.24 1,307.50 113.60 
1113040.35 1,312.12 104.68 
1114676.04 1,316.98 110.42 
1116332.05 1,321.93 107.47 
1117983.68 1,327.68 113.12 
1119624.18 1,332.89 104.41 
1121281.71 1,338.12 113.38 
1122928.28 1,342.84 104.46 
1124593.36 1.381.84 125.16 
1126135.25 1,366.22 119.28 
1127796.30 1,362.42 98.28 
1129453.21 1,364.34 110.16 
1131108.06 1,372.07 101.13 
1132642.91 1,380.10 98.10 
1134213.24 1,390.03 101.47 
1135818.53 1,397.86 101.84 
1137393.70 1,40763 95.27 
1138970.27 1,413.66 104.44 
1140570.25 1,416.88 101.42 
1142109.05 1,423.97 98.23 
1143659.96 1,429.33 98.47 
1145237.64 1,433.72 98.58 
1146771.61 1.437.24 105.76 
1148398.98 1,439.43 110.57 
1150003.89 1,437.52 101.38 
1151535.50 1,437.04 101.26 
1153158.56 1,437.25 104.35 
1154739.75 1,436.12 101.88 
1156354.15 1,436.35 101.35 
1157749.71 1,436.27 92.23 
1159205.84 1,434.76 84.34 
1160665.58 1,424.81 107.79 
1162509.41 1,412.80 146.70 
1164286.52 1.403.76 116.74 
1166062.63 1,393.79 117.21 
1167851.38 1,388.38 117.02 
1169438.01 1,389.01 116.59 
1171213.89 1,391.92 116.58 
1172365.63 1,393.18 101.82 
1173526.74 1,393.95 101.15 
1174811.28 1,392.97 119.43 
1176664.85 1,391.29 131.71 

Ap.3-4 May 2006 

El-119 cont. 

Final EIR/EIS E-30 October 2006 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

Table 1. Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment- tine 2, conk 

May 2006 

October 2006 

Ap.3-5 

E-3 1 

Draft EIR/EIS 

El-I19 cont. 

Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABUS 

El-I19 cont. 
Table 2. Structure Information for Devers-San Bernardino #I 230 kV Transmission Lines 

(Towers removed from Devers Substation to San Bernardino Junction; line reconductored from 
San Bernardino Junction to San Bernardino Substation) 

EXIST” TOWER 
Number Height Status 
81-3 81.5 Remove 

EXISTING TOWER 
Number Height Status 

EXISTING TOWER 
Number HeigM Status 

POS8L 60 Leave 
60-1 149 Leave 

60-2 105.5 Remove 

71-2 84.5 Remove 
71-3 81.5 Remove 

71-4 105.5 Remove 

81-4 81.5 Remove 

82- 1 81.5 Remove 
82-2 81.5 Remove 72-1 87.5 Remove 60-3 81.5 Remove 
82-3 93.5 Remove 

82-4 81.5 Remove 
83-1 87.5 Remove 

61-1 87.5 Remove 

61-2 87.5 Remove 

72-2 93.5 Remove 

72-3 87.5 Remove 
73-1 105.5 Remove 613 81.5 Remove 
73-2 87.5 Remove 

73-3 105.5 Remove 
74-1 77.75 Remove 

83-2 105.5 Remove 

893 81.5 Remove 

84-1 99.5 Remove 

61-4 75.5 Remove 

62-1 81.5 Remove 

62-2 75.5 Remove 
74-2 81.5 Remove 84-2 78.5 Remove 62-3 81.5 Remove 

62-4 84.5 Remove 84-3 99.5 Remove 
84-4 99.5 Remove 
851 99.5 Remove 

74-3 81.5 Remove 
74-4 77.75 Remove 63-1 81.5 Remove 

63-2 78.5 Remove 75-1 81.5 Remove 

75-2 81.5 Remove 
75-3 87.5 Remove 
75-4 81.5 Remove 

852 81.5 Remove 
853 81.5 Remove 
854 99.5 Remove 

64-1 78.5 Remove 
64-2 81.5 Remove 
643 87.5 Remove 

65-1 81.5 Remove 75-5 81.5 Remove 86- 1 87.5 Remove 
862 87.5 Remove 
863 99.5 Remove 

87- 1 84.5 Remove 

65-2 87.5 Remove 
65-3 87.5 Remove 

76-1 77.75 Remove 
76-2 75.5 Remove 

76-3 87.5 Remove 66-1 84.5 Remove 
87-2 87.5 Remove 
87-3 75.5 Remove 

87-4 75.5 Remove 
88-1 105.5 Remove 

66-2 87.5 Remove 
66-3 99.5 Remove 

66-4 87.5 Remove 

76-4 74.75 Remove 
77- 1 84.5 Remove 

77-2 81.5 Remove 
67-1 87.5 Remove 77-3 99.5 Remove 
67-2 75.5 Remove 

67-3 81.5 Remove 
68-1 81.5 Remove 

78- 1 87.5 Remove 

78-2 755 Remove 
78-3 81.5 Remove 

88-2 105.5 Remwe 

89 1 99.5 Remove 
892 84.5 Remove 

68-2 81.5 Remove 78-4 81.5 Remove 893 74.75 Remove 

90- 1 84.5 Remwe 
90-2 84.5 Remove 
w 3  84.5 Remove 

68-3 81.5 Remove 
68-4 87.5 Remove 

79- 1 81.5 Remove 
79-2 81.5 Remove 
79-3 87.5 Remove 69-1 81.5 Remove 

69-2 87.5 Remove 
69-3 99.5 Remove 
70-1 75.5 Remove 

80- 1 84.5 Remove 
80-2 87.5 Remove 
80-3 99.5 Remove 

90-4 81.5 Remove 
91-1 84.5 Remove 
91-2 81.5 Remove 

91-3 84.5 Remove 70-2 78.5 Remove 80-4 87.5 Remove 
92- 1 81.5 Remove 70-3 75.5 Remove 

71-1 99.5 Remove 
81-1 81.5 Remove 
81-2 81.5 Remove 92-2 105.5 Remove 

May 2006 Ap.3-6 Draft EIR/EIS 

E-32 October 2006 Final  EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

0 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Pro ject  
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHTTABLES 

Table 2. Structure Information for Devers-San Bernardino #I 230 kV Transmission Lines 
(Towers removed from Devers Substation to San Bernardino Junction; line reconductored from 
San Bernardino Junction to San Bernardino Substation) 

EXISTING TOWER 
Number Height Status 

92-3 84.5 Remove 

EXISTING TOWER 
Number HeigM Status 

98-1 105.5 Remove 

93-1 78.5 Remove 
93-2 84.5 Remove 
93-3 99.5 Remove 
93-4 75.5 Remove 
94-1 78.5 Remove 
94-2 75.5 Remove 
95-1 84.5 Remove 
95-2 75.5 Remove 

95-3 81.5 Remove 
96-1 81.5 Remove 
96-2 81.5 Remove 
96-3 87.5 Remove 

97-1 81.5 Remove 
97-2 81.5 Remove 
97-3 87.5 Remove 

98-2 105.5 Remove 

98-3 87.5 Remove 
99- 1 81.5 Remove 
99-2 81.5 Remove 
99-3 . 89 Remove 
- San Bernardino Junction - 

3-2 129 Leave 
3- 1 155 Leave 
2-5 116 Leave 
2-4 176 Reinf. 
2-3 143.5 Reinf. 

2-2 1435 Reinf. 
2-1 176 Reinf. 
1-7 128.5 Reinf 

1-6 128.5 Reinf. 

EXISTING TOWER 
Number Height Status 

1-5 129 Leave 
1-4 114 Leave 

1 -3 121 Reinf. 
1 -2 121 Reinf. 
1-1 136 Reinf. 
0-8 128.5 Reinf. 
0-7 143.5 Reinf. 
0-6 136 Reinf. 
0-5 136 Reinf. 
0-4 128.5 Reinf. 
0-3 124.8 Reinf. 
0-2 129 Leave 

0-1 150 Leave 
POSlL 60 Leave 

May 2006 Ap.3-7 Dra f t  EIR/ EIS 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABUS 

TaMe 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DNERS-VISTA #l B #2 BHffRdksrn DWERS-SAN BERNAF 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON f ” F R N  SIDE OF M E  ROW) (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE O N & W F ”  SIDE OF M E  ROW) 
Existing Tower S~WWERN New Tower Existing Tower NORTHERN New Tower 

Number Height Status* 

T269 85 Remove 

T268 85 Remove 

T262 85 Remove 

T261 85 Remove 
209 128 - 1-3 131 No Change- 

- 1 4  134 NoChange - T260 85 Replace 210 146 

T251 60 Replace 21 5 131 3-1 134 NoChange 

T245 90 Remove 4-2 119 NoChange 
T244 90 Replace 21 9 137 - 4-3 119 No Change- 
T243 90 Remove 
T242 90 Replace 220 113 
T241 85 Remove 5-1 146 NoChange 

- 

Draft EIR/EIS Ap.3-8 May 2006 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

TaMe 3. information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-VISTA #1 B #2 DWERS-SAN BERNARI 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON AktRH” SIDE OF THE ROW) (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON &”ERN SIDE OF THE Ro 
Existing Tower SWTHERN New Tower Existing Tower NORTHERN N W  Tower 

T225 85 Remove 
231 128 - 7-2 125 No Change- 

T224 85 Remove - 

T223 85 Replace 232 149 
-- 

T211 90 Remove 
T210 85 Remove - - 

T209 85 Remove 
240 152 - 9-2 149 No Change- 

T208 85 Remove 
T207 95 Remove 

- - 

24 1 155 9-3 125 NoChange 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

May 2006 0 Ap.3-9 Draft EIR/EIS 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

El-I19 cont. I REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 
Devers-Pato Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

I 
~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ - 

TaMe 3. InfonnaCon for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-VISTA #I 8 #2 DEVERS-SAN BERNAR 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON SlDE OF THE ROW) (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON SBtfmEREl SIDE OF THE Row) 
Existing Tower SOUTHERN New Tower Existing Tower NORTHERN N H  Tower 

Number Height Status* 
T206 85 Remove 

TI97 85 Replace 245 175 - 11-1 149 No Change- 
TI96 85 Remove 

TI94 85 Remove 
TI93 85 Remove 

247 143 - 11-3 152 No Change- 
TI92 90 Remove 
T191 85 Replace 248 116 12-1 149 No Change- 
TI90 85 Replace 249 1 28 
TI89 85 Remove 

TI87 85 Remove 
TI86 85 Replace 25 1 175 - 12-3 146 Nochange- 
TI85 85 Remove 

152 No Change- 

- - 

TI75 IO0 Remove 
T174 85 Remove 

256 131 - 14-1 125 NoChange - 
TI73 85 Remove 
T172 85 Remove 

Draft EIR/EIS Ap.3-10 May 2006 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El ,  cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

TaMe 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-VISTA #I 8, #2 DEVERS-SAN BERNAR 

_-_ fiUBLE-clRCUlT LINE ON W”FW SIDE OF THE ROW) (DOUBLE-CIRCU~ LINE ON SMWtERN SIDE OF THE ROW) 
Existing Tower SOUTHERN New Tower Existing Tower NORTHERN N W  Tower 

Number Height Status’ Number Height Number Height Status’ Number Height 

Banning Junction 
16-5 56 Remove 269 152 TI54 65 Replace 101 113 
17-1 122 No Change- TI53 75 Replace 102 113 

-~ 

17-2 134 No Change- 

- 
TI48 65 Replace 106 113 
TI47 85 Replace 107 116 

TI46 85 Repace 108 152 

T144A 85 Replace 109 128 
TI44 100 Replace 110 116 

18-3 125 NoChange TI43 90 Replace 111 113 

- 

18-1 131 NoChange T146A 85 Remove 

18-2 155 NoChange TI45 90 Remove 

- 

May 2006 0 Ap.3-11 Draft EIR/EIS 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
AFPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

Table 3. Information for Sbuctures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-VISTA #I B #2 
OF M E  ROW) 

DEVERS-SAN BERNAC 
(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT IJNE ON (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON&WFHEIW SIDE OF THE Row) 

Existing Tower SWTHERN New Tower Existin g Tower NORTHERN New Tower 
Number Height Status* 

18-4 122 No Change- 90 Remove 

85 Remove 

110 Remove 

T133 85 Remove 
TI32 85 Remove 

T130 85 Remove 

T128 85 Remove 

20-2 146 No Change- T131 85 Reflace 117 149 

20-3 125 No Change- T129 85 Reflace 118 137 

21-2 122 No Change- 120 155 
85 Remove 
85 Remove 

21-3 128 NoChange 85 Reflace 121 137 

22-3 134 Raise - T116A 80 Reflace 125 155 
- T116 85 Remove 

- T115 85 Remove 

T114 85 Remove 

T112 85 Remove 

22-4 131 No Change- 126 128 

234 128 NoChange T113 85 Regace 127 122 

Draft EIR/EIS Ap.3-12 May 2006 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

May 2006 l o  

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

Table 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DNERS-VISTA #I 8. #2 
OF THE Row) 

DEVERSSAN BERNAR 
(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON&MWERM SIDE OF THE Row) 

Existing Tower SOUTHERN New Tower Existing Tower NORTHERN New Tower 
ht Status' - 

85 Remove 

143 No Change- T102A 85 Reflace 

T99 80 Remov - 

2 5  1 143 No Change- 

~ ~ 

T97 80 Remove 

- 
T93 80 Reflace 137 113 

254 137 NoChange T92 90 Reflace 138 113 
26-1 134 NoChange T91 90 Reflace 139 125 

T88 80 Remove 
T87 80 Remove 

- 
- - 

T85 80 Remove 

27-2 155 No Change- T84 80 Remove 
T83 90 Remove 

27-3 143 NoChange T82 90 Remove 

- - 
144 155 

- - 
145 143 

146 134 

Ap.3-13 Draft EIR/EIS 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set El, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

El-I19 cont. i REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TASUS 

i Table 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-VISTA #1 8 #2 
OF ME ROW) 

DEVERSSAN BERNAR 
(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE O N & 3 W ”  SIDE OF M E  ROW) 

Existing Tower SOUTHERN New Tower Existing Tower NORTHERN New Tower 
Number Height Status’ Number Height Number Height Status* Number Height 

80 Replace 154 113 
30- 1 180 NoChange 80 Replace 155 113 
30-2 152 NoChange T68 80 Replace 156 113 
30-3 122 NoChange T67 80 Replace 157 119 

T66 80 Remove 
30-4 149 NoChange T65 80 Replace 158 131 
31-1 128 NoChange T64 80 Replace 159 113 
31-2 155 No Change- 

- 

T63 80 Replace 160 113 
T62 80 Remove - 

32-1 146 No Change- T60 80 Replace 162 140 

32-2 249 No Change- 

80 Remove 

33-1 122 NoChange 80 Replace 165 119 
33-2 155 Nochange- 

34-1 122 No Change- T49 80 Replace 170 113 

34-2 119 No Change- 171 134 

34-3 149 NoChange T46 80 Replace 172 170 

T48 80 Remove 

T47 80 Remove 

T45 80 Remove 

- 

~- 

Draft EIR/EIS Ap.3-14 May 2006 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABLES 

l9 I REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER 16 

Table 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-VISTA #I a #z 
OF THE ROW) 

DEVERSSAN BERNAR 
(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON SetffttERN SIDE OF THE ROW) 

Existing Tower SOUTHERN New Tower Existin g Tower NORTHERN New Tower 
Number Height Status* 

38-1 180 No Change- 

T28 80 Remove 

T27 90 Remove 

T26 80 Remove 

- 
184 155 

39-3 180 NoChange 5-1 139 Regace 188 143 

May 2006 Ap.3-15 Draft EIR/EIS 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E l ,  cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

REFER TO COMMENT NUMBER I 6  
Dever-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
APPENDIX 3. TOWER HEIGHT TABES 

Table 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DRIERS-VISTA #I 8 #2 BHRRG-vtG-I* DRIERSSAN BERNAF 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON NORTHERN SIDE OF M E  ROW) (DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON&”€fWSlDE OF ME Row) 
Existin g Tower New Tower Existin g Tower WESTERN New Tower 

Number HdgM Status’ Number Height Number H a h t  Status’ Number Height 

43-4 1285 Remf 0 3  124 8 Reinf. 
4 3 5  164 NoChange 0-2 129 Leave 
43-6 155 NoChange 0- 1 150 Leave 
44-1 137 NoChange POS7L 60 

44-5 146 Replace 
44-6 139 NoChange 
44-7 139 NoChange 
44-8 139 Reinf 

Draft EIR/EIS Ap.3-16 May 2006 

El-119 cont. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses to Comment Set E l  
Southern California Edison Company 

El-1 Executive Summary Section ES.l (page ES-1, paragraph 1, line 7) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been corrected as follows: 

Forty miles of 230 kV transmission line from Devers Substation to San Bernardino Junction 
at the western end of San Timoteo Canyon would be reconfigured and two separate 230 
kV corridors, from San Bernardino Junction to SCE's * San Bernardino 
Substation and from San Bernardino Junction to SCE's Vista Substation would be recon- 
ductored (see Figure ES-1). 

El-2 Executive Summary Section ES.l (page ES-2, paragraph 4, line 4) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has not been changed as requested because it was an accurate statement regarding the content 
of SCE's objectives. The sentence has been modified as follows: 

. .  . .  . .  
However, 7 
I S C E  did not present a specific project objective related 
to the date of project operation. 

. . .  

El-3 Executive Summary Section ES.1.2.3 (page ES-7, bullet 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

Construction of a 500 kV shunt line reactor bank, a static VAR coinpensator and 
two shunt capacitors 3 within Devers Substation. 

Executive Summary Section ES. 1.2.4 (page ES-8, paragraph 2, line 6)  of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows: 

0 El-4 

The route would then turn sai&e&- . southwest crossing over 1-10 again, and would con- 
tinue across the Harquahala Plain through the northern end of the Eagletail Mountains until 
it would enter into La Paz County. 

El-5 As discussed in Section 4.2.3 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EIIUEIS, the Harquahala Junction 
Switchyard Alternative would eliminate 5 miles of temporary and permanent impacts associated 
with the construction of a 500 kV transmission line between the Harquahala Generating 
Station and Harquahala Junction. In addition, this alternative could also defer or eliminate 
the need for APS to build roughly 14.7 miles of new 500 kV line for the TS-5 Project along 
the existing DPVl alignment between Harquahala Junction and the PVNGS or Arlington 
Power Plant. Therefore, in total the alternative would indeed eliminate or defer the need for 
almost 20 total miles of new 500 kV transmission line segments. To clarify this discussion, 
Executive Summary Section ES.2.2.1 (page ES-19, paragraph 1, line 2) of the Draft EIIUEIS 
has been modified as follows: 

Rationale for Full Analysis. This alternative would meet project objectives and would 
be feasible. This alternative would eliminate or defer the need for almost 20 total miles 
of new 500 kV transmission line segments (5 miles of the Proposed Project from Har- 
quahala Junction to the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard would be eliminated 
and 14.7 miles of the TS-5 Project 500 kV line between Harquahala Junction and the 
PVNGS or Duke Arlington Power Plant could be deferred). 

October 2006 E-43 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

El-6 

El-7 

El-8 

El-9 

Final EIR/EIS 

Please see Comment Set A15 from the San Bernardino National Forest. The Forest’s comments 
(Comment A15-3) clarify that the Scenic Integrity Objective for the portion of the Devers- 
Valley No. 2 Alternative that passes through the SBNF is within an area that should have 
been designated as HZGH and not W R Y  HZGH by the 2005 adopted SBNF South Land Man- 
agement Plan (LMP). However, at the time that the Draft EIWEIS was prepared, lands 
within SBNF that would be crossed by the Devers-Valley No. 2 (D-V2) Alternative were 
assigned a VERY HZGH Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO). The LMP is the policy document 
that guides development within the SBNF. The SBNF in its Comment A15-3 states its intention 
to modify the SI0  by correcting the SI0  map. However, until that time, the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative must be assessed for consistency with the SBNF South LMP based on the 
existing SI0 as discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS Section D.3 in Table D.3-10 and on pages 
D.3-213 and D.3-214. 

Table D.3-10 in Section D.3.9.1 under Policy Consistency Analysis in the EIWEIS has been 
modified to include the following note on the row discussing the U.S. Forest Service San 
Bernardino National Forest: 

Executive Summary Section ES.2.2.3 (page ES-21, paragraph 1, line 3) of the Draft EIWEIS 
has been modified as follows: 

Description. The Desert Southwest Transmission Line Project (DSWTP) Final EIS/EIR, 
published by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) and BLM in October 2005, analyzes 
a proposed new 118-mile 500 kV line between Blythe and SCE’s Devers Substation 
(see Figure ES-32). - 

The text has been clarified to state that SCE has not previously installed long distances of 
underground 230 kV line. However, as not to give the impression that undergrounding of 
230 kV lines is not technically feasible, projects by PG&E and SDG&E with longer 230 kV 
underground segments have also been mentioned. Executive Summary Section ES.2.3.3 
(page ES-30, paragraph 2, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Undergrounding a 230 kV line for the West of Devers segment would be feasible- 
SCE currently has about one circuit-mile of underground 230 kV 

line within its system. Other utilities have longer segments of underground 230 kV lines 
within their systems [ e .~ . ,  Pacific Gas and Electric for the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Trans- 
mission Project (23.5 miles) and the Tri-Valley Capacity Increase Project (1 1.8 miles), 
and by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) for the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agree- 
ment Transmission Project (10 miles)]:. Hhowever, each circuit would require a 3-foot-wide 
continuous trench creating much greaierconstruction and habitat disturbance impactsthan 
with the overhead Proposed Project. 

Executive Summary Section ES.3 (page ES-33, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

Using the 4 percent benchmark, SCE has incorporated low-cost and no-cost measures 
to reduce magnetic field levels d along the proposed route (includifig deep 
~ o m b i n i n g  several existing 230 kV circuits onto double- 
circuit transmission line structures and changing phase configuration). There are addi- 
tional potential measures for reducing magnetic fields, mostly beyond the no-cost/low- 
cost parameters (including increasing distance from conductors, reducing conductor spac- 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
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El-18 

El-1 1 

El-12 

El-13 

El-14 

El-15 

ing , converting single-phase to split-phase circuits, or placing proposed transmission lines 
underground ), which are described for the benefit of the public 
and decision-makers in reviewing the Proposed Project. 

. .  . .  

The two statements referenced actually say the same thing, using different wording, so there 
is no inconsistency. Regardless, for clarity, Executive Summary Section ES.4.3.2 (page 
ES-41, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified as follows: 

SCE Palo Verde Alternative. This alternative would avoid rural residences that would 
be impacted by the Proposed Project, thereby creating 4es+&m- - no significant impacts 
to existing land uses. No mitigation measures would be implemented for the alternative. 

Executive Summary Section ES.4.3.2 (page ES-41, paragraph 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has 
been modified as follows: 

Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative. Similar to the SCE Palo Verde Alterna- 
tive, the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative would avoid rural residences that would 
be impacted by the Proposed Project. €ms-&m-m significant impacts to existing land 
uses would occur, and no mitigation measures would be implemented. 

Section ES.4.6.1 (page ES-45) of the Draft EIR/EIS has not been modified because it is 
correct. Executive Summary Section ES.5.2.2 (page ES-63, bullet 1) of the Draft EWEIS has 
been modified as follows to clarify the apparent inconsistency: 

Construction of the project could we&&cause an adverse change to known historic 
properties if they cannot be protected from direct construction and operational impacts. 

0 

Executive Summary Section ES.4.10.2 (page ES-53, last paragraph) of the Draft EIWEIS 
has been corrected as follows: 

Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. The Devers-Valley No. 32 Alternative would result 
in greater levels of daily NOx and CO construction emissions within the SCAB compared 
to the Proposed Project. 

Section A. 1.1 (page A-2, paragraph 3, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

After construction of the DPVl line, applications to construct the Devers-Palo Verde 
-No. 2 500 kV (DPV2) line between Devers Substation and PVNGS were 
submitted by SCE in 1985. 

Section A.2.1 (page A-7, paragraph 2, 4th bullet) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified 
as suggested: 

Provide increased reliability of supply, insurance value against extreme events, and 
flexibility in operating the Southwest’s CA&hw++ ’ 6  ’ transmission grid. 

0 

Section A.2.1 (page A-7, last paragraph, last sentence) of the Draft EIWEIS has been mod- 
ified as suggested: 

The Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan- (STEP)3 working group independently 
concluded a similar magnitude of generation is available for import into California. 
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El-16 

El-17 

El-18 

El-19 

El-20 

El-21 

E 1-22 

Section A.2.1 (page A-9, paragraph 1, line 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
suggested: 

The Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) transmission system is an interstate 
regional system (including northwestern Mexico and 2 western Canadian provinces). . . 

Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 2, line 1) of the Draft EWEIS has been modified as 
suggested: 

The import path p&hs-to southern California (east of the Colorado River, or EOR) ttfe 
currently is rated at 8,055 MW m+g€&y ?,55- 
systemand the existing 500 kV DPVl line is allocated 1,800 MW 
w. 

. .  

Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 1, line 3) of the Draft EWEIS has been modified as 
follows: 

The primary forum for regional transmission planning in the southwest is called 
Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP). STEP is a &regional planning group 
for transmission and generation stakeholders in Arizona, Nevada. and southern California. 

Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The current STEP recommendations include many “short-term” upgrades in California and 
Arizona. Some were approved by the CAISO board in June 2004. These include upgrades to 
increase the capacity on the Hassayampa-North Gila-Imperial Valley line (SWPL) and increase 
the capacity of the existing DPVl 500 kV line. ( 

Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

STEP also envisions kmgewnid-term upgrades such as new 230 kV and 500 kV lines 
between Arizona and Califorriaand a line into San Diego. 

Section B.2.2 (page B-9, Table B-1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Table B-I . Proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Transmission 
Line Summary 

New Permanent Area Occupied (acres) 
Telecommunications 040.25 
Total W 106.5 

Section B.2.2 (page B-9, Table B-1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Table B-I. Proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Transmission 
Line Summary 

New TemDoraw Area Occuried (acres) 
Telecommunications (optical repeater) 240.125 
Total w837.7 
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El-23 e 
E 1 -24 

E 1-25 

E 1-26 

E 1-27 

El-28 

E 1-29 

Section B.2.2 (page B-10, Table B-2) of the Draft EIFUEIS has been modified as follows: 

Table B-2 Proposed West of Devers 230 kV Upgrade Summary 
Total number of new structures to be installed 
Area affected by new structure installation 

4x3182 
52.8 acres (permanent) 

Section B.2.3 (page B-13, paragraph 1, line 1) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified as 
follows: 

In addition to the Devers Substation to Harquahala Substation component, the Proposed 
Project would include improvements to the west of Devers Sk&atm+ 230 kV system. 

Section B.2.3.1 (page B-14, paragraph 3, bullet 3) of the Draft EIFUEIS has been updated 
with information provided by SCE as follows: 

Constructing a new 40-mile, double-circuit 230 kV transmission line within the 
existing ROW, which includes approximately WE new structures and a new 
OPGW. 

Please refer to Response El-25. 

The following sentence has been added to Section B.2.3.2 (page B-17, paragraph 1, line 5) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

The San Bernardino Junction to San Bernardino Substation portion of the Proposed Project 
would consist of reconductoring one circuit on each of the two existing 3.4-mile, double- 
circuit 230 kV lattice steel tower lines. The existing fiber optic cable would be replaced 
with a new OPGW. Detailed maps of this segment are presented in Appendix 10. 

The following sentence has been added to Section B.2.3.3 (page B-17, paragraph 1, last line) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

The reconductoring will require the replacement of approximately 14 structures and one 
inter-set structure. In addition. the existing fiber optic cable would be replaced with a new 
OPGW. 

Section B.2.4 (page B-19, last paragraph) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been updated with 
information from SCE as follows: 

-SCE and LSDWP are continuing to discuss issues concerning LADWP’s 
participation in DPV2. SCE is hopeful that a resolution of those issues will be reached 
soon. 
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El-30 The following sentence has been added to Section B.3.1 (page B-22, paragraph 5, last line) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: I 

Because of the placement of these existing towers, no new towers would be constructed 
in Copper Bottom Pass and no double-circuit lattice steel towers would be constructed 
as a part of the Proposed Project. The existing static ground wire would be replaced 
with a new OPGW. The tower diagram is shown in Figure B-9. 

El-31 The following clause was deleted from Section B.3.4 (page B-46, paragraph 1, last sentence) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

One 500 kV SVC would be installed and terminate at the 500 kV switchrack at Devers 
Substation kV X X  

El-32 Section B.3.4.1 (page B-49, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified as follows: 

The proposed modifications to the Devers Substation would be installed in the existing 
switchyard. Modifications include the installation of a new 4-33 135-foot-high by 90-foot- 
wide dead-end SEFW&E structures, circuit breakers, and disconnect switches. l%exmx% 
sv&&es Electrical equipment associated with the new 500 kV Devers-Harquahala trans- 
mission line would be installed S P l ! !  5W-N . .  

. I  at the northwest part of the switchrack. 

El-33 Section B.3.4.1 (page B-49, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIFUEIS has been modified as fol- 
lows based on information provided in the comment: 

500 kV shunt line BMGEW bank and associated discon- A- . J ,  

nect switches would be installed within Devers Substation. A 500 kV Static VAR Com- 
pensator (SVC) would be installed north of the 500 kV switchyard within the existing 
Devers Substation. The SVC would terminate at into the 500 kV switchrack. Two 150 
MVAR shunt capacitors would be installed to the east of the 500 kV switchrack. 

El-34 Section B.3.4.4 (page B-51) of the Draft EIWEIS has been deleted as follows: 

As a result, the section numbers following the deleted section have been modified: 

B.3.4.4&3&5 San Bernardino Substation 
B . 3 . 4 . 5 W  Vista Substation 
B . 3 . 4 . 6 W  Series Capacitor Banks 
B . 3 . 4 . 7 W  500 kV Shunt Reactor 
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El-35 The following was inserted into Section B.3.5 (page B-52, paragraph 2, line 2): 

These may include Devers, Padua, Walnut, San Bernardino, Villa Pak, Viejo, Johanna, 
Ellis, and Vista Substations in California, and the PVNGS, Hassayampa, and Harquahala 
Switchyards in Arizona. 

El-36 Section B.3.6 (page B-53, Table B-5) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

~ 

Table B-5. Components of New Telecommunication Facilities 
~~ 

New Facility Components 

Air 

Fuel Tanks System System 
Tower/ Power Generator/ Conditioning Communications 

Facility __ Building Antenna SuPPry 
Harquahala 
Switchyard 

12-foot by 1 IO-foot self- 1201240-volt 
36-foot supportlnq alternative 

prefabricate tubular steel current 
d building - tower service 

current 
pOwer 
system 

2 air 1 microwave 
conditioning system and I 

svstems SONET svstem 

El-37 

El-38 

El-39 

E 1-40 

E141 

E 1-42 

Section B.3.6.1 (page B-53, paragraph 2, last sentence) of the Draft EIWEIS has been mod- 
ified as follows: 

It is estimated that the temporary construction area would occupy approximately 4-aese 
0.125 acres and the permanent facility would occupy approximately W. 125 acres. 

Please refer to Response El-37. 

Section B.3.6.1 (page B-53, paragraph 3, line 2) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified as 
follows: 

The Harquahala Mountain Peak Solar Observatory, an Historic Property listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), is located approximately WE feet to 
the south of the proposed telecommunication site. Also located nearby is an existing Cen- 
tral Arizona Project (CAP) microwave facility and solar panels. SCE’s proposed telecom- 
munication facility would be approximately 1 0 0  feet west of the solar observatory and 
approximately 35 feet w&h west of the existing CAP facility. 

Please refer to Response El-39. 

Section B.3.6.2 (page B-54, paragraph 2, last line) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified 
as follows: 

It is estimated that the temporary construction area would occupy approximately 4-0.125 
acres - and the permanent facility would occupy approximately 025-0.125 acres. 

Please refer to Response El-41. 
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El-43 

E144 

El-45 

El-46 

El-47 

El-48 

E 1-49 

E 1-50 

El-51 

Section B.3.6.3 (page B-54, paragraph 2, last line) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified 
as follows: 

Conduits would be required between the telecommunications room and the 230 kV 
mechanical-electrical equipment room, 500 kV mechanical-electrical equipment room, 
OPGW termination point on the new 500 kV transmission tower, and OPGW termina- 
tion point on the Buck Boulevard-Midpoint 230 kV transmission tower (this is an optional 
component of the Proposed Project that SCE may not construct). 

Figure B-19 (Section B.3.6, pages B-55) has been modified to reflect the smaller size of the 
proposed telecommunications facility on Harquahala Mountain. 

The spelling of the word “Mountain” has been corrected on Figure B-19. Please refer to 
Response E 1 -44. 

Section B.3.6.4 (page B-57, paragraph 4) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified in accord- 
ance with SCE’s comment as follows: 

In addition, the Chuckwalla a+ Cu.mk&m- Communications S&es-Site and Blythe 
Service Center would require installation of new Alcatel MDR-8000 microwave termi- 
nals and two new 10-foot microwave antennas on the existing microwave towers point- 
ing towards Midpoint Station (this is an optional component of the Proposed Project that 
SCE may not construct). 

Please refer to Response El-46. 

Section B.3.7.3 (page B-61, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Between the San Bemardino Substation? and San Bemardino Junction, 
access is available and no new tower construction is planned, therefore no new access 
roads would be required. 

Section B.3.7.4 (page B-62, last paragraph) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified in 
accordance with SCE’s comment as follows: 

The proposed 230 kV modifications for the WOD system would require the construction 
of foundations for approximately -186 structures. 

Section B.3.7.6 (page B-63, last paragraph, 1st sentence) of the Draft EWEIS has been 
modified as follows: 

No construction of new towers or stringing of conductors would occur in Copper Bottom 
Pass; however, stringing for . OPGW would be required. 

Section C.4.2.4.1 (page C-22, paragraph 1, line 3) of the Draft EIWEIS has been corrected 
as follows: 

The 11.8-mile-route would be eHkdy-primarily on BLM land and on private land for 3 
miles near its western end. 
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El-52 

0 

El-53 

E 1-54 

El-55 

E 1-56 

Section D.2.1.1 (page D.2-3, paragraph 1, line 5) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

This region of southwestern Arizona consists of mostly native desert habitats, including 
-*mixed shrub-scrub uplands, saguaro cactus forest, creosote-mesquite 
scrublands, xeroriparian, and riparian vegetation communities. 

Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-4, paragraph 1,  line 6) of the Draft EIIUEJS has been modified 
as follows: 

Swed-Many areas along the route of the Proposed Project also contain an ecotonal, or 
transitional zone between these two subdivisions of Sonoran Desert scrub. 

Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-4, paragraph 2, line 5) of the Draft EIIUEIS ias  been modified 
as follows: 

Common species include blue palo verde (Purkinsoniu .flori&). mesquite (Prosopis spp .), 
catclaw acacia (Acacia greggii), and desert ironwood (Olnyeu tesotu). 

Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-5, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIIUEIS has been modified as 
follows: 

Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest and Woodland. This vegetation community is 
only found along the Colorado River. The 
Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest and Woodland is a deciduous riparian community 
dominated usually either by velvet mesquite or Fremont cottonwood (Populusfremontii) 
and/or Goodding’s willow (Sulix gooddingii). Understory grasses are typically abundant. 
Typically perennial or near-perennial streams or springs are necessary to provide water 
for the trees, although this is not always the case for the mesquite series. This community 
is divided into the following two series, based on the dominant tree species: (I) Mesquite 
series or (2) Cottonwood-willow series. Historically, this community may have occurred 
in the vicinity of where the Proposed Project crosses the Colorado River. However, 
saltcedar (Tamark runzosissimu), an invasive non-native species, has invaded much of 
this community along the Colorado River. The vegetation where the 
-Proposed Project alignment crosses the Colorado River is now 
degraded and is dominated by nearly 100% cover of saltcedar. 

Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-5, paragraph 1, line 10) of the Draft EIIUEIS has been modified 
as follows: 

Numerous dry washes occur within the valley bottoms that may support populations of 
desert trees and shrubs including blue palo verde ( 4 2 w k k ~ -  Purkinsoniu floridurn), 
ironwood (Olneyu tesotu), honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosu), white bursage, smoke- 
tree (Cotinus coggygriu), and sweet bush (Bebbiujunceu), as well as other upland plants 
typical of the surrounding habitats. 
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El-57 Section D.2.1.1.4 (page D.2-41, paragraph 1, line 1) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified 
and the following bullet has been deleted: 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Designated Critical Habitat for 
the razorback sucker 

0 

The following paragraphs have also been removed from Section D.2.1.1.4 as to reflect the 
change in Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl status: 
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El-58 

0 

El-59 

El-60 

El-61 

E 1-62 

Section D.2.6.1.1 (page D.2-114, Table D.2-9) of the Draft EIWEIS has been modified as 
follows: 

~~ 

Table D.2-9. Habitat Type per Segment 
Seament Habitat Type 
Palo Verde Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint - ' ' , Sonoran desert scrub- 
Subs tation) cedar riparian scrub 

The discussion of potential impacts to the Arizona agave and Arizona cliff rose has been 
removed from Impact B-6 in Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-120) as shown below: 

. . .  . .  In Arizona, 1 

. the project may alse remove e&e~ plant species protected 
-Law, including blue palo verde, foothill palo verde, velvet 
mesquite, desert ironwood, ocotillo, and various cacti (saguaro, chollas, barrel, hedgehog, 
beavertail, prickly pear, desert Christmas, and nipple) that occur within the Proposed Proj- 
ect route. 

The Arizona agave and Arizona cliff rose were also removed from Table D.2-10 in Section 
D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered Species): 

Table D.2-10. Sensitive Plants with High Potential to Occur 

Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 

The osprey species was observed foraging during the biological survey of the Harquahala to 
Kofa NWR segment (Section D.2.1.1.2). The CAP canal provides a source of prey for this 
species. In addition, the new transmission line towers will likely provide additional perching 
sites for this species. Therefore, osprey has not been removed from the Table D.2-11 (page 
D.2-124) of the Draft EIR/EIS as requested in this comment. 

Habitat for the Mohave fringe-toed lizard is known to occur within 5 miles of the Proposed 
Project and therefore suitable habitat could exist in the project area. Although the species 
normally occurs in sand dune areas and there would be no sand dunes within the project 
area between Kofa NWR and the Colorado River, the Mohave fringe-toed lizard can also 
occur along washes, which do exist in this segment. Therefore, no changes have been 
made to Table D.2-11 (page D.2-124) of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Regarding the request to modify Table D.2-11, an assessment of the species present in the 
area was made based on evaluation of CNDDB data. Seven USGS quadrangles in the Blythe 
area were reviewed, and three of these showed presence of one or more of the species in 
question. The Blythe Quad shows presence of three species on the list: Western yellow- 
billed cuckoo (California endangered), Sonoran yellow warbler (Species of special concern), 
and elf owl (California endangered). The Blythe Quad also shows presence of two addi- 
tional species that were not mentioned in the comment [yellow-breasted chat (Species of 
special concern) and the Colorado River cotton rat (Species of special concern)]. 
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El-63 

E 1-64 

E 1-65 

E 1-66 

El-67 

Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-128, paragraph 1, line 1) was clarified to indicate that the 
Sonoran desert tortoise is listed in Arizona: 

Reptiles. The Proposed Project area supports three listed reptiles including the Arizona 
state-listed Sonoran desert tortoise+i%m+aj and the? Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard? and populations of tortoise in California. 

The paragraph following the bullets under paragraph 1 in Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-132) 
indicates that Table D.2-5 (see Section D.2.1.1.3, Special Status Species Overview) iden- 
tifies the listed species of bird that have a high or moderate potential to occur in the project 
area. The status of each species, whether it is state- or federally-listed, is also included in Table 
D.2-5. Therefore, a distinction between the state- and fderally-listed species is not necessary 
in this section, and no change has been made. 

The commenter is correct that no sensitive amphibians have been found in the Arizona portion 
of the Proposed Project. However, SCE’s Applicant Proposed Measure APM-16 in Table 
D.2-6 in Section D.2.5.2 (Applicant Proposed Measures) states that “Surveys - When access 
along the utility corridor already exists, pre-construction surveys for transmission lines 
should provide 100 percent coverage for any areas to be disturbed and within a 100 foot 
buffer around the areas of disturbance. When access along the utility corridor does not already 
exist, pre-construction surveys for transmission lines should follow standard protocol for 
linear projects. ” Therefore, the pre-construction surveys will occur in areas where they are 
determined to be necessary as part of the Proposed Project and the APMs. 

Mitigation Measure B-9d (Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys) in Section D.2.6.1.8 
has been modified to include the Sonoran desert tortoise as follows: 

B-9d Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys. Prior to construction, SCE shall con- 
duct surveys in areas of suitable habitat for Sonoran desert tortoise, common chuck- 
walla, banded Gila monster, and desert rosy boa within 48 hours prior to the start of 
construction activities.. . 
During construction, if a common chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, and/or desert 
rosy boa occur on the project site, construction activities adjacent to the individual’s 
location will be halted and the animal will be allowed to move away from the 
construction site. If the individual is not moving, a qualified biologist will relocate 
it to nearby suitable habitat outside the construction area. It shall be placed in the 
shade of a shrub. Also during construction, if a Sonoran desert tortoise occurs on the 
project site, construction activities adjacent to the individuals location will be halted 
and the Guidelines .for Handling Sonoraiz Desert Tortoises Encou?itered During 
Constmctjon Projects will be followed by qualified personnel. 

The DPV2 EIR/EIS is written in accordance with current BLM and Kofa NWR guidance 
and the stated preferences of these agencies that construction of the Proposed Project should 
occur outside of breeding and lambing periods for bighorn sheep. For instance, BLM Yuma 
District Resource Management Plan (RMP) and EIS (August 1995, pages 16, 24, 71, and 85, 
etc.) discusses closure of roads during lambing season (January 1 to June 30) and breeding 
season (January 15 to April 15). It should be noted that the BLM Yuma District RMP/EIS 
also states that exceptions can be made during the BLM permitting process. Therefore, no 
changes have been made to Mitigation Measures B-9f (Perform construction outside of breed- 
ing and lambing periods) in the Draft EIWEIS. 
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E 1-68 

0 El-69 

El-70 

El-71 

El-72 

Please refer to Response El-67. 

Impact B-14 has been modified in Section D.2.6.2 (Impacts of Transmission Line Operation) 
and throughout the Draft EIWEIS document as follows: 

Impact 8-14: Operation of the transmision line may result in electrocution of 
listed and/or protected b id  species (Class I..) 

Section D.2.6.2 on page (D.2-173) of the Draft EIIUEIS has been modified to include a clar- 
ification on the collision hazard potential difference between shield wires and conductors: 

Collision rates generally increase in low light conditions, during inclement weather, such 
as rain or snow, during strong winds, and during panic flushes when birds are startled by 
a disturbance or are fleeing from danger. On a transmission line of this size, the con- 
ductors are normally visible but the earth or shield wires are not, thereby resulting in a 
higher collision hazard potential with shield wires than with conductors. In addition, c€olli, 
sions are more probable near wetlands, valleys that are bisected by power lines, and 
within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular to flight paths. 

The universal change throughout the document to “Eagletail” Mountains in Arizona has 
been noted but each separate change is not documented in the Final EIR/EIS. Section 
D.2.6.1.5 (Nesting and Migratory Birds) has been corrected as follows: 

Some of these areas include the Sonoran desert and coastal scrub communities that 
occur in Arizona and California; riparian drainages including the Colorado River, San 
Timoteo Creek, and San Gorgonio River; and the natural rock features such as cliffs and 
large rock outcrops associated with Saddle Mountain, Palo Verde Hills, Big Horn Moun- 
tains, and EagletaiJ Mountains in Arizona or the Chuckwalla Mountains in California. 

Impact B-5 (Construction activities during the breeding season would result in a potential 
loss of nesting birds) in Section D.2.7.2 (SCE Palo Verde Alternative) has been corrected 
as follows: 

These areas include native and non-native trees and shrubs and natural rock features 
such as cliffs and large rock outcrops associated with Saddle Mountain, Palo Verde Hills, 
Big Horn Mountains, and E a g l e a  Mountains. 

Impact B-5 (Construction activities during the breeding season would result in a potential 
loss of nesting birds) in Section D.2.7.3 (Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative) has 
been corrected as follows: 

These areas include native and non-native trees and shrubs and natural rock features such 
as cliffs and large rock outcrops associated with Saddle Mountain, Palo Verde Hills, 
Big Horn Mountains, and E a g l e s  Mountains. 

See Response to E 1-63. 

The location of residential units around MP 80 and the generalization of the residences related 
to the scale of Figure D.4-1 is noted and Figure D.4-1 has been modified as requested in 
the comment. The corrected map is presented in this Final EIWEIS. 
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El-73 Figure D.4-1 has been modified as requested in the comment. The corrected map is pre- 
sented in this Final EIR/EIS. 

El-74 Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses) in Draft EIR/EIS Section D.4.8.1, Operational Impacts for the SCE 
Harquahala-West Alternative has been modified from a Class I (significant) impact to a 
Class I1 impact (mitigable to less than significant) as follows: 

Impact L-2: Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it 
traverses or adjacent land uses (Class I .  

... The corridor would physically divide land uses north of the utility corridor from land 
uses south of the corridor, causing an artificial division within this agricultural com- 
munity that would permanently preclude the use of the corridor land for agricultural 
and rural residential uses. However, SCE has stated that the alternative transmission 
line would be constructed along section lines in order to avoid dividing rural residential 
subdivisions (SCE, 2006). In addition, the implementation of Mitipation Measure AG-4a 
(Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural opera- 
tions) would require transmission poles to be placed between agricultural fields with min- 
imal disturbance to farming operations. 
wa&I--pPermanent$y disruptions to existing land uses &would be potentially eaw+&e 
?significant, t '  but would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural 

- (Class 11). J 0 p e r a t i o n s ) l  

-Refer to Section D.6.8.1, Agriculture, for detailed information on impacts to 
agricultural lands. 

SCE 

. .  . . .  

In addition Table D.4-17 in Section D.4.11 (Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Report- 
ing Table) presents the mitigation monitoring table for Land Use and has been modified to 
include implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a under Impact L-2. 

Final EIR/EIS E-56 October 2006 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Table D.4-17 Mitigation Monitoring Program - Land Use 

IMPACT L-2 Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses. (Class II) 

0 
MITIGATION MEASURE AG-4a: Locate transmission towers and pullinglsplicing stations to  avoid 

agricultural operations. SCE shall site transmission towers and pullinqlsplicing 
stations in locations that minimize impacts to active asricultural operations. 
Specifically, SCE shall comulv with the following measures when sitinn transmission 
towers and splicinglpullinq stations within areas where active cultivated farmland 
would be removed throuqh the presence of structures: 

SCE shall avoid orchards, vineyards, row crops, and furrow-irriqated crops where 

SCE shall avoid irrigation canals and ditches. 
SCE shall align towers adiacent to field boundaries and parallel to rows [if located in 

towers would interfere with irriqation and harvest activities. 

row crow), and shall avoid diaqonal orientations and angular aliqnments within 
aqricultural land. 
SCE shall match tower spans with existinq DPVI towers within aqricultural land. 
SCE shall construct towers with heiqhts and spacinq to minimize safetv hazards to 
aerial applicators flvinq in the Palo Verde Valley (CAI; 
SCE shall consult with the Palo Verde lrriqation District (PVID) reqardinq tower 

SCE shall document and provide proof of compliance with the above listed items 90 
days prior to the start of Proposed Proiect construction. This documentation shall be 
submitted to the CPUC and the BLM for review and approval wior to the start of 
construction. and reviewed with affected landowners durinq coordination presented in 
Mitiaation Measure AG l a  (Establish aqreement and coordinate construction activities 
with aqricultural landowners). 
Locations where 10 acres or more of Farmland is permanently removed. 

placement to minimize disruption to PVID facilities; 

Location 

Monitoring I Reporting Action CPUCIBLM monitors review submitted compliance documents 

Effectiveness Criteria 

0 
SCE has located towers and pullinqlsplicinq stations in areas with least interference to 
aqriculture: landowners have reviewed locations 

Responsible Agency 

Timing 

CPUC, BLM Phoenix, Yuma, and Palm Sprinns Field offices 

Ninety (90) days prior to the start of proiect construction 

El-75 The following sections have been modified in the EIR/EIS for the Devers-Harquahala 
segment in response to this comment: 

0 

0 

Project Description, Section B.3.3.1 (ROW) 

Land Use, Section D.4.2.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) under 
Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project - Devers-Harquahala 

Land Use, Section D.4.2.4 (Palo Verde Valley [Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation]) under Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project - Devers-Harquahala 

Land Use, Section D.4.6.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) under Impact 
L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses) 

0 
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El-76 

E 1-77 

E 1-78 

El-79 

Land Use, Section D.4.6.4 (Palo Verde Valley [Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation]) under Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land 
uses it traverses or adjacent land uses) 

For the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, the following sections have been modified in the 
Final EIFUEIS in response to this comment: 

Appendix 1 , Section 4.3.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) under Alternative 
Description 

Land Use, Section D.4.9.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) under Environmental 
Setting 

Land Use, Section D.4.9.1 under Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent 
preclusion of land uses it traverses or adjacent land uses). 

Section D.6.5.1 describes the significance criterion on which Impact AG-1 is based. Accord- 
ing to the first criterion for Agriculture, impacts would be significant if the Project would 
convert Farmland (as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the DOC FMMP and the NRCS) 
to non-agricultural use. Although the SCE Palo Verde Alternative may not traverse an area 
that is actively cultivated, this alternative would cross important farmland areas that were 
identified by the NRCS (see Figure D.6-1). It was estimated that construction activities would 
temporarily convert an estimated 21.9 acres of Prime Farmland (as identified by the NRCS) 
to non-agricultural use, which would exceed the threshold set to determine the significance 
of temporary conversion of Farmland as discussed in Section D.6.5.1. No revisions are 
necessary. 

The following bullet has been added under Data Collection Methodology in Section D.7.1 
(page D.7-2, paragraph 1): 

Section D.7.1 (page D.7-2, paragraph 6) of the Draft EIFUEIS has been modified as follows: 

Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation 

Intensive pedestrian field surveys in Arizona were conducted in 2003 and 2004 by Sharon 
Bauer, Scott Wilcox, Glennda Luhnow, Kelly Peoples, Jeff Robertson, Elizabeth Alter, 
Kris Dobschuetz, Yumi Yoshino, Torrey Cunningham, and Lisa Champagne (Gkxm 
-Dobschuetz 7 . .  et al. 2004).iff2ee3, 

Section D.7.1 (page D.7-4) of the Draft EIR/EIS has modified the Arizona Findings Sum- 
mary as follows: 

Through field survey and archival research, EPG (Phoenix, AZ) identified 321 224 
cultural resources previously recorded in Arizona within one mile of the existing DPVl 
corridor [Dobschuetz et al. (2004); Luhnow and Dickinson (2004); Luhnow (2004); 
Dobschuetz (2006)l; EPG recommended that 22 of these were eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The eligibility of a property for 
listing on the NRHP may be on nation, State, or local significance. Properties eligible 
for listing must demonstrate importance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering, or cultural tradition. Criteria for eligibility can be found in Section D.7.5.1 
of this document. NRHP eligibility must be determined by the federal lead agency (under 
NEPA) in consultation with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 
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In some cases, NRHP eligibility was determined formally for archaeological sites within 
the existing DPVl Project corridor. However, for the Proposed Project and project 
alternatives, NRHP eligibility has not been determined by the BLM or SHPO for the 
majority of known resources. Those determinations will be made formally if impacts to 
potentially significant resources cannot be avoided during project design. Therefore, 
this document offers NRHP recommendations for individual resources, based largely on 
surface observations, but does not make NRHP eligibility determinations. 

Of the 22 sites recommended as NRHP-eligible, 15 were revisited by EPG in 2003, but 
the APE for the Proposed 

. In 2006 
only 7 eligible sites were found to be within 
Project and all alternatives within Arizona.-- LA 2883- 
SWCA resurveyed nine sites &located within or adjacent to the APE for 
the Proposed Project that were either not evaluated in previous surveys, or were recom- 
mended in previous surveys aseligible for listing on the NRHP. These sites were sur- 
veyed by SWCA and recommendations regarding eligibility are made in this EIR/EIS. 

As detailed in later sections, many of the sites found in previous surveys have not been 
relocatable in more recent surveys. Of the sites that have been found, only E~HHWHB- 
sxwkd-eligible site? we&x+located within the Arizona APE of the tower sites, spur roads, 
telecommunications site and series capacitor for the Proposed Project. @Tkissite is 
within the Harquahala to Kofa Segment of the pEroposed pgroject. The other National 
Register site is within the APE for the proposed Harquahala Mountain telecommunica- 
tions facility. Another potentially eligible site within the APE of the Proposed Project 
could not be relocated. 

. .  
. ' 

Due to the changes in some of the Arizona sites, the potential effects of the Proposed Project 
and various project alternatives on resources that may be eligible for NRHP listing are 
summarized for Arizona in Table D.7-32 and have been modified as follows: 
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~ ~~ 

Table D.7-32. Potential Effects to Cultural Resources in Arizona 
c -0 

Io 
L Preliminary o 0  t 2s 
s x  2 3  Eligibility 0 W C J I  2 

Assessment g g L. '' 5 5  Proposed 
Resource DescriDtion lNRHP Criteria) A?€ z a c u) c o Treatment _ .  . -  ... - . 

Potential Effects to Cultural Resources - Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
AZ S:3:1 Solar Observatory Listed (a] - Near See below 
AZ S:6:12 Rock Feature Site Not Significant Within J -  No Effect 
A2 S:6:21 Lithic Scatter Not Siqnificant W i t h i n -  v No Effect-Could 

not be Relocated 
No Effect 

AZ S:7:15 Lithic Scatter Not Siqnificant Within v No Effect 
AZ S:8:1 Lithic Scatter Significant (d) Within several J - - Avoidanceor 

tower sites Data Recovery 
AZ S:8:10 Lithic Scatter and Rock Not Significant Within v -  No Effect 

AZ S:7:1 Artifact Scatter Not Siqnificant Within- v 

Rings (not relocated) 
flZs82Q WitCHR v -  - l4042kA 

AZ S:8:17 Lithic Scatter, Rock Ring Not Significant Within J -  - NoEffect. Could 
(not relocated) 

Smithsonian Solar 
Observatorv 

and .interpretation 

Potential Effects to Cultural Resources - SCE Palo Verde Alternative 
_ _ _  - 

AZ T:9:12 Rock Rings significant (d] Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

AZ T:9:21 Temporary Camp Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 
Avoidance AZ T:9:64 Artifact Scatter Siqnificant fd) Undefined ? ? ? ? 

Avoidance AZ T:9:65 Farmstead Foundation Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? 

El-80 Please refer to Response El-79. 

El-81 Please refer to Response El-79. 

El-82 Section D.7.1 is intended as a brief summary of the setting and focuses on potential project 
effects. Therefore, it addresses National Register-eligible sites - not all sites within the APE 
of the Proposed Project and alternatives. SWCA (the CPUC and BLM's consultant) did not 
survey any of the alternatives that were carried forward in the Draft EIFUEIS, since they 
had been previously surveyed by EPG for the PEA. 

El-83 Section D.7.1 (page D.7-16) of the Draft EIFUEIS has been modified. The Harquahala to 
Kofa NWR description is now as follows: 

A Class I records search of the Arizona general project location identified 67 SBdocu- 
mented archeological studies *in &+a one-mile area (Dobschuetz et al. 200.1.). Major 
studies used for the EIR/EIS include the studies done in 1972 (Kemrer et al.), 1977 
(Stone), 1982 (Carrico and Quillen), and 2004 (Dobscheutz et al.) In previous surveys, 
3 1 cultural resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the transmission 
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line corridor for the Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge segment of the Pro- 
posed Project. Seven of these sites were located within the APE for this transmission line 
segment. Another National Register site is located on Harquahala Mountain and is dis- 
cussed separately, below (Harquahala Telecommunications Site). 

may be eligible for listing Only one site, AZ S:8:1, W W  
on the NRHP was relocated within the APE. Site AZ S:8:1 is described as a large lithic 
scatter dispersed for 0.9 miles along the transmission corridor and within the footprint 
of four tower sites. It was first recorded in 1972 and was later revisited in 1982 and 
2003. The site consists of rhyolite lithic debitage and was determined, in past studies, 
to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Data recovery was performed on a portion of the 
site in 1979 and in 1982 both excavation and surface sample collection was conducted. 
Subsurface testing was conducted within the proposed tower locations and did not identify 
any subsurface remains. The site was revisited in 2003. A few surface artifacts were 
identified within two of the tower locations. These artifacts were similar to those col- 
lected and analyzed in 1982. 

. .  

The other NRHP-eligible site previously recorded within the APE (AZ S:8:17), a lithic 
scatter and rock rings) was not relocated. Owing to the lack of data potential andor loss 
of integrity, the other &&sites within the APE (AZ S:6:12 (rock feature site), A2 

E144 
0 

EI -85 

El-86 

E1-87 

S:6:21-(lithic scatter),= S:7: 1 (artifact scatter), AZ S:7: 15 (lithic scatter), and AZ 

. .  .".I" -appear to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP. Since these 
resources appear to be ineligible or non-existent, no further management of these sites 
would be recommended. 

. .  . .  S:8:10 (lithic scatter and rock rings), jXZ E .". 17 {- rock mg&+mMZ . .  

Please refer to Response E 1-83. 

Please refer to Response El-83. 

The discussion of impacts at the Harquahala Telecommunications Site (Section D.7.2.1, 
Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) has been modified as follows: 

It is estimated that the temporary construction area would occupy approximately one 
acre and the permanent facility would occupy -e 

An intensive (Class 111) cultural resource survey of the telecommunications site APE 
was completed by Dobscheutz (2006). The Harquahala Peak Observatory and associated 
interpretive displays are within KN-mfeet of the proposed communications tower .A€% 

Section D.7.2.2 (page D.7-17) of the Draft EIR/EIS has modified the Kofa NWR descrip- 
tion as follows: 

Previous archaeological surveys have identified &27--cultural resources within a one- 
mile area djacent to the transmission line corridor for the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge segment of the Proposed Project (Dobschuetz et al. 2004). One of 

=this segment; i i l % d / o r  loss 

. .  . .  w h e s e  sites, A 2  S:5:15 (lithic scatter)-, . .  : s c m  
7 7 was located A 7  D Q << f ' . .  . .  
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of integrity - it &me-appears - to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP.- 

. . .  
&Therefore,& 7 no 
further management of th&sesites-would be recommended. 

El-88 

El-89 

El-90 

Please refer to Response El-87. 

Please refer to Response El-87. 

Section D.7.2.3 (page D.7-18) of the Draft EIR/EIS has modified the Kofa NWR to Colo- 
rado River description as follows: 

Previous archaeological surveys have identified m33cu l tu ra l  resources within a one- 
mile area- along the transmission line corridor for the Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River segment of the Proposed Project. 

FourTlwee-of these sites, AZ R:7:49 - Lithic Scatter), AZ R:W-%% 
(&&Artifact Scatter), AZ R:8:44 (Lithic Scatter), and AZ R:87:60 4-(&Lithic Scatter), 
were located within the APE for this segment; however, owing to the lack of data 
potential and/or loss of integrity these appear to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

>Because these resources appear to be ineli- 
gible or no longer exist, no further management of these sites would be recommended. 

A 7  D . .  7 62 ‘ 
Y ... I .dd 

APE:. ‘zz . . .  

El-91 Please refer to Response El-90. 

El-92 Section D.7.4 (page D.7-30) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified with the following 
paragraph added to the State, Arizona section: 

The Arizona Antiquities Act of 1960 (as amended) contains regulations designed to 
identify and protect significant archaeological resources on property owned or con- 
trolled by the state. Any organization, institution or person entering onto state, county, 
or municipal land to conduct archaeological or paleontological survey, testing, excava- 
tion, or monitoring must apply (and obtain) a permit from the Arizona SCate Museum 
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(ASM). The Arizona State Historic Preservation Act of 1982 contains regulations designed 
to identify and protect significant resources on property owned or controlled by the State. 

El-93 Table D.7-5 has been modified as shown below. Please refer to Response El-79 for updates 
to Table D.7-32 (Potential Effects to Cultural Resources in Arizona): 

~~ 

Table D.7-5. Potential Effects to Cultural Resources - Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuae 

S P 0 $5 g a P ' 3  
Preliminary 
Eligibility 

(NRHP B Q Proposed 
Resource Description Criteria) APE 2 u + v)  I- o Treatment 
AZ S:3.1 Harquahala Mountain Smithsonian Listed Within : : - - J See Table D.7-6 
/ASM) Solar Observatory District [ a x d l  

IASM) Significant 
AZ S.621 Lithic Scatter Not - Within J - - -  - - None. Could not 
IASM) Sianificstnt be relocated. 
AZ S:7:1 Artifact Scatter Not - - -  - None 
(ASM) Significant 
AZ S:7:15 Lithic Scatter Not - Within - J - - -  - None 
f!!SM) Sisnificant 
AZ S:8:1 Lithic Scatter Significant Within J - - - Avoidance or 
(ASM) (d) several Data Recovery 

AZ S:8:10 Lithic Scatter and Rock Rings (not Not Within J - - b P b € # f € &  
(ASM) relocated) Significant 
i+iL-S%-2Q k t w t t e r  w $ y . & & J  - - - m - 
AZ S:8:17 Lithic Scatter, Rock Ring Not Within J - - - None-4bMe64 

m "  
Assessment I- g $ 5 3  $ 2 :  

AZ S:6:12 Rock Feature Site Not Within J - - None+i€&#ed 

Within J - 

tower sites 

(ASM) (not relocated) Significant Coutd not be 
l.!4 relocated 

El-94 Table D.7-5 has been modified (see Response El-93), however, it should be noted that if 
the site (AZ S:8:17) cannot be relocated after further effort, it would not be NRHP-eligible. 
Please refer to Response El-79 for updates to Table D.7-32 (Potential Effects to Cultural 
Resources in Arizona): 

El-95 Table D.7-6 in Section D.7.6.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge - Arizona) 
under Impact C-1 (Construction of the project could cause an adverse change to known his- 
toric properties) has been modified as follows: 
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Table D.7-6. Potential Effects to Cultural Resources - Harquahala Peak Communication Site 

Preliminary 
Eligibility 

Assessment 
Resource Description (NRHP Criteria) 
AZ S:3:1 (ASM) Harquahala Listed (a) 

Mountain 
Smithsonian Solar 
Observatory 
District 

W - P l e a f  - - - - Redesign 
(compatible design 
and interpretation), 

relocation, 
consolidation with 

CAP facility, or 
interpretive 
mitiaation 

El-96 Section D.7.8.2 (page D.7-92, paragraph 1) of the Draft EWEIS has been modified as follows: 

Site AZ T:9: 12 (rock rings) was recommended as eligible in previous surveys- 

E 1-97 Table D.7-24 in Section D.7.8.2 has been modified as follows for the SCE Palo Verde 
Alternative and please refer to Response El-79 for updates to Table D.7-32 (Potential Effects 
to Cultural Resources in Arizona): 

Table D.7-24. Potential Effects to Cultural Resources - SCE Palo Verde Alternative 

c D m 
Preliminary 
Eligibility 

Assessment 
Resource Description (NRHP Criteria) APE 

AZ T:9:12 Rock Rings Siqnifican t (d) Undefined 7 ? ? ? Avoidance 
Ins-* 

Avoidance AZ T:9:21 Temporary Camp Significant(d) Undefined ? ? ? ? 
Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance AZ T:9:64 Artifact Scatter Siqnificant (d) 

AZ T:9:65 Farmstead Foundation Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

El-98 Section D.. 10.11.1 (page D. 10-27, paragraph 1, line 9) of the Draft EWEIS has been modified 
as follows: 

In the developed areas of the Devers-Harquahala section of the Proposed Project there 
are a number of ack&ied ' existing electric transmission lines. 

El-99 In Table D. 10-3 in Section D. 10.11.1 (page D. 10-28, paragraph 1, line 9) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
the following reference has been deleted: 

El-100 Section D.10.11.2 (page D.lO-32, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

a 

a 

a 
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El-101 

El-102 

El-103 

El-105 

El-106 

El-107 

Interference with iypmtl cathode ray tube (CRT) type computer monitors can be 
detected at magnetic field levels of 10 mG and above, while large screen or high- 
resolution = monitors can be susceptible to interference at levels as low as 5 mG. 

Section D.10.11.2 (page D.lO-32, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

The most common electronic equipment that can be susceptible to magnetic field inter- 
ference is probably CRT type computer monitors.. . .Possible solutions to this problem 
include: relocation of the monitor, use of magnetic shield enclosures, software programs, 
and replacement of W C R T  monitors with liquid crystal displays that are not 
susceptible to magnetic field interference. 

Section D. 10.11.2 (page D. 10-32, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

When a person or animal comes in contact with a conductive object a perceptible cur- 
rent or small - electric shock may occur. Seemday These small electric shocks 
cause no physiological harm; however, they may present a nuisance. 

The generally accepted definition for Extremely Low Frequency (ELF) fields is frequencies 
up to 300 Hz. This is consistent with the definition used by the World Health Organization 
in its EMF project, as well as by other publications. Including higher frequencies (up to 
3,000 Hz) is outside of the area of discussion related to power line frequencies which are 
50-60 Hz, and therefore, no change has been made to the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Section D. 10.11.3 (page D. 10-35, paragraph 6) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

“Possibly carcinogenic to humans” is a classification used to denote an agent for which 
there is limited evidence carcinogenicity in humans and less than sufficient evidence 
for of carcinogenicity in experimental animals. 

Section D. 10.11.3 (page D. 10-35, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

While the results of the DHS report indicate these scientists believe that EMF can cause 
some degree of increased risk for certain health problems, the report did not quantify the 
degree of risk or make any specific recommendations to the CPUC. 

Section D. 10.11.3 (page D. 10-35, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

This would occur because the project combines several existing circuits that are currently 
on separate structures on to double-circuit transmission line structures and optimally arranges 
the line nhases. 

Section D. 10.11.4 (page D. 10-53, paragraph 2, bullet 6) of the Draft EIWEIS has been mod- 
ified as follows: 
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0 Devers-San Bernardho Junction. Locate lest+= loaded 230 kV lines furthest 
from Beaumont High School (no-cost magnetic FieId Reduction Measure) 

El-108 During preparation of the Draft EIWEIS, EIWEIS preparers had only an old version of 
SCE’s “EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities.” The correct version of the docu- 
ment was presented in Appendix 6 of the EWEIS, and the text changes illustrated in Responses 
El-108 through El-110 result from the making the EIR/EIS text consistent with the current 
version. Section D.10.11.4, SCE’s Proposed EMF Mitigation, of the Draft EIWEIS has 
been modified as follows: 

Final EIR/EIS 

SCE’s “EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities” (see Appendix 6)  include the fol- 
lowing methods that may be available to reduce the magnetic field strength levels from 
electric power lines: 

0 Increase distance from lines 

0 Reduce conductor (phase) spacing 

0 Optimize phasing in a multi-circuit corridor 

Convert single-phase to split-phase circuits 

SCE’s EMF mitigation strategy is based on the following: - 
* L  

Design and construction of electric power system must comply with all applicable federal. 
state and local regulation, safety codes and SCE standards. Additional EMF mitigation 
options based 011 CPUC Decision 93- 11-013 must be consistent with these requirements. 
We utilize a four-stage process to select and implement “no-cost and low-cost” mag- 
netic field reduction measures. The measures are implemented in the followine order: 

1. “No-Cost” option(s) that can be uniformly applied to the entire project. “Phasing” 
will almost always be a selected option. 
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El-109 

El-1 10 

El-111 

El-1 12 

El-113 

2. Existing public schools. or those under development (if known) should be the next 
priority for mitigation after “No-Cost” . Measures should be applied equitably along 
the project route if multiple schools are involved. It is possible that all the “low-cost’ 
funds available to the project (;.e., below 4% of the sum of the cost of all project 
elements) will be expended upon measures near schools--leaving little or no funds 
available for other “low cost” measures in other areas. 

3. Residential, Public Parks, Commercial, and Industrial developments should be consid- 
ered for “low-cost” mitigation techniques only if the “lowcost” measures can be applied 
eauitablv to ensure fairness. 

4. Land that is not expected to be developed need not have any “low cost” measures 
applied. 

For example: 

State Parks. 

0 U.S. Forest Service. 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management. 

Formally designated “open space. ’. 

Please refer to Response El-108. 

Please refer to Response E 1 - 108. 

Section D. 10.11.4, SCE’s Proposed EMF Mitigation (page D. 10-53), of the Draft EIWEIS 
has been modified as follows: 

In the case of the Proposed Project SCE has incorporated an optimized phase configura- 
tion for the Devers to Harquahala 500 kV segment, and optimized the phase config- 
urations for the multiple 230 kV and 66 kV circuits in the West of Devers segments as a 
no-cost and low-cost design measure to mitigate EMF levels. 

Section D. 10.11.4, SCE’s Proposed EMF Mitigation (page D. 10-54), of the Draft EIWEIS 
has been modified as follows: 

In the vicinity of Beaumont High School in the West of Devers segment SCE proposes 
locating less loaded 230 kV line furthest from the school as a no-cost EMF reduction 
measure. 

Appendix 1 Section 1.3.2 (page Ap. 1-4, last 2 bullets) of the Draft EWEIS has been modified 
as follows: 

0 €eiwwak Upgrade of a 500 kV shunt line reactor bank and associated discon- 
nect switches within Devers Substation 

*43?s&mw . Upgrade of Special Protection Scheme (SPS) relays at the Devers, Padua, 
and Vista Substations 
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El-1 14 

El-1 15 

El-1 16 

El-1 17 

El-118 

El-1 19 

Appendix 1 Section 4.2.9.3 (page Ap.1-71, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIWEIS has been 
modified as follows for the Alligator Rock-South of 1-10 Frontage Alternative: 

Alternative Length and Ground Disturbance. The Alligator Rock-South of 1-10 
Frontage Alternative would be 04-m miles longer than proposed route along a new 
transmission corridor,. . . 

Appendix 1 Section 4.2.9.3 (page Ap.1-71, paragraph 4) of the Draft EIWEIS has been 
modified as follows for the Alligator Rock-South of 1-10 Frontage Alternative: 

RETAINED FOR ANALYSIS. This alternative would be feasible (if not constructed in 
addition to BPVZ-DSWTP) and meets project objectives. 

Because the tower height data was not available in electronic format, the tower heights 
listed in Appendix 3, Table 1 (Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Align- 
ment - Line 1) were taken from the original DPV2 engineering drawings provided by SCE 
to the CPUC and BLM. Please refer to Response AS-9. 

The headings for Appendix 3, Table 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been modified as follows: 

Table 3. Information for Structures in the Devers-San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-- VISTA #1& #2 DEVERS~SW SAN BERNARDINO #I & #2 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON SOUTHERN "ERpr 
SIDE OF THE ROW) 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON NORTHERN 
SIDE OF THE ROW) 

San Bernardino Junction - 
Line Continues West to Vista Substation 

San Bernardino Junction - 
Line Continues North to San Bernardino 

Substation 

Sheet 1 of 39 in Appendix 10 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified to show the Proposed 
Project as being on north side of the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa line. The corrected map 
is presented in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Please see Response El-1 17 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E2, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

ATTACHMENT A TO SCE COMb E [TS ON THE DPV2 DEIWDEIS 
AIR QUALITY MITIGATION MEASURES 

Section 1.0: Arizona Impacts 

In Draft EIWEIS Sections D. 11.3.1, D.11.4.1 and D. 11.4.2 “significance” thresholds of 
250 tpy are used for characterizing impacts in Arizona. As correctly noted in Section 
D. 11.3.1, Arizona has not established “significance” threshold for use in NEPA analyses. 
The only regulatory thresholds in Arizona for industrial activity are typically for 
stationary sources causing emissions at single locations. There are no generally used 
regulatory thresholds for short-term construction activities occurring over many dispersed 
locations within an airshed in Arizona. Arizona’s air regulations generally rely on the 
use of fugitive dust rules and dust control permits to regulate short-term construction 
activities. Thus, the use of a 250 tpy threshold for determining NEPA “significance” has 
no basis in any Arizona regulatory or policy document. Further, 40 CFR 5 1.853(b) and 
40 CFR Part 93.153(b) do not contain any conformity determination thresholds for areas 
that are in attainment of all standards. 

While the comment in the previous paragraph is equally applicable to Maricopa County, 
it is particularly important in the context of Section D. 11.4.2 which concludes that 
construction related PMlO emissions above 250 tpy in La Paz County can be “potentially 
significant.” The general intent of the NEPA process is to verify that projects do not 
interfere with local air quality plans or contribute to violations of ambient air quality 
standards. Section D.11.4.2 does not provide any demonstration that this project will 
interfere with local plans or that it  will contribute to violations of ambient standards. A 
review of relevant documents shows that this project does not violate air quality 
requirements in La Paz County. First, nothing in the local plans (the Arizona State 
Implementation Plan in the case of La Paz County) prohibits construction nor do they 
have any quantitative thresholds for construction related PMlO emissions. Thus, as long 
as the project complies with fugitive dust requirements in AAC R18-2- Article 6, it will 
not violate local air quality requirements. Second, PMlO emissions from this project will 
not cause or contribute to violations of the PMlO standard. La Paz County is well in 
compliance with PMlO standards - so much so that ADEQ does not even conduct 
monitoring in La Paz County. In addition, because all the construction related emissions 
will not occur at any single location but will be distributed over many different locations, 
there is no possibility of any “hot spot” type of a situation. Therefore, it is quite 
reasonable to conclude that the project will not interfere with air quality plans nor will it 
contribute to any ambient standard violations in La Paz County. 

Based on the explanation provided, the conclusion of “potentially significant” in Section 
D. 11.4.2 is unjustified and should be appropriately modified. Using the conclusion of 
“potentially significant,” Section D. 1 1.4.2 proceeds to list a set of “mitigation” measures. 
Since, as argued above, there will be no violations of local air quality standards the need 
for “mitigation” measures over and above local dust control requirements is not justified 
for Arizona locations. The next comment expands this observation further. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E2, cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

Section 2.0: Fugitive Emissions Dust Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure AQ- 1 a on Page D. 1 1-41 mandates (“. . . SCE “shall”. . .”) that SCE 
should create a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan (FEDCP) for use in construction 
work in all air quality jurisdictions that DPV2 will traverse. A list of “definitive and 
enforceable” measures is also provided. 

SCE and it’s contractors will fully comply with all local dust control rules. These include 
ADEQ R18-2-Article 6; MCAQD Rule 301, 310, 310.01; MDAQMD Rules 401-403; 
and SCAQMD Rules 401-403.1. Each of these rules contains dust control requirements 
that are specific to the particular air quality control region. The list provided in the Draft 
EIWEIS is not necessarily consistent with the region-specific control measures. The list 
also imposes unnecessarily stringent and restrictive control requirements in areas that are 
in compliance with all air quality standards. For example, the requirement to use wheel 
washers does not feature in existing dust control requirements for La Paz County. In 
addition, some local dust control requirements contain a menu of control options rather 
than restrictive single control mandates.’ 

SCE and it’s contractors will have to comply with all local control requirements, and in 
some cases, have to procure local dust control permits’ before commencing activities. 
Local regulators will issue stringent penalties for any instances of non-compliance. Thus, 
local requirements are already “definitive” and most definitely “enforceable.” Creating a 
separate FEDCP as suggested in the Draft EIWEIS is redundant, will result in conflicting 
requirements and additional paperwork burdens in return for limited air quality benefit. 
In addition, it is not clear who would “enforce” the requirements provided in the Draft 
EIWEIS - inspectors from local air agencies would have the authority to enforce only 
those regulations adopted by their specific jurisdictions. 

0 

For this project, the only areas where CEQA “mitigation” measures are relevant are those 
within the South Coast and Salton Sea Air Basins. For these areas, complying with 
SCAQMD Rules 403 and 403.1 is equivalent to complying with the measures proposed 
in the Draft EIWEIS. 

Thus, re-writing Mitigation Measure AQ- 1 a to specify that SCE should comply with all 
local air quality dust control standards and permitting requirements will achieve the 
overall goal of ensuring that the project will not interfere with local air quality plans. By 
averting the imposition of redundant conditions, this approach will also help to reduce the 
ultimate costs of construction. 

* For example, see Tables 1-20 in MCAQD, rule 3 10 MDAQMD Rule 403 specifies “reasonable 
precautions,” as do regulations in ADEQ R18-2-Article 6 SCAQMD Rule 403(d)(5) provides a menu of 
options for reducing trackout emissions 

For example, MCAQD Rule 310/Section 303 1 requlres dust control permits for sites over 0 1 acre m 
surface area SCAQMD Rule 403 1 requires that an approved dust control plan is needed for disturbed 
surface areas greater than 5,000 square feet in Coachella Valley 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E2, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Section 3.0: 2008 On-road/Off-road emissions within the South Coast, 

On-roadHeavy Duty  

ir Basin (SCAB) 

The first table in Page Ap.9- 14 lists a 2008 mileage of 652,602 for Heavy Duty Vehicles 
(HDV) within SCAB. The derivation of this number is not self-evident from the 
information provided in Appendix 9. The sum of HDV mileage for West of Devers 
(WOD) in 2008 as calculated in Page Ap.9-12 is 323,492. Assuming that equipment 
for the East of Devers (EOD) segments originates and ends in the Port of Los Angeles, 
some of the East of Devers emissions would be emitted in SCAB. Assuming that East 
bound equipment deliveries emit for 200 miles into SCAB (assuming a 1-way distance of 
100 miles from Port of LA to western boundary of SCAB), and 982 total 2008 trips (as 
assumed on page Ap.9-6), an additional 196,560 miles would have to be added to the 
WOD total. This leads to a sum of 520,052 miles within SCAB, which is significantly 
lesser than the value of 652,602 on Page Ap. 9- 14. 

The assumption that all major equipment deliveries originate at the Port of Los Angeles is 
overly conservative. It would be more reasonable to assume that half the deliveries 
originate from Phoenix. This would reduce the EOD delivery traffic mileage in SCAB 
from 196,560 miles to about 98,280 miles. 

O n  road construction vehicle mileage 

The assumptions for on-road mileage traveled by heavy and medium duty vehicles are 
provided in the table on page Ap.9-8. The assumption for heavy duty is 8,125 trips and 
for medium duty is 15,517 trips. The round trip mileage for both types of vehicles is 
assumed to be 30 miles. The number of trips is overly conservative. They are almost the 
same as the number of trips assumed for EOD construction (see PageAp.9-6). Clearly, 
EOD segments will involve a much higher degree of construction activity. The assumed 
number of trips for WOD should be reduced by at least three quarters. 

Miscellaneous/Support/Passenger vehicle mileage 

Vehicular mileage assumptions provided on pages Ap.9-7 and Ap.9-8 include an 
exhaustive and sometimes duplicative listing. Specifically, “support” activities (78,000 
miles on Page Ap.9-7), and ‘‘miscellaneous’’ (10,000 miles for heavy duty and 46,980 
miles for medium duty) are redundant. Other entries already include activities which 
might be classified as “support” or ‘‘miscellaneous,’’ namely, sanitary waste, fuel 
transportation, dump trucks, shuttling, etc. Therefore, the entries for “miscellaneous” and 
“support” should be removed. 

For passenger vehicles, 100 mile round trips are assumed for 9 people for every working 
day in 2008. First, while on some days 9 
people may be traveling on purely WOD related activities for 100 miles, on most days 
only a few will be traveling, likely for distances less than 100 miles. Second, even if the 
project was not going to be built, some or all of the same 9 people would be traveling on 
other work related activities. Such travel is already incorporated into the SCAQMD’s 
vehicular emissions projections and would occur regardless of WOD activities. 

This is an overly conservative assumption. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E2, cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

Making the changes discussed above changes the annual emissions totals for all pollutants. 
The effect on NOx emissions is provided below. 

NOx emissions in SCAB 2008 

0 

As indicated in the table above, the total on-road/off-road NOx emissions in SCAB for 
2008 can be reasonably calculated to be 8.07 tons. The calculations in the Draft EIWEIS 
come out to 16.07 tons (see Page Ap.9-14). When carried through, the annual emissions 
for 2008 in SCAB can reasonably be calculated to be 25 tpy, rather than the 33 tpy 
calculated in the draft EIWEIS. The result of this calculation is that the project will be 
compliant with the General Conformity threshold of 25 tpy. Finally, it should be pointed 
out that some overly conservative assumptions were also identified in the off-road 
emission calculations. With more appropriate assumptions, the total 2008 NOx 
emissions within SCAB would be reduced even further below the 25 tpy threshold. Thus, 
the Draft EIFUEIS should be appropriately modified to indicate that the 25 tpy threshold 
will not be exceeded in SCAB. 
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Comment Set E2, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Section 4.0: Localized Significance Thresholc., 

Potential localized construction impacts are discussed on Page D. 11-45 of the Draft 
EIWEIS, with calculations provided in Table D.11-20. A key assumption in these 
calculations is the distance of the closest receptor. The Draft EIWEIS uses a receptor 
distance of 25 meters, and concludes that there will be “significant and unavoidable” 
localized PM 10 impact from the project. This is an unreasonably extreme conclusion. A 
receptor distance of 25 meters is certainly not a good assumption for all construction sites 
within the SCAQMD jurisdiction. A receptor distance of 50 meters is a good assumption 
for the vast majority of sites. At a distance of 50 meters, the calculated PM 10 emissions 
(10.37 lbs/day in Table D.11-20) will be lesser than the relevant threshold (11 lbs/day 
from Table C-4 in the Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology document of 
the SCAQMD). The discussion on page D.11-45 should be revised to indicate that 
localized impacts will not be necessarily significant in all areas of SCAQMD. In some 
stretches, project construction may occur in close proximity to residential areas (e.g. 
around San Bernardino and Vista Substations). In those areas, SCE’s compliance with 
Rule 403 dust control requirements will ensure that there will be no interference with air 
quality plans nor will there be any nuisance dust generated. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

E2-4 APM G-4 in Table D. 13-1 1 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be 

I incorporated into project design: 

Responses to Comment Set E2 0 Southern California Edison Company 

E2- 1 SCE’s comments regarding the origin of APM G-1 are noted. Note that the Indio Aggregates, 
Hot Mix and Recycling Facility owned by Granite Construction Incorporated is located within 
the Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation segment as described in Section D.4.2.7 of 
the EIR/EIS. In addition, as acknowledged by Impact L-2 in EIR/EIS Section D.4.6.7, 
Proposed Project construction would temporarily disturb the land uses it traverses or adja- 
cent land uses within the Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation segment, including the 
Granite Construction site. These impacts are classified as significant, but mitigable with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure L-la (Prepare Construction Notification Plan), which 
requires SCE to coordinate its construction activities with the affected land uses to ensure 
that construction conflicts are minimized. Therefore, although APM G-1’s intent is to 
minimize disruptions to any active mining operations, the EIWEIS Mitigation Measure 
L-la has been proposed to help further ensure that disruptions are minimized as well. 

E2-2 APM G-2 in Table D. 13-1 1 (Applicant Proposed’Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be 
incorporated into project design: 

Individual Ttransmission towers will not be sited on nor straddle the mapped traces of 
any known fault that has been designated active or potentially active. In areas where 
known faults are present, the Holder will visually check the tower site area before 
clearing, and will check the tower footing holes for any trace of a previously unmapped 
fault. If manifestations of a fault are found, construction will immediately stop at that 
site and the Holder will consult with the Ilolder’s Geologist and ___ the BLM Authorized 
Officer. The Holder’s Geologist and the BLM Authorized Officer will determine if it is 
a fault trace and if so, will ascertain if it is active, potentially active, or inactive. 

E2-3 APM G-3 in Table D.13-11 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be 
incorporated into project design: 

Where this is not feasible, the Holder will incorporate slack spans to bridge the fault(s) 
such that the projected lateral surface displacement, as forecast by the Holder’s 
gwbgw Geologist and accepted by the BLM Authorized Officer, will not structurally 
affect the associated towers. 

October 2006 

-eIn general, an appropriate tower design, which accounts for lateral 
wind loads and conductor loads, u xceeds any credible seismic 
loading (groundshaking). 

. .  

E- 123 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

E2-5 APM G-6 in Table D. 13-1 1 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be 
incorporated into project design: 

Wherever pc+ssMe feasible to minimize the potential for slope instability, towers will 
be located to avoid gullies or active drainages, and over-steepened slopes. 

E2-6 APM G-7 in Table D. 13-1 1 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section BS) has been updated as follows and will be 
incorporated into project design: 

SCE will provide a list of sites where helicopter construction is recommended. The 
Authorized Officer may require, on a site-specific basis, helicopter assisted construction 
in sensitive areas. Sensitive areas are those that exhibit both (1) high erosion potential 
and/or slope instability; and (2) a lack of existing aeeess-stub roads within a reasonable 
distance of the tower sites , or existing access that is not 
suitable for upgrading to accommodate conventional tower construction or line stringing 
equipment, and where it is determined that, after field review, the issues of erosion 
and/or slope instability cannot be successfully mitigated through implementation of 
accepted engineering practices. 

E2-7 APM G-8 in Table D. 13-1 1 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be 
incorporated into project design: 

Mitigation of potentially significant impacts to the western end of the proposed trans- 
mission line due to (I)  potential surface fault rupture along the Banning, Mission Creek, 
and Mecca Hills faults, and (2) potential for severe seismic shaking can be achieved by 
standard design methods listed below: 

a. Individual Rowers will be sited so as not to straddle active fault traces. 

E2-8 Please refer to Response E2-59 regarding the addition of “to the extent feasible.” Mitiga- 
tion Measure G-la in Section D. 13.6.1 and throughout the EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

G-la Protect desert pavement. Grading for new access roads or work areas in areas 
covered by desert pavement shall be avoided if possible. If avoidance of these areas 
is not possible, the desert pavement surface shall be protected from damage or dis- 
turbance from construction vehicles by use of temporary mats on the surface- 

E2-9 Mitigation Measure G-2a in Section D. 13.6.1 and throughout the EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

G-2a Conduct geotechnical studies for p&&m&~- - * soils to assess characteristics and 
aid in appropriate foundation design. 

E2-10 Mitigation Measure G-5a in Section D.13.6.3 and throughout the EIR/EIS has been modi- 
fied as follows: 
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E2-11 

E2- 12 

E2- 13 

E2-14 

E2- 15 

E2- 16 

E2-17 

E2-18 

E2-19 

G-5a &&ee&Design project facilities to avoid impact from ground failure. 

APM G-12 in Table D. 13-1 1 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology, Mineral Resources, 
and Soils) and in Table B-15 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be 
incorporated into project design: 

Side casting of soil during grading will be minimized. Excess soil and excavated soil 

dispersed around tower construction sites or on stub or access roads. 

’ 

will be properly stabilized or, & L .  

Please refer to Response E2-8. 

Please refer to Response E2-9. 

Please refer to Response E2-10. 

APM W-5 in Table D. 12-3 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Hydrology and Water Resources) 
and in Table B-14 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be incorporated 
into project design: 

Towers will be located to the extent feasible to avoid active drainage channels, espe- 
cially downstream of steep hillslope areas, to minimize the potential for damage by flash 
flooding and mud and debris flows 

APM W-6 in Table D. 12-3 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Hydrology and Water Resources) 
and in Table B-14 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be incorporated 
into project design: 

Diversion dikes or other strucrural enhancements will be required to divert runoff around 
a tower structure if (a) the location in an active channel cannot be avoided; and (b) where 
there is a very significant flood scour/deposition threat, unless specifically exempted by 
the BLM Authorized Officer. 

Mitigation Measure H-6a in Section D.12.7.1 (and other occurrences of this text) has been 
modified as follows: 

H-6a Design diversion dikes or other site remediatiom to avoid damage to adjacent 
property. 

The comment that additional surveys are scheduled to be performed in Spring 2007 has 
been noted. 

The EIR/EIS preparers used the APMs as written by SCE in its PEA and did not change 
the language of these APMs when they were presented in the EIR/EIS. Where an APM did 
not fully help mitigate particular impacts to less than significant levels, the EIR/EIS preparers 
recommended specific mitigation measures associated with each significant impact (as applic- 
able) to supplement the APMs and help reduce impacts. Therefore, the EIWEIS preparers can 
accept changes the language of SCE’s APMs only in cases where these changes do not affect 
the impact analysis completed in the EIWEIS. In the case of APM B-14, the change was not 
made. Note that Section D.2 (Biological Resources) provides thorough analysis of Proposed 
Project impacts and applicable mitigation measure for biological resources. 
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E2-20 

E2-21 

E2-22 

E2-23 

E2-24 

E2-25 

SCE had no comments on this measure, but only notes that there are different requirements 
for Arizona and California and SCE may be required to buy Arizona plants of this type. 

Please refer to Response E2-19 regarding edits to APMs that were proposed by SCE as part 
of the Proposed Project. APM B-11 has not been changed. Note that Section D.2 (Biological 
Resources) provides thorough analysis of Proposed Project impacts and applicable mitigation 
measure for biological resources. 

Please refer to Response E2-19 regarding edits to APMs that were proposed by SCE as part 
of the Proposed Project. APM B-12 has not been changed. Note that Section D.2 (Biological 
Resources), provides thorough analysis of Proposed Project impacts and applicable mitigation 
measure for biological resources. 

Please refer to Response E2-59 regarding the addition of “to the greatest extent feasible.” 

The requirement that SCE “coordinate with the BLM and USFWS” does means the Kofa 
NWR, with respect to the USFWS. 

Hydroseeding or drill seeding with native desert plants does work if planned correctly, (Le., 
timing and good seed choice) and has been required on other BLM projects in the region. 
However, the Mitigation Measure B-la (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Com- 
pensation Plan) in Section D.2.6.1.1 will be modified as follows to allow flexibility in the 
use of restoration techniques: 

B-la Prepare and implement a Habitat RestorationKompensation Plan. SCE shall 
restore all areas disturbed by project construction, including temporary disturbance 
areas around tower construction sites, laydown/staging areas, temporary access and 
spur roads, and existing tower locations that are removed during construction of the 
Proposed Project. Where onsite restoration is planned for mitigation of temporary 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, SCE shall identify a qualified Habitat 
Restoration Specialist to be approved by the CPUC/BLM. Hydroseeding, drill 
seeding, or an otherwise approved restoration technique shall be utilized on all disturbed 
surfaces using a locally endemic native seed mix approved by the CPUC/CDFG/ 
ADGF/FWS and BLM (on BLM lands). SCE shall flag the limits of disturbance at 
each construction site. In project areas that occur in the WRCMSHCP plan area, SCE 
shall use the applicable Best Management Practices identified in the WRCMSHCP. 

The 500 area around each tower is not intended to be a buffer where activities cannot 
occur. The 500 foot area is intended to ensure that vehicles do not stop or drive in areas that 
support populations of noxious weeds. The mitigation will be clarified to this effect. Previous 
BLM projects have required that all known populations of noxious weeds be flagged for avoid- 
ance along access roads to prevent the spread or establishment of new populations. The 
weed list utilized by the project would consist of the BLM and ADA list for noxious plants. 

Mitigation, including washing vehicles before and after entering all project sites, has been 
utilized on previous projects to reduce the potential for the spread of noxious weeds. 
However, the mitigation has been modified to indicate that washing vehicles will occur 
unless otherwise authorized by the BLM. In addition, in response to the USFWS the miti- 
gation has been modified to address their concerns regarding weed abatement in the Coachella 
Valley Preserve. Mitigation Measures B-2a and B-2b in Section D.2.6.1.2 have been mod- 
ified as follows: 
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B-2a Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory. SCE shall survey the project cor- 
ridor, including access roads, for populations of invasive and noxious weeds prior 
to the start of construction. All populations of invasive and noxious weeds located along 
access or spur roads within 500 feet of each tower location shall be flagged prior to 
construction unless otherwise directed by the BLM . 

B-2b Implement control measures for invasive and noxious weeds. SCE shall 
adhere to the BLM management guidelines for reducing the potential for the 
introduction of noxious weeds and invasive, non-native plant species en-the 
~ ~ U V M H &  by implementation of the following standards: 
0 Wash all equipment and vehicles. Vehicles and all equipment must be washed 

BEFORE AND AFTER entering all project sites unless otherwise directed in writing 
by the BLM. This includes wheels, undercarriages, bumpers and all parts of 
the vehicle. In addition, all tools such as chain saws, hand clippers, pruners, 
etc., must also be washed BEFORE AND AFTER entering all project sites. For 
example, vehicles traveling into contaminated areas are the main dispersal 
mechanism for yellow star-thistle. All washing must take place where rinse 
water is collected and disposed of in either a sanitary sewer or a landfill. 

Keep written logs. When vehicles and equipment are washed, a daily log must 
be kept stating the location, date and time, types of equipment, methods used and 
staff present. The log shall contain the signature of the responsible crewmember. 

Written logs will be available for CPUUBLM inspection and shall be turned in 
to BLM on a weekly basis. 

Post-construction weed abatement on the Coachella Vallej Preserve. 
construction ____.I__-- follow-ug weed ~ ahatenlent will be conducted on the work areas 
wirhin the Coachella Valley Preserve and Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Weed 
abatement will be conducted during spring following construction and prior 
to when the weeds _-  __.__ establish -______.. flowers or produce seeds. 

0 

0 

0 
__--_____-I_-- 

___I_---- _”__- 

E2-26 This measure is intended to address both impacts to common and sensitive nesting birds. 
The 500 foot buffer is common practice and is routinely implemented for projects in California. 
The 500 foot buffer is intended to ensure that impacts to sensitive species do not occur. 
This distance, however, is site dependent and may change based on existing conditions includ- 
ing ambient noise, level of disturbance, and site topography. For common birds this buffer 
can be reduced; however, for listed species this distance protects SCE from having inci- 
dental “Take” of a listed species. Mitigation Measure B-5a for Impact B-5 (Construction 
activities during the breeding season would result in a potential loss of nesting birds) in Sec- 
tion D.2.6.1.5 has be modified to reflect that difference: 

B-5a Conduct pre-construction surveys and monitoring for breeding birds. SCE 
shall conduct protocol level surveys for nesting birds if construction activities 
are scheduled to occur during the breeding season for raptors and other migratory 
birds. Surveys shall be conducted in areas within 500 feet of tower sites, laydown/ 
staging areas, substation sites, and access road/spur road locations. SCE shall 
be responsible for designating a CPUC/BLM-approved qualified biologist who can 
conduct pre-construction surveys and monitoring for breeding birds. If State or 
federally listed birds e- . L+ with active nests are found, a biological 
monitor shall establish a 500-foot buffer around the nest and no activities will be 
allowed within the buffer until the young have fledged from the nest or the nest 0 
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fails. The biological monitor shall conduct regular monitoring of the nest to 
determine success/failure and to ensure that project activities are not conducted 
within the 500-foot buffer until the nesting cycle is complete or the nest fails. The 
biological monitor shall be responsible for documenting the results of the 
surveys and the ongoing monitoring. A 300 foot buffer shall be implemented in 
the event that raptors or other species protected under the MBTA are located. This 
buffer will be evaluated after consultation with the CPUCIBLMICDFG and USFWS. 

E2-27 

E2-28 

E2-29 

E2-30 

E2-3 1 

E2-32 

Mitigation Measure B-6a does not require or insinuate that common plant species will be 
transplanted. This measure is intended to address the plant species identified by the ADA 
and the BLM and has been addressed in APM Bio-9, Bio-10, Bio-11, and Bio-12. There- 
fore, Mitigation Measure B-6a (Develop a transplanting plan) in Section D.2.6.1.6 has not 
been revised. 

APM B-15 in Table D.2-14 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Biological Resources) and in 
Table B-10 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be incorporated into project 
design: 

In the vicinity of the Colorado River, existing tower spacings and conductor heights 
will be matched to the geatest extent practical. 

The measure referenced by SCE was originally a provision of the BLM permit for the 
DPV2 right-of-way. The changes are not accepted, but may be negotiated with BLM as to 
the appropriateness for new permit conditions that would be issued following a Record of 
Decision on the DPV2 Project. The specifics of land purchase transactions must be handled 
with BLM directly outside of the EIR/EIS process. 

SCE states that this measure is contrary to requirements of the CAISO. However, this 
measure was presented by SCE itself in its PEA, and the impact analysis in the EIR/EIS 
was done assuming that this measure would be implemented. Please refer to Response E2-19 
regarding edits to APMs that were proposed by SCE as part of the Proposed Project. APM 
B-30 has not been changed. Note that Section D.2 (Biological Resources) provides thorough 
analysis of Proposed Project impacts and applicable mitigation measure for biological resources. 

APM B-31 in Table D.2-14 (Applicant Proposed Measures - Biological Resources) and in 
Table B-10 (see Section B.5) has been updated as follows and will be incorporated into 
project design: 

Any desert tortoise observed on access roads or work areas will be moved immediately 
-lQ@p&saway from the roadway into safe areas. 

The EIR/EIS preparers utilized the APMs as proposed by SCE in its PEA and did not change 
the language of these APMs from that presented in the PEA. Where an APM did not fully 
help mitigate particular impacts to less than significant levels, the EIR/EIS preparers 
recommended specific mitigation measures for each significant impact (as applicable) to 
supplement the APMs and help reduce impacts. Therefore, the EIIUEIS preparers will not 
change the language of SCE’s APMs based on these comments given that the text of these 
measures were part of SCE’s Application to the CPUC. Therefore, APM B-34 has not been 
modified. Note that Section D.2 (Biological Resources) provides thorough analysis of Proposed 
Project impacts and applicable mitigation measure for biological resources. Mitigation Mea- 
sure B-9f (Table D.2-14) was developed based on consultation with the BLM regarding this 
issue and is consistent with the APM B-34. 
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E2-33 a 
E2-34 

E2-35 

Please refer to Response E2-26 regarding Mitigation Measure B-5a (Conduct pre-construction 
surveys and monitoring for breeding birds). 

Please refer to Response E2-24 regarding Mitigation Measure B-la (Prepare and implement 
and Habitat RestorationKompensation Plan). 

Mitigation Measure B-7a (Avoid Colorado River) does not prohibit SCE from spanning the 
river. 

Mitigation Measure B-7b (Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys) has not been changed. 
Only a qualified desert tortoise monitor can move the animal if encountered under a vehicle. 
In addition, there is no requirement to construct anything other than a man made burrow 
based on the professional judgment of the biologist. The intent is to match where possible the 
direction of the opening and other physical factors. 

It is not clear which issue is referenced in “see earlier comments” but the response to Comment 
E2-29 may be appropriate. There were no earlier comments specific to Mitigation Measure 
B-7c (Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to tortoise habitat) and no revisions have been 
made. 

No change has been made to Mitigation Measure B-7d (Purchase mitigation lands for impacts 
to fringe-toed lizard habitat). The document only requires the purchase of mitigation lands 
if directed to by the USFWS. In addition, this measure has been modified at the direction of 
the USFWS. 

No change has been made to Mitigation Measure B-9e (Construct pre-construction surveys 
and owl relocation); instead, Mitigation Measure B-5a (Conduct pre-construction surveys and 
monitoring for breeding birds) has been modified to reflect SCE’s comment (see Response 
E2-26). 

Mitigation Measure B-9f has been modified regarding Burnt Mountain and this area will be 
removed. The avoidance period is based on consultation with the USFWS. Mitigation Mea- 
sure B-9f (Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period) revisions are as 
follows: 

B-9f Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period. Construction 
activities conducted within suitable habitat near Burnt Mountain, Harquahala Moun- 
tain, and Kofa NWR shall not occur during the period of the year when bighorn 
sheep are lambing (from January 1 to April 30). A pre-construction survey for big- 
horn sheep shall bc conducted on Forest Servjce lands prior to comX~-uctjon and 
maintenance of the transmission lines. If bighorn sheep are found, then SCE shall 
consult with the Forest Service, USFWS, and Bighorn Institute to identify appro- 
priate avoidance measures. 

It is acknowledged that capturing or relocating wildlife can pose risks to the biologist. Miti- 
gation Measure B-9g (Conduct pre-construction surveys and relocation for American badger) 
has been modified in accordance with this comment as follows to require consultation with 
the CDFG and BLM regarding the procedures utilized to reduce impacts to badgers if avoid- 
ance is not possible: 

October 2006 E- 129 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

B -9g Conduct pre-construction surveys and relocation for American badger. Prior to 
construction, SCE shall conduct pre-construction surveys for American badger. 
Surveys will be conducted prior to ground disturbance activities in areas that con- 
tain habitat for this species. Badger dens located outside the project area shall be flagged 
for avoidance. Unoccupied dens located in the right of way shall be covered to prevent 
the animal from re-occupying the den prior to construction. If occupied dens are 
identified in the area of the ROW that must be disturbed, the CDFGIBLMIForest 
Service shall be consulted regarding options for action. Hand-excavation is an option 
if occupied dens cannot be avoided, but alteniatives shall be considered due to poten- 

Dens shall be hand-excavated only before or after the breed- 
ing season (February 1-May 30). Any relocation of badgers shall take place after 
consultation with the BLM, Forest Service, and CDFG. 

tial danger to biologists. , -  

E2-37 

E2-38 

E2-39 

E2-40 

E2-4 1 

E2-42 

In regards to the comment about Mitigation Measure B-9h (Conduct pre-construction surveys 
for roosting bats), all bat species are protected by Arizona State Law and any bats residing 
in caves or caverns are protected by AGFD under Arizona Revised Statutes 813-3702; bats 
are protected by AGFD under Arizona State.Law from “take” as defined by Arizona Revised 
Statutes 317-101. 

In addition, SCE will conduct pre-construction surveys in habitat suitable for the Coachella Valley 
round-tailed squirrel species in the Coachella Valley. Mitigation Measure B-9i (Schedule con- 
struction when the Coachella Valley round-tailed squirrel is dormant) is only required where 
colonies of this species have been identified. 

Mitigation Measure B-16a (Prepare and implement a raven control plan) is based on APM B-20 
(see Table B-10 in Section B.5). This measure does not identify nor set an exact schedule 
for the removal of nests. Removing raven nests would require coordination with the USFWS 
as indicated in the mitigation measure. Therefore, Mitigation Measure B-16a has not been 
revised. 

It is understood that steep slopes may make implementation of this measure infeasible in cer- 
tain situations. In fact, the measure already includes the statement that “Site-specific con- 
ditions will determine when such mitigation is feasible.” No change is required. 

SCE’s comment relates to language from the original ROW Grant from BLM that was repeated 
in SCE’s PEA in the mitigation chapter. The language may or may not be used by BLM in 
the ROW Grant for the DPV2 line. 

See response to Comment E2-40. 

Construction sites are not limited to substations. In addition to substations, construction 
sites include communication facilities sites, series capacitor sites, and optical repeater sites. 
No change has been made to Mitigation Measure V-la (Reduce visibility of construction activities 
and equipment) specifying construction sites. Regarding the request for notification, it is 
not appropriate for a measure to impose requirements on the Lead Agency. It will be the 
responsibility of SCE to coordinate with BLM during construction on these issues. 

0 

0 
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E%-43 a 

€32-44 

E2-45 

E246 

E2-47 

No basis has been provided for the request to modify the language of Mitigation Measure 
V-2a. Given the potential persistence of land scars in arid environments, it will likely be 
necessary in a number of areas to aggressively revegetate in order mitigate the impact of land 
scars. SCE’s concerns regarding the success of revegetation in the desert environment are 
acknowledged; however, the measure has not been modified. The determination of success 
will be defined with BLM staff in developing the revegetation plan. 

Regarding the requested changes to Mitigation Measures V-2b and V-2c with regard to 
CPUC/BLM response timeframes, measures do not include performance requirements for 
the Lead Agencies, as suggested by SCE so the suggested change has not been included. 
Timeframes for review will be addressed in the establishment of the mitigation monitoring 
program with SCE, CPUC, and BLM. 

Please refer to Response E2-59 regarding the addition of “where feasible” to Mitigation Mea- 
sure V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors). 

Mitigation Measure V-6b (Screen ancillary facilities) throughout Section D.3 (Visual Resources) 
has been deleted except for its application to Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative 
under Impact V-35 [Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and 
skylining when viewing the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative site from Key 
Viewpoint 29 on Salome Highway (VS VC)] in Section D.3.8.3. 

Control of night lighting is crucial to ensure that night lighting impacts do not occur, partic- 
ularly in rural low light environments. Therefore, Mitigation Measure V-6c has not been 
changed. This measure applies only to facilities specifically defined in impact titles; for 
example, as mitigation for Impact V-17, the measure would apply to the California Series Capac- 
itor Bank. The measure is not applied to the Devers or Valley Substations. 

Because Impact V-19 is a Class I11 impact and would be less than significant with or with- 
out the implementation of Mitigation Measure V-19a, and given the concerns raised in this 
comment, Mitigation Measure V- 19a (Reduce Visual Contrast by Painting Towers with 
Appropriate Colors) is hereby deleted from the Draft EIWEIS and Table D.3-11. Text under 
Operational Impacts in Section D.3.6.7 (Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation) has 
been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure V-3a is recommended to reduce the visual impact along this portion 
of the project. W 1 1  . .  

significant, mitigation is recommended in compliance with NEPA requirements (please 
see the explanation of mitigation for less than significant impacts in Section D. 1.2). . . 
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E2-48 

E2-49 

E2-50 

E2-5 1 

E2-52 

Note that Mitigation Measure WR-la (Coordinate construction schedule and activities with 
the authorized officer of the recreation area) in Section D.5 (Wilderness and Recreation) and 
WR- l c  (Coordinate with local agencies to identify alternative recreation areas) specifically 
provide a list identifying the recreational areas and resources that would be affected by the 
Proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measure N- la  (implement best management practices for construction noise) 
allows SCE to create construction noise on weekends according to “an alternative schedule 
established by the local jurisdiction. ” The prohibitions on weekend construction noise, if 
any, for each local jurisdiction are shown in Section D.8.4.3 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, 
and Standards: Local). 

Mitigation Measure L- 1 a (prepare construction notification plan) identifies a requirement 
that SCE must submit its proposed resident notification program, which would help to avoid 
noise complaints during construction activities. 

Mitigation Measure N- la  (implement best management practices for construction noise) iden- 
tifies the best management practices (BMP) that must be implemented to avoid a potentially 
significant noise impact during construction. There is no separate manual of BMPs for con- 
struction noise. 

Regarding comments on Mitigation Measure C-2a, SCE is not expected to initiate con- 
sultation with Native American groups or individuals. The BLM, as lead federal agency, 
and in accordance with Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 and Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation, will conduct required government-to-government consulta- 
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tion with interested Native American tribes and individuals. Nonetheless, as set forth in 
this mitigation measure, and Mitigation Measure C-3a, the Applicant shall provide assistance 
and support, as requested and directed by the BLM. This may include drafting correspond- 
ence, mailings, telephone follow-ups, interviews, attending meetings, and other activities as 
requested. The Applicant shall also undertake required treatments, studies, or other actions 
that result from the BLM’s consultation with Native Americans. 

E2-53 

E2-54 

E2-55 

E2-56 

E2-57 

E2-58 

E2-59 

E2-60 

E2-6 1 

Please refer to Response E2-52. 

Please refer to Response E2-1 

Please see response to Comment E2-19 regarding changes to APMs. APM L-4 has not been 
modified; however, note that the Project Description correctly characterizes the types of 
towers to be installed in agricultural land. Note that Section D.6 (Agriculture) provides thor- 
ough analysis of Proposed Project impacts and applicable mitigation measure for agricultural 
resources. 

The comment is unclear, and it appears that no change to Mitigation Measure L-lc has been 
requested. In preparing the land use analysis, the EIR/EIS preparers assumed that any land 
crossing and/or acquisition issues between SCE and the Agua Caliente Tribe would be 
negotiated by the two parties prior to implementation of the project. The EIWEIS land use 
impact analysis (in Section D.4.6.7) discussion’s intent is to merely present the information 
regarding these issues as provided by SCE and the Tribe. In fact, Section D.4.6.7 on page 
D.4-36, acknowledges that as of the writing of the Draft EIWEIS, “SCE and the Agua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla Indians still need to resolve issues of land acquisition for the Proposed Project. 
Mitigation Measure L-lc merely requires SCE to provide proof of their negotiations with 
the Tribe to CPUC and BLM. Therefore, no changes to Mitigation Measure L-lc have been 
made based on the comment. 

Please refer to Response E2-55. 

See Response E2- 19 above. In addition, Mitigation Measure L-la (Prepare Construction Noti- 
fication Plan) has been proposed to ensure coordination of proposed project impacts on all 
affected land uses, including the Palo Verde Irrigation District. Therefore, for the reasons enu- 
merated above under the response to SCE’s comments on APM L-4, and the fact that Miti- 
gation Measure L-la would be implemented to ensure coordination between SCE and affected 
land owners, no changes have been made to APM L-6. 

It is unnecessary to include the phrase “where feasible” into mitigation measures, because miti- 
gation measures, by definition have to be feasible. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4 (a)( I), “An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant 
adverse impacts ...” Therefore, if SCE feels that this measure is not feasible, SCE needs to 
enumerate the specific reasons why this measure needs to be revised. Therefore, the Mitigation 
Measure has not been revised. 

See Response E2-58. 

Please refer to Response E2-19. APM A-7 has not been modified. Regarding whether or 
not the “marshalling yards” would be considered to be part of the construction site, this would 
depend on whether SCE is required to modify the site in any way (e.g., grading, graveling, 
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E2-62 

E2-63 

E2-64 

E2-65 

E2-66 

paving) for use in this project and on whether construction equipment would be stored at 
the site. In establishing the mitigation monitoring program, this type of issue will be defined 
between SCE, the CPUC, and BLM. 

Mitigation Measure T-7a (Repair roadways damaged by construction activities) in Section 
D.9.6.1 and Table D.9-18 has been modified as follows: 

T-7a Repair roadways damaged by construction activities. If roadways, sidewalks, medians, 
curbs, shoulders, or other such features are damaged by the project’s construction activ- 
ities, as determined by the CPUC Environmental Monitor or the affected public 
agency, SCE shall coordinate repairs with the affected public agencies and ensure that 
any such damage is repaired to the pre-construction condition within __ 6038 days from 
the end of @&e construction @witliin each affected county. 

Impact P-1 throughout Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety) and the rest of the EIR/EIS 
has been updated as follows: 

Impact P-1: Soil contamination -could result from improper handling 
and/or storage of hazardous matenals during construction activities 

Mitigation Measure P-1C has been modified in Section D.10.6.1 and in Table D.lO-9 as 
follows: 

P-lc Ensure proper disposal of construction waste. All non-hazardous construction and 
demolition waste, including trash and litter, garbage, and other solid waste sliall be 
disposed of properly. flEetroleum products; and other potentially hazardous materials, 
shall be removed to a hazardous waste facility permitted or otherwise authorized to 
treat, store, or dispose of such materials. 

Although the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 applies to municipal governments, 
it also applies to State agencies. The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) 
states that, “State agencies should be an example for others and a force around California in 
the area of recycling and resource conservation.” In 1997, the CIWMB identified construction 
and demolition materials, along with organic materials, as making up half of the State’s 
waste stream, the recycling of which is a key element to achieving 50 percent diversion of 
waste. AB 939, which enacted the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, states in PRC 
§40001 that “the responsibility for solid waste management is a shared responsibility between 
the state and local governments. The state shall exercise its legal authority in a manner that 
ensures an effective and coordinated approach to the safe management of all solid waste 
generated within the state ...” PRC §40001 of AB 939 goes on to state that, “it is the policy 
of the state to assist local governments in minimizing duplication of effort, and in minimizing 
the costs incurred, in implementing this division through the development of regional coop- 
erative efforts and other mechanisms which comply with this division. ” As the Proposed 
Project traverses lands for which city and county waste management agencies are responsible 
for solid waste disposal, by requiring this mitigation measure as written, the CPUC is assisting 
these municipal governments in their compliance with AB 939 and the Integrated Waste Man- 
agement Act of 1989. No changes have been made to Mitigation Measure S-2a (Recycle con- 
struction waste). 

Please refer to Response E2-19. APM A-2 has not been modified. 
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E2-67 

0 E2-68 

E2-69 

E2-70 

E2-7 1 

E2-72 

E2-73 

Please refer to Response E2-19. APM A-4 has not been modified. 

Please refer to Response E2-19. APM A-5 has not been modified. 

Please refer to Response E2-19. APM A-7 has not been modified. Regarding the definition 
of offsite marshalling areas, please see Response E2-61. 

Please see Response E2-73. No revisions to this condition have been made. 

This mitigation measure requires that helicopter use be minimized to the extent practical in 
the federal and state ozone non-attainment areas within California, only. The project route 
through Arizona, where the most remote tower sites are located, is not subject to this miti- 
gation measure. Where conditions are such that helicopter delivery of supplies or personnel 
are required, or preferred due to other environmental issue concerns, they can be allowed at 
the discretion of the CPUC. Additionally, this condition provides assurance for the General Con- 
formity findings for the Salton Sea Air Basin and reasonable accuracy for the South Coast Air 
Basin NOx emissions and associated offset requirements, which both assume minimal heli- 
copter use. Unfettered helicopter use could drastically increase the NOx emissions for the 
project. 

Due to the apparent confusion regarding the applicability, and to correct the regulatory over- 
ride authority noted within this condition, this condition is has been revised for clarity as 
follows: 

AQ-lg Reduce helicopter use during construction. Helicopter use in California shall be lim- 
ited to that necessary for conductor installation, using helicopters of the smallest practical 
size:: and Hhelicopters shall not be used for delivering supplies or personnel within 
California aftjtfederal or State ozone nonattainment areas except as 
specifically excepted by the . \  . . CPUC due to limitations in road 
access and/or to reduce other adverse environmental impacts associated with road 
construction/travel (such as to biological resources or cultural resources)e+d%A4. 

. .  _ _ _ -  

. -  

Please refer to E2-59 regarding the addition of “when feasible” to Mitigation Measure AQ-lh 
(Schedule deliveries outside of peak hours). 

Please see response to Response E2-73 regarding Mitigation Measure AQ-li (Obtain NOx 
emissions offsets). There is no direct comment on this condition and it will not be revised. 
If a separate General Conformity analysis is performed prior to the ROD and the emission 
estimates for NOx within the SCAB are revised then the applicability of this condition may 
be affected at that time. 

Section 1 .O: Arizona Impacts. Selecting air quality impact significance criteria for Arizona 
portions of the project depended on first determining whether the local jurisdictions (MDAQD 
or ADEQ) have any recommended NEPA air quality significance criteria. Because these local 
jurisdictions do not have any such recommended criteria, the second step of selection of appro- 
priate significance thresholds lies with the BLM. Note that no other governmental agencies 
(local, state, or federal) commented on the significance criteria used in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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The air quality impact thresholds used for the NEPA analysis within Arizona were based on 
BLM’s review of precedence set by other NEPA documents. This is in contrast to the CEQA 
thresholds that are published by local air quality management agencies. NEPA documents 
that cover large linear or area source projects like the Proposed Project are not frequently pub- 
lished (Le., non-point source projects’). The comment correctly notes that non-point source 
projects are difficult to assess because of their disperse nature, but the comment does not support 
its assertion that project-related construction emissions would not cause or contribute to a 
potential violation of the standards. This could only be demonstrated with a dispersion model- 
ing analysis. A 250 tonslyear threshold was selected as appropriate for an emission-based 
criteria for the attainment areas based on the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
program thresholds and the review of other NEPA documents, including the 2002 FEIS for 
the Lake Mead National Park - Lake Management Plan2 that in part use 250 tondyear. The 
Lake Mead National Park - Lake Management Plan project is similar to DPV2 as it involves 
emissions over a large area that is also in attainment with all pollutant standards. 

Section 2.0: Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan. Compliance with regulations is a base 
assumption in the Draft EIR/EIS because SCE is required by law to comply with all appro- 
priate air quality regulations. However, compliance with all regulations does not guarantee 
that a project is properly mitigated. 

The intent of the mitigation is to provide “definitive” instruction on how to avoid the potential 
impact. Therefore, the purpose of the Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan (FDECP) required 
by Mitigation Measure AQ-la is to dejine and spec,!& precisely the methods that will be used 
to mitigate the fugitive dust emissions. Some of these requirements are already defined precisely 
in Mitigation Measure AQ-la in order to provide the necessary amount of emission control 
dictated by the impact analysis. As noted by the comment, “some local dust control require- 
ments contain a menu of options rather than restrictive single control mandates”. The miti- 
gation measure aims to provide specific direction because the Proposed Project has an extremely 
high fugitive dust emission potential, primarily due to the extensive unpaved road travel 
required to reach the remote tower sites (particularly true in La Paz County, Arizona). Project 
emissions could cause or contribute to potential violations of the standards in the absence of spe- 
cific dust control measures. 

For example, the specified requirement to use the CARB certified non-toxic soil binders on 
unpaved roads is required because watering will be highly ineffective to control fugitive dust 
on the large network of unpaved roads that will be used to construct DPV2. The use of the rec- 
ommended soil binder would significantly reduce wind-related and traffic-related soil erosion 
potential on the unpaved roads during and after the project construction. Use of this specific 
mitigation measure is necessary to reduce PMlO air quality impacts to levels that would not 
be likely to cause or contribute to potential violations of the standards, to reduce other sig- 
nificant air quality impacts to the extent feasible, and to maintain PMlO emissions below 
General Conformity thresholds in non-attainment areas. 

~ 

NEPA documents for large point source projects normally include dispersion modeling results to determine the 
potential for significant impacts. Dispersion modeling could be done but would be very difficult for large 
linear or area wide projects. The DPV2 Draft EIR/EIS did not include modeling due to the multiple difficulties 
involved with modeling such a large scale project. Therefore, emission-based criteria were used for the 
significance determination. 

The FEIS for the Lake Mead National Park - Lake Management Plan can be found on the National Park Service 
Website http: //www .nps. gov/lame/planning/toc .htm. 

1 

0 

0 

0 
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Requiring a FDECP would not be redundant or significantly increase regulatory compliance 
costs because the FDECP could be used to fulfill the local requirements for dust control plans. 
The CPUC and the BLM are the responsible agencies for the enforcement of all adopted mit- 
igation measures. Local enforcement of fugitive dust control regulations is also possible; how- 
ever, compliance with local requirements would be guaranteed by complying with the FDECP, 
as the mitigation methods specified in the FDECP would have to meet or exceed the local 
rule requirements. 

Section 3.0: 2008 Onroad/Offroad emissions within the South Coast Air Basin. In response 
to this comment, the Final EIIUEIS includes revisions the onroad emission calculations and 
assumptions needed to adjust the road travel by year and jurisdiction. The apportionment of 
heavy-duty trip mileage within the SCAB for 2008 was too high in the Draft EIWEIS. Other 
issues have also been addressed with the annual WOD mileage apportionment which increased 
the passenger and delivery/work vehicle mileage in the SCAB for 2008. With the re-apportioned 
vehicle mileage the 2008 SCAB NOx emission are shown at a lower level of 32.55 tondyear. 
This is still above the 25 todyear General Conformity applicability threshold. Other annual emis- 
sions have also been corrected as necessary in the Final EIWEIS air quality analysis including 
the Air Quality Appendix. 

SCE provides comments on the validity of assumptions used in the Draft EIR/EIS analysis. 
While SCE is entitled to an opinion regarding other specific technical assumptions used in 
the emission calculations, the following responses provide the rationale for the assumptions 
showing that they are reasonable. 

Onroad Heavy Duty. The assumptions regarding the origination and travel requirements of 
the nonconcrete tower construction supplies are reasonable worst case assumptions. An assump- 
tion that all steel and cable supplies would originate from the Port of Los AngeledLong Beach 
is reasonable assumption given the current situation for heavy manufacturing locations. It is 
not unreasonable to assume that the fabricated steel and cable will come from Pacific Rim nations 
such as Korea or China. SCE in this comment has provided no information on likely equipment 
suppliers, manufacturing locations, and likely travel routes to justify changing these assumptions. 

Onroad Construction Vehicle Mileage. The trip basis for construction of the WOD compo- 
nents was determined after critical review of an elaborate WOD project schedule provided 
by SCE and the manpower and equipment estimate provided separately for WOD. The num- 
ber of days in each type of construction/demolition operation were determined directly from 
the supplied schedule (see Ap.9-4 for the detailed assumptions drawn from the SCE pro- 
vided materials shown in the emission appendix) and multiplied by the manpower and onroad 
trip requirements (passenger and medium duty vehicles types using SCE’s Table 8.9.05 WOD 
Table 3-8). It should also be noted that several activities identified in the WOD schedule 
(see Ap.9-4) were not explicitly quantified in the WOD emission estimate since SCE did 
not provide any corresponding crew or equipment lists for these activities. The heavy duty 
vehicle types were determined in part through the aforementioned method with the addition 
of necessary supply trips and waste trips generated from WOD activities. Therefore, any 
overestimate of trips for WOD work elements comes directly from SCE’s schedule and crew/ 
equipment information. If SCE believes these estimates to be as much as three-quarters too 
high, an updated project schedule and equipment/personnel list for WOD that justifies the 
assumption wouId need to be provided by SCE. While the construction of the new trans- 
mission towers for WOD is significantly less than that for EOD, there are many other activities 
proposed for WOD (see Ap.9-4) that increase the total equipment use and vehicle miles trav- 
eled for WOD. 
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MiscelIaneous/Support/Passenger Vehicle Mileage. The support vehicles in the personnel 
and private vehicle category are taken directly from the listed personnel equipment in tables 
provided by SCE and shown as “support” (SCE’s 8.9.05 EOD Table 3-7.xls and 8.9.05 WOD 
Table 3-8.xis). The miscellaneous medium and heavy duty vehicles assumed would include any 
and all vehicle activities missed in the aforementioned SCE tables and not otherwise accounted 
for as delivery or waste types, including but not limited to unidentified material delivery/waste 
trips, vehicle accident repairhowing, broken offroad equipment replacement, other contin- 
gencies, and primarily the numerous miscellaneous substation work elements identified in 
the project schedules that are not quantified in the tables. 

The 2008 SCAB annual NOx emission estimate provided in the Draft EIWEIS is well below 
the original estimates provided by SCE in the PEA and subsequent air quality data responses 
and is based on fuel usage estimates that are substantially lower than the SCE’s estimates. 
Therefore, in light of these significantly higher estimates provided by SCE, it seems incongru- 
ous that this comment should claim that the Draft EIR/EIS activity and emissions estimates 
are too high. 

The Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) A-8 provided in the PEA states “Emissions credits 
would be purchased to offset any emissions levels which are over the emissions thresholds. ” 
However, this APM did not specify that it only applies to conformity emission thresholds, 
in fact the PEA did not discuss general conformity nor provide the general conformity emission 
thresholds. SCE did not specify whether this APM should apply to offsets for NOx and PMlO 
for emissions over the CEQA daily emission significance thresholds in the MDAQMD and NOx, 
PMlO and VOC offsets for emissions over CEQA daily emissions significance thresholds in 
the SCAQMD. Mitigation Measure AQ-li addresses the lack of specificity in this APM. The 
relatively small amount of NOx emission offsets that would be required for 2008 in the SCAB 
by Mitigation Measure AQ-li should be readily obtainable by SCE in the form RECLAIM 
Trading Credits (RTCs). 

In summary, the trip estimates provided by SCE did not differentiate vehicle type, did not 
appear to have correctly linked calculations, and were otherwise extremely difficult to interpret 
and use for calculating the project-related onroad emissions. A revised emission estimate could 
only be completed to re-evaluate the project emissions versus the General Conformity applic- 
ability thresholds with SCE providing well-documented assumptions for the project schedules, 
activities, equipment, onroad travel, etc. 

Section 4.0: Localized Significance Thresholds. The Draft EIWEIS clearly states that the sig- 
nificant impacts (Impact AQ-1 within the SCAQMD) are limited to the affected sensitive 
receptors, and the Final EIR/EIS includes edits to clarify that the impacts would extend to 
just less than 50 meters rather than “within and just over 50 meters of the tower sites.” This 
correction along with additional language to clarify that the impact is limited only to the affected 
nearby receptors has been added to the paragraph following Table D.11-20 in Section 
D. 11.4.4. 
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Comment Set E3 0 Southern California Edison Company 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 

From: Thoma.s.Burhenn@SCE.com [mailto:Thomas.Burhenn@SCE.com] 
Sent: 
Subject: comments on Noise issues 

Thursday, August I O ,  2006 4:39 PM 

Dear Ms. Blanchard and Ms.Lee: 

appendices and attachments) discussed in SCE"s Supplemental testimony filed several 
Please include the comments and information on noise-related issues (including 

weeks ago, as part of SCE's formal comment on the DPV2 DEIS/DEIR. 
E3-1 I 

Thomas A. Burhenn 
Manager, Regulatory Operations 
Southern California Edison 
General Office, Room 388q 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, CA 91 770 
Phone 626.302.9652 0 Fax 626.302.4332 
Thomas.Burhenn@SCE.com 
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I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the request of Administrative Law Judge (“A J”) TerKeurst in Phase I1 hearings on 

the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (“DPVT’), Southern California Edison 

Company (“SCE”) submits this late-filed exhibit on the following items: 

0 Corona Noise 

Benefit-To-Cost Ratios for DPV2 and Alternates 

Alligator Rock Alternate Cost Estimate 

CAISO .4pproval of Devers-Valley Alternate 

Electric and Magnetic Field (“EMF”) Issues 

The Desert Southwest Transmission Project (“DSWTP”) 
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Proposed Devers Harquahala and West of Devers 
Alternate 1 Harquahala West Alternative 
Alternate 2 Palo Verde Alternative 

Alternate 3 Harquahala Junction Alternative gr& 

Alternate 4 Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
Devers-Valley No. 2 

Comment Set E3, cont. 0 Southern California Edison Company 

$624.412 million 
$609.823 million 
$600.777 million 

$565.013 million 

$589.299 million 
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11. 

BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIOS FOR DPV2 PROJECT 

AND ALTERNATES -- UPDATE 

In its April 1 2005 application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

(“‘CPCN”), SCE estimated costs for DPV2 construction at $591 million in 2005 dollars. This estimate 

included pension, benefits, and administrative and general overhead, but did not include Allowance for 

Funds Used During Construction (“AFUDC”). 

In SCE’s Phase I1 Direct Testimony (Table 11-1, Ex. 31, p. 3, shown below), SCE presented 

updated and more refiied estimates to give the Commission an understanding of the basis for our 

“preliminary” estimates. These updated estimates itemized the major costs of 500 kV and 220 kV 

transmission lines, substation modifications, series compensation, land and easement acquisitions, 

facilities acquisitions and telecommunications. The estimates, shown below, will be further refined after 

final engineering and design ofthe complete project. 

Table 11-I from Ex 31 
Summary Of Proposed And Alternate Routes 

(Inchdes P&B, A& G, and AFUDC) 

At the July 10,2006 Evidentiary Hearings, AW TerKeurst requested that SCE also provide updated 

benefit-to-cost ratios for each alternate shown in Table 11-1. 

The benefit-to-cost ratios associated with the proposed route and the alternates are shown in 

Table 11-2, below: 
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Table 11-2 
Summa y Of Cost Effectiveness 
Of Proposed And Akernate Routes 

The costs shown in Table 11-1 are the sum of real (2005 dollars) capital costs (with AFUDC, P&B and 

A&G). The costs shown in Table 11-2 are the 2005 present value of revenue requirements (to be 

consistent with the benefit-to-cost ratios presented in Phase I and in SCE’s April 11, 2005 CPCN 

application). 
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111. 

ALLIGATOR ROCK ALTERNATE COST ESTIMATE 

At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested an estimate of the costs of 

the I- 10 route alternative for Alligator Rock (“Alligator Rock Alternate”).’ SCE estimates that the 

Alligator Rock Alternative would add an additional $8.952 million to the cost of DPVZ. 

ALJ TerKeurst, Tr 61494 
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IV. 

CAISO APPROVAL OF DEVERS-VALLEY ALTERNATE 

At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested that SCE “check into” 

whether CAISO will be modifying its economic analysis of DPV2 using the Devers-Valley route 

alternative. 

SCE’s current understanding is that CAISO will not be modifying its economic analysis. The 

DPV2 alternate does not change the economic benefits. The path rating will still be 1200 MW. The 

Proposed Project (with the West of Devers 230 kV Upgrades) was a 1200 MW project. SCE performed 

technical studies that demonstrate the technical viability of the same 1200 MW rating using the 

Devers-Valley alternative. SCE submitted these studies the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

(“WECC”) and WECC approved them Although the CAISO will review the power flow studies, there 

is no need to ‘Lre-evaluate’’ the economic analysis because the rating will still be 1200 MW. The cost for 

this alternative is approximately $35 million lower than the originally Proposed Project. 
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V. 

CORONA NOISE 

At the July 10,2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested SCE to provide supporting 

studies regarding Corona Noise. 

Some background may be helpful. In the July 10,2006 evidentiary hearings, SCE referred to 

studies that show corona noise could be between 47 decibel (“db”) and 61 db.2 Although SCE could not 

obtain the study that derived the 47 db number, SCE attaches the study by Sargent & Lundey (“S&L”) 

which shows various methods of analysis produces noise levels that vary from 46 to 64 db. S&L used 

the Electric Power Research Institute Red Book, Transmission Line Reference Book audible noise 

approach to determine that a 61 db level would be exceeded no more than 5 percent of the time. This is 

called the “L5” level. SCE provided this L5 value of 61 db to staff Commission via data requests. 

S&L reviewed other recent utility projects in Riverside County and determined that these 

Riverside County applications applied the Community Noise Equivalent Level (“CNEL”) process to the 

L50 noise levels, and not the L5 noise level. At L50 noise levels, the volume of sound would be 

exceeded 50 percent of the time. The L50 noise level for DPVZ is 54.7 db. 

.4pplying the CNEL process to the DPVZ project’s L50 noise level of 54.7 db results in a CNEL 

noise level of 61.4 db. This is below the 65 db threshold referenced by the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (“DEIR”) as being used in the Riverside County Noise Ordinances2 Attachment C contains an 

updated report from S&Lz describing their analysis of the applicability of the CNEL “formula” to the 

DPV2 project. 

Again, the 61 db figure that SCE provided to the Energy Division in data requests was the 

L5 level. Using the L50 Ievel for the DPV2 project results in a CNEL value of61.4 db, well below 

Riverside County’s referenced CNEL value of 65 dba. 

SCE, Amalfitano, Ex 34 
DEIR, p D 8-13 For example, Riverside County so discourages uses such as schools, hospitals, and Isbrar~es in areas in 
excess of 65 CNEL 

’r 

October 2006 E- 149 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E3, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

Finally, the ALJ requested information as to whether corona noise varies from one side of the 

right-of-way or another.4 SCE believes that Corona Noise will vary depending on the actual 

contamination of the conductors. If the dirt contamination and rain is uniform across DPVl and DPV2, 

the noise variation across the right-of-way should be symmetrical. More likely, however, there will not 

be symmetry in any noise distribution due to the variation in actual contamination distribution or 

cleanliness of the conductors. 

E3-1 cont. 
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VI. 

ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELD (“EMF”) ISSUES 

At the July 10, 2006 Evidentiary Hearings, AW TerKeurst requested that SCE work with the 

Energy Division to develop information regarding the feasibility and cost of mitigating the magnetic 

fields associated with the 500 kV configuration, including the Devers-Valley route alternative, in 

particular, and any residences that may be on the Palo Verde-Devers segment of the line as well, with 

that mitigation consisting of increasing the tower heights such that the magnetic field would be reduced 

on the right-of-way next to the DPV2 line by 15 percent,> and specifically: 

1 .  How much taller do the proposed 500 kV towers need to be in order to reduce magnetic 

field levels by 15 percent for residences within 200 feet of the edge (closer to the 

proposed transmission line) of the 500 kV right-of-way (“R0W”)F 

What is the estimated cost for using taller structures, which will give at least 15 percent 

magnetic field reductions at the one edge of the row for those residences?l 

2. 

SCE provides the requested information as Attachment I. 

In summary, SCE recommends the CPUC keep the tower (and conductor) heights as proposed by 

SCE and recommended by the Draft EIR/EIS; that is the proposed tower type and height match the 

adjacent “existing” Devers-Palo Verde or Devers-Valley 500 kV transmission lines, where feasible. To 

reduce magnetic field levels by 15 percent or more at the edge of the ROW, SCE would need to raise 

about thirty-three towers by 20 feet or more. The estimated incremental cost to perform this work is 

approximately $1.4 million, (including P&B, A&G. and AFUDC). However, raising the towers an 

additional 20 feet over the height of the existing towers would create visual and biological impacts, and 

would conflict with many of the BLhl Applicant Proposed and CPUC recommended mitigation 

measures, as discussed in Attachment I. 
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VII. 

THE DESERT SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

At the July 10,2006 Evidentiary Hearings, ALJ TerKeurst requested additional information on 

the status of the Proposed Desert Southwest Transmission Project (“DSWTP”) at the U.S. Department of 

the Interior, Bureau of Land Management [CA-660- 1430-ER-CACA-444911. The DSWTP includes an 

118-mile 500 kV transmission line from an area near Blythe. California to SCE’s Devers Substation, 

located several miles north of Palm Springs, California. SCE understands that a Record of Decision in 

that proceeding is expected in August 2006. DSWTP’s preferred route in that proceeding is adjacent to 

the proposed DPVZ line; however, there is also a variation to the preferred route (that variation being 

SCE’s preferred DPVZ line route between the Blythe area and Devers), in the event SCE and DSWTP 

can reach agreement on a joint project arrangement. If SCE and DSWTP are not able to reach 

agreement on ajoint project arrangement, DSWTP would likely pursue construction of its stand-alone 

transmission line adjacent to the DPVZ project between the Blythe area and Devers Substation, or other 

interconnection alternatives that may be available to DS WTP. It is important to note, however, that 

regardless of whether a joint DSWTP arrangement is agreed to between the parties, total cost for SCE 

will not increase.% 

The purpose of a joint project arrangement would be to integrate what would otherwise be two 

separate, stand-alone, 500 kV transmission line projects. A Joint DSU‘TP Project arrangement would 

not increase the costs of the DPVZ project. The transmission capacity allocated to DPVZ under the Joint 

DSWTP Project arrangement would remain at 1200 MW. A Joint DSWTP Project would not basically 

change the DPVZ line route, with the exception of a new substation but would need to be constructed to 

accommodate the interconnection. 

Cabbell, Tr 6D37 (“There wouldn‘t be any effect on the DPVZ project costs related to Desert Southwest project The 
Desert Southwest project would pay any incremental charges or additional costs that would be associated with the 
project ”) 
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ATTACHMENT A 

EMF INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO 

JULY 10,2006 ALJ REQUEST 

On July 10,2006, the Assigned Administrative Judge (“ALJ”) directed Southern California Edison 

Company (“SCF,”) to provide the following additional magnetic field reduction information regarding 

SCE’s Application 05-04-01 5, Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (“DPVZ”). 

1.  How much taller do the proposed 500 kV towers need to be in order to reduce magnetic field 

levels by 15 percent or more for residences within 200 feet of the edge (closer to the proposed 

transmission line) of 500 kV right-of-way (“ROW”)? 

What is the estimated cost for using talle! structures which will give at least 15% magnetic 

field reductions at one edge of the ROW for those residences? 

2. 

As required by CPUC’s EMF Policy, the review of increasing tower and conductor heights triggers 

consideration of environmental, safety, and aesthetic impacts. SCE evaluated potential adverse impacts 

from bird collisions, increased safety risks from helicopter operations, and the visual impacts of tailer 

towerskonductors not matched with the existing structures. 

A. Increased TowerlConductor Heiphts As a Low-Cost EMF Option 

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (“CPUC”) Energy Division identified sixty residences 

within 200 feet of the existing 500 kV rights-of-way where the proposed 500 kV transmission lines would 

be located (see Attachment B). Five residences are located along the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV segment, 

while remaining fifty-five residences are located along the Devers-Valley 500 kV segment. 

Using taller towers reduces the magnetic field at the edge of the ROWy. Figure 1 and Table 1 below 

illustrates the magnetic field level changes expected by increasing tower heights for the proposed 500 kV 

transmission lines. Figure 1 and Figure 2 show that the magnetic field level changes beyond 50 feet from 
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the edge of the ROW for using taller towers are insignificant. In summary, there will be no decrease in 

magnetic field levels for those residences which are located more than 50 feet from the edge of the ROW. 

In order to reduce magnetic field levels by 15% or more at the edge of ROW, SCE would need to 

raise about thirty-three towers (including six dead-end towers) by 20 feet or more. The estimated 

incremental cost to perform this work is approximately $1,400,000. SCE basis this estimate upon a set of 

assumptions that includes the cost of additional labor, materials, P&B, A&G, AFUDC, and a 15 percent 

contingency needed for raising a typical 150 feet tower to a 170 feet tower. However, since tower designs 

have height limitations, if any proposed tower height is already taller than about 170 feet, the additional 

20 foot height increase may require a different tower design, and the estimated cost will be significantly 

greater, mainly due to the additional structural strength needed for heavier and taller towers. 

0 

0 

I ’  
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Figure I 
Magnetic Field Level Changes By Increasing Proposed 

Tower Height By 10 Feet Increment 
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Magnetic Field Level Changes By Increasing Proposed 

Tower Height By 10 Feet Increment 
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B. Do Taller Tower/Conductors Have Other Impacts? 

As required by CPUC’s EMF Policy, the review of increasing tower and conductor heights triggers 

consideration of environmental, safety, and aesthetic impacts. We evaluated potential adverse impacts bird 

collisions, increased safety risks from helicopter operations, and the visual impacts of taller 

towerdconductors not matched with the existing structures. 

Figure 2 below provides an illustration of SCE’s proposed design for the Devers-Harquahala and 

Devers-ValIey 500 kV transmission line corridors. The “proposed” tower type and height will match the 

adjacent “existing” Devers-Palo Verde or Devers-Valley (DV) 500 kV transmission lines, to the extent 

feasible. Table 1 above illustrates the visual characteristics of using a taller tower for the “proposed” 

500 kV transmission lines. 

Figure 3 is the model for evaluating magnetic field reductions by using taller towers, as the ALJ 

directed. The “existing” tower height will remain unchanged. 

E3-2 

October 2006 E-157 Final EIR/EIS 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment Set E3, cont. 
Southern California Edison Company 

3 
B 
L 
0 
a, m 
U 
W 

I 

Figure 2 
SCE’s Proposed Design 
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Environntental and Vhual Characteristic of Using TaUer Towers for the 
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1. Impacts to Visual Resources 

Constructing new towers that would exceed the heights of the existing 500kV towers, located 

within parallel and adjacent rights-of-way by 20 feet or more, will increase visual impacts. The 
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differential height of the towers and conductors would result in higher levels of visual contrast to 

viewers from residential areas and travel ways within the affected areas. The construction of these 

taller structures also conflicts with the recommended mitigation measures in the Draft EIWEIS 

(CPUC and Bureau of Land Management, v. 1, Part 1. May 2006), on page D. 3-64 of the EIRIEIS, 

which states: 

“V3a Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. The following 
design measures shall be applied to all new structures and conductors in order 
to reduce the degree of visual contrast caused by the new facilities: 

0 

All new and replacement structures are to as closely as possible 
match the design of the existing structures with which they will be 
seen. (Emphasis added.) 

All new and replacement structures &e to be paired as closely as 
possible with the existing structure(s) in the corridor in order to avoid 
or reduce the number of off-setting (from existing structures) tower 
placements. 

All new and replacement structures are to match the heiphts of the 
existinp DPVl (emphasis added) structures to the extent possible as 
dictated by variation in terrain. 

All new and reconductored spans are to match existing conductor 
spans as closely as possible in order to avoid or reduce the 
occurrence of unnecessary visual complexity associated with 
asynchronous conductor spans (emphasis added), particularly at 
sensitive crossings such as Salome Highway, 1-10, U.S. 95, Colorado 
River, SR 78, Dillon Road, SR 62, Whitewater Canyon Road, and San 
Timoteo Canyon Road. 

All new conductors are to be non-specular in design in order to reduce 
conductor visibility and visual contrast, 

To the extent feasible, no new access roads are to be constructed 
downhill from existing or proposed towers to reduce the potential for 
structure skylining.”l0 (Emphasis added.) 

E3-2 cont. 
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As stated in the above text (third bullet), all new structures are to match the heights of the existing 

DPVl structures. In addition, references to visual impacts that would result to residential areas in southern 

Banning and Beaumont are described on page D.3-223 of the Draft EIREIS: 

“The overall visual change would be moderate-to-high and in the context of 
the existing landscape’s overall moderate-to-high visual sensitivity, the 
resulting visual impact would be significant (Class I). This conclusion is 
substantially influenced by the high sensitivity of the adjacent residences and 
the relatively close proximity of the structures to those residences. Mitigation 
Measure V-40 is recommended to lessen the visual impact along this portion 
of the route though the impact would not be reduced to a level that would be 
less than significant. This viewpoint analysis is considered representative of 
project views from residential areas along the north side of the San Jacinto 
Mountains.” 

The applicable mitigation measure is stated on page D.3-208 at (c), as follows: 

“V-4Oa Reduce visual contrast oftmers and conductors. The following 
design measures are to be applied to all new structures and conductors in 
order to reduce the degree of visual contrast caused by the new facilities: 
(a) all new structures are to as closely as possible match the design of the 
existing structures with which they will be seen; (b) all new structures are to 
be paired a s  closely as possible with the existing structure(s) in the corridor in 
order to avoid or reduce the number of off-setting (from existing structures) 
tower placements; (c) all new structures are to match the heights of the 
existing D-V1 structures to the extent possible as dictated by variation in 
terrain; (a) all new spans are to match existing conductor spans as closely as 
possible in order to avoid or reduce the occurrence of unnecessary visual 
coniplexity associated with asynchronous conductor spans, particularly at 
sensitive crossings such as SR 62, I- 10, SR 1 11, SR 243, SR 79, Gilman 
Springs Road, Ramona Expressway, Menifee Road, and SR 74; (e) all new 
conductors are to be non-specular in design in order to reduce conductor 
visibility ‘and visual contrast, and ( f )  no new access roads are to be constructed 
downhill from existing or proposed towers to reduce the potential for 
skylining. SCE shall provide to the CPUC, BLM, and Forest Service a Project 
Design Plan demonstrating implementation of this measure at least 90 days 
prior to the start of construction, and shall not commence construction until 
the Project Design Plan has been approved by the CPUC, BLM, and Forest 
Service. *’ (Emphasis added.) 

2. Impacts to Biolopical Resources 

Construction of towers that would be 20 feet or taller than the existing towers in adjacent 

rights-of-way would require that the conductors be installed at different heights, creating additional 

E3-2 cont. 
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obstacles for birds in flight within the extensions of the vertical planes perpendicular to the ground. 

The potential for collisions of birds with the power lines is increased. Moreover, constructing 

towers that are more than 20 feet taller than the existing towers would conflict with CPUC 

recommended mitigation measures. Specifically, mitigation measure B-15a on page D.2- 173 of the 

Draft EIWEIS states that SCE shall use collision-reducing techniques for installing transmission 

lines and not place towers and lines significantly above existing lines: 

“B-15a Utilize collision-reducing techniques in installation of 
transmission lines. SCE shall install the transmission line utilizing AF’LIC 
standards for collision-reducing techniques as outlined in ‘Mitigating Bud 
Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994 (APLIC, 1996).’ 

Placement of towers and lines will not be located signzjkantly above 
misting transmission line towers and lines, topographic features, or 
tree lines to the maximum extent practicable. (Emphasis added.) 

Overhead lines that occur signijkantly above the above-mentioned 
features and that are located in highly utilized avian flight paths will 
be marked utilizing aerial marker spheres, swinging plates, spiral 
vibration dampers, birdflight diverters, avifauna spirals, or other 
diversion device as to be wsible to birds and reduce avian collisions 
with lines.” 

As stated in the first bullet in the above text, SCE recommends that the proposed towers and lines 

not be located significantly above existing towers or lines. 

C. Safety Impacts From Helicopter Operations 

We evaluated the potential impacts of having two transmissions lines in the same corridor with 

different profiles. All risks associated with this on helicopter operations can be effectively mitigated. 

D. Summary 

Appropriately, EMF exposures are not addressed in CEQA (or NEPA) which address any 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, addressing applicable 

environmental impacts under CEQA (or NEPA) is SCE’s top priority over the precautionary based no-cost 

and low-cost CPUC’s EMF Policy. The precautionary based no-cost and low-cost CPUC’s EMF policy, 

however, can take a priority over some other traditional engineering practices. 
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The CPUC’s EMF Policy is based upon a precautionary approach (or “prudent avoidance”) for 

addressing public concerns over EMF.” In Decision No. 06-01-042 the Commission stated that state and 

federal public health regulatory agencies have not established a link between EMF and health effect& and 

determined that setting numeric exposure limits is not appropriate in setting utility guidelines for improving 

EMF.= The CPUC also re-affirmed that the existing no-cost and low-cost precautionary-based EMF policy 

should be continued. 

Knowing the importance of priority and process among many different requirements and 

considerations, SCE’s priorities for designing DPV2 and DV2 Transmission are in the following order: 

First, designing electric power systems that comply with all applicable federal, state, and 

local regulations, safety codes, and SCE standards (including CEQA or NEPA requirements) 

Second, implementing appropriate no-cost and low-cost magnetic field reduction measures 

Third, implementing applicable traditional engineering practices (or any other good 

engineering practices) 

0 

0 

0 

In summary, SCE recommends the CPUC keep the tower (and conductor) heights as proposed by 

SCE and recommended by the Draft EIR/EIS, that is the proposed tower type and height match the adjacent 

“existing” Devers-Palo Verde or Devers-Valley 500 kV transmission lines, where feasible. 

DecisionNo 06-01-042, p I ,  fn 1 
Decision No 06-01-042, Conclusion of Law No 5, m, p 19 (“As discussed tn the rulemaking, a duect llnk between 
exposure to EMF and human health effects has yet to be proven despite numerous studies includtng a study ordered by h s  
Cornmission and conducted by DHS “) 
Decision No 0601-042, m, p 15 ( Furthermore, we do not request that utilities ~nclude non-routtne mittgation 
measures, or other mitigabon measures that are based on numenc values of EMF exposure, in revised design guidelines or 
apply mitigation measures to reconfigurabons or relocations of less than 2,000 feet, the distance under which exemptions 
apply under GO 131-D Non-routine mitigabon measures should only be considered under unique clrcumstances ”) 

l 3  
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Southeast of Desert Moon Drive 1 2129 
South of Blythe- West of Arrowhead Blvd 1 2738 
South of Blythe- West of SH-78 1 273 5 
TOTAL 5 

ATTACHMENT B 

RESIDENCES WITHIN 200 FEET OF EDGE OF 500 KV ROW 

1.1 
12.2 
12.4 to 12.6 
12.6 to 12.8 
12.8 to 12.9 
14.6 to 14.7 
18.5 
22.1 to 22.2 

Please note that the identification of numbers of residences is somewhat approximate because of the 

difficulty in identifying were “200 feet from edge of ROW” is in the field. 

Smoketree Rd., west of Diablo Rd. 2 DV-6 
Cabazon- Riza Ave. 1 DV-50 
Cabazon- Riza Ave. 6 DV-51 
Cabazon- Riza Ave. 4 DV-52 
Cabazon- Plum St./ Eucalyptus St. 8 DV-52 
Cabazon- Esperanza Ave, west of Peach St. 2 DV-59 
Porter St. 3 DV-72 
Sunset Ave. 3 DV-83 

22.4 
35.1 to 35.3 

1 

Death Valley Rd. 3 DV-84 
Juniper Flats- Truffaut Dr./ Juniper Flats Rd. 4 DV- 126 

39.2 to 39.3 
40.0 to 40.1 
40.2 to 40.3 

40.5 to 40.7 

Romoland- Mountain Ave. 2 DV-141 
Romoland- Mapes Rd. 3 DV- 145 
Romoland- Patelli Way 4 DV- 145: DV- 

146 
Romoland- Winner Circle Dr. 5 DV- 147 
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40.7 to 40.8 I Romoland- Watson Rd. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

SARGENT & LUNDY REPORT ON CORONA NOISE 

As part of Southern California Edison Company’s (“SCE”) filing with the California Public 

Utilities Commission (“CPUC”), values for corona noise were calculated for the Devers-Palo Verde 

No. 2 (“DPV2”) transmission line. 

Calculations were performed to determine audible noise levels to be expected at the transmission 

line right-of-way edge. The calculations represent the existing DPV 1 and proposed DPV2 transmission 

lines in the developed right-of-way. The calculations were performed using the ACDCLine software 

package developed by the Electric Power Research Institute (“EPRI”). 

Two cases were developed to represent the existing DPVl transmission line, and the addition of 

the DPV2 line. Input was provided by SCE including right-of-way width, conductor size and rating, 

structure height and spacing. This data was input to the ACDCLine program to create a line model. The 

software calculates audible noise using many different methods including EPRI-HVTRC, BPA, CRIEPI, 

EdF, ENEL, and IREQ. The EPRI-HVTRC method is used since it is a common reference in the U.S. 

and the results have been verified through testing at EPRI’s High Voltage Transmission Research 

Center. This method calculates noise levels for five different conditions: L50 Fair, L5 Foul, L50 Foul, 

Leq, and Ldn. 

0 

To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors, 

L5 and L50, are commonly used. They are the noise levels equated or exceeded during 5 percent and 

50 percent of a stated time period. L50 is the median sound level. This is the sound level exceeded 

50 percent of the time during a measurement, and is the descriptor used by the City of Riverside to 

determine compliance with its regulations. 

A single number descriptor called the Leq is also widely used. The Leq is the average noise 

level during a stated period of time. In determining the daily level of environmental noise, the 

difference in response of people to daytime and nighttime noises is taken into account. During the 
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nighttime, exterior background noises are generally lower than the daytime levels. However, most 

household noise also decreases at night and exterior noise becomes very noticeable. Further, most 

people sleep at night and are very sensitive to noise intrusion. To account for human sensitivity to 

nighttime noise levels, a descriptor, the Ldn(day/night average sound level), was developed. The Ldn 

divides the 24-hour day into the daytime of 7:OO a.m. to 1O:OO p.m. and the nighttime of 1O:OO p.m. to 

7:OO a.m. The Ldn value averages the A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 

addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night from 1O:OO p.m. to 7:OO a.m. 

Another weighted average noise measure is the Community Noise EquivaIent Level ("CNEL"). 

CNEL is the average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 

5 decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:OO p.m. to 1O:OO p.m. and after the addition of 

10 decibels to sound levels in the night from 1O:OO p.m. to 7:OO a.m. The State Department of 

Aeronautics and the California Commission on Housing and Community Development have adopted the 

CNEL. Both the City and County of Riverside use the CNEL descriptor. The Riverside County 

maximum allowable CNEL value is 65 dBa. A value of 61.3 dBa (L5) has been used by SCE in its 

CPUC filing. The corresponding CNEL value is 67.7 dBa, which exceeds the County requirement. 

A review of other projects filed throughout California with the California Energy Commission 

has identified that the L50 descriptor is used in Riverside County. For this project, the L50 noise value 

is 54.7 dBa. The corresponding CNEL value is 61.4 dBa, which is under the 65 dBa requirement. 
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REFERENCES: 
County of Riverside, Transportation and Land Management Agency 
www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/generalplm/gp.html 

California Energy Commission Siting Case, 
City of Riverside Public Utilities, 
Riverside Energy Resource Center 
Docket Number: 04-SPPE- 1 
Compliance Proceeding: OCSPPE- 1 C 

California Energy Commission Siting Case, AES, 
Highgrove Power Plant Project 
Docket Number: 06-AFC-2 
Compliance Proceeding: 04-SPPE- 1 C 
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ATTORNEY AT LAW 

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501 
SAN JOSE, CA 951 13 

MC CARTHY a BERLIN, LLP 

A0504-015 

TRACI L BONE 
STAFF COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A05-04415 

JOHN D 8 MARY P BUTTLER 
2953 BRIDGEVIEW DR 
GAINESVILLE. GA 30507-8355 
Ac5-04-015 

LAURENCE CHASET 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214-3214 
A@*-015 

ED CHANG 
FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC 

2165 MOONSTONE CIRCLE ROOM 5131 EL DORADO HILLS, CA 95762 

Scott Cauchois 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-321 4 
A 0 5  M a 1 5  

A 0544015 

MARGARET H. CLAYBOUR 
WINSTON STRAWN LLP 
1700 KATREET, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 2W06 
A05-04015 

BRIAN T CRAGG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW DEANF DENNIS 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RlTCHlE & DAY 
LLP 300 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 

HILL, FARRER & BURRILL LLP 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-3147 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941 11 
A 0 5  M U 1 5  

A05-04015 
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LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 
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LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
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DIANE I FELLMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
FPL ENERGY, LLC 
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THOMAS FLYNN 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
SACRAMENTO, CAS5814 
A0504 u15 

DARRELL FREEMAN 
1304 ANTRIM DR. 
ROSEVILLE CA 95747 
A05M-015 

Robert Elliott 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505VAN NESSAVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
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MICHEL PETER FLORIO 
SENIOR ATTORNN 
THE UTILITY REFORM NElWORKfTURN) 
71 1 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
AD504015 

GEORGE FORMAN 
ATTORENYS AT LAW 
FORMAN 8, ASSOCIATES 
4340 REDWOOD HIGHWAY, SUITE F228 
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903 
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KEN GLICK 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
A0544415 

JEFFREY P GRAY KAREN GRIFFIN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE 
ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER SUITE 600 1516 9TH STREET, MS 39 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 941 11 SACRAMENTO CA 95814 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 

C 0544 015 A05044615 

MARKHESTERS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1519 9Trl  STREET MS 46 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
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ENERGY ADVISOR 
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATER 
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4901 FLYING C ROAD 
WATER 8, ENERGY CONSULTING BLACK 
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A0501015 

E-179 

GLENN ELSSMANN 
MISSION DEVELOPMENT COMPANY SUITE 
C 
25814 BUSINESS CENTER DR 
REDLANDS, CA 92374 
A0501615 

BARRY R. FLYNN 
FLY" RESOURCE CONSULTANTS. INC. 
5440 EDGEVIEW DRIVE 
DISCOVERY BAY. CAS4514 
A0501015 

BRUCE FOSTER 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
A 0 5  09015 

JUDY GRAU 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET MS46 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814-5512 
A 05-09615 

JEFFERY D HARRIS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON & SCHNEIDER 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814-3109 
A0504015 

Aaron J Johnson 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
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ROOM 5205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
AD5 09415 
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SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
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SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNM 
CITY OF PAL0 ALTO 
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CHIEF COUNSEL 
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DONALD C LIDDELL 
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2928 2ND AVENUE 
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ROBERT KARGOLL 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CO 
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Rcbert Kinmian 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
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A 05-041115 

JIM KRlTlKSON 
KRITIKSON a ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET MS 46 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
A 05-M015 

JOHN W LESLIE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

LLP 
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO. CA 92130 
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
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ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
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DAVID MARCUS 

PO BOX 1287 
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A0504415 

ADAMS BROADWELL a JOSEPH 
WlLLlAM B MARCUS 
JBS ENERGY, INC. 
311 DSTREET, SUITEA 
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A0504415  

MARTINA MATTES 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX a ELLIOTT. 
LLP 
50 CALIFORNIA STREET. 34TH FLOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799 

CHRISTOPHER MAYER 
MODEST0 IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
PO BOX 4060 
MODESTO, CA 95352-4060-4060 

Jack in the Box. Inc 

A0504415  

A0504415  

MARY MCKENZIE 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVE 
CALIFORNIA STATE BUILDING 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
AD504015 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 

915 L STREET SUITE 1460 
BRAUN a BLAISING P c 

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
A05-04415 

KEVIN R MCSPADDEN JULIE A MILLER 
MlLBANK,TWEED,HADLEYBMCCLOY LLP ATTORNEY AT LAW 
601 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET, 30TH 
FLOOR 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
LOS ANGELES. CA 9001 7 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

ROSEMEAD. CA 91770 
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STEVE MUNSON 
VULCAN POWER COMPANY 
1183 NW WALL STREET, SUITE G 
BEND, OR 97701 
A05042015 

Manon Peleo 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
LEGAL DIVISION ROOM 4107 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94102-3214 
A05042015 

KEVIN OBEIRNE 
SAN DIEGO GAS a ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PAR6 COURT (CP32B) 
SAND EGO CA52123-1530 
A :%*. 1.- 

ROL PFEIFER 
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY OF SANTA CLARA 
1500 WARBURTON AVE 
SANTA CLARA, CA 95050 
A0504415 

TERESA MARTIN-POTTS 
1275 WEST WASHINGTON STREEl 
PHOENIX, AZ 85007 
A 05-06615 
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AmORNM AT LAW 

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501 
SAN JOSE, CA 95113 
A0504415  

MCCARTHY a BERLIN, LLP 

JACK MCNAMARA 
MACK ENERGY COMPANY 
PO BOX 1380 
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A 05-04415 

KAREN NORENE MILLS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALtFORNlA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95833 
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PHOENIX AZ 85007 
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MICHAEL PORTER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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A05-0a415 
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STAFF COUNSEL 
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FOLSOM, CA 95630 
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5169 HAWLEY ROAD 
SAN DIEGO, CA92116 
A0504015  
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ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY 
418 FLORENCE STREET 
PAL0 ALTO, CA 94301-1705 
A0504415  

STEVEN S SCHLEIMER 
DIR OF MARKET 8 REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345 
PO BOX 11749 
PLEASANTON, CA 94588-1749 
A0501415  

LINDAY. SHERIF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
3875 HOPYARD RD. SUITE 345 
PLEASANTON. CA 94588 
A0504015  

JAN STRACK 
8316 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP52A 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1582 
A0504015  

Charlotte TerKeurst 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505VAN NESSAVENUE 
ROOM 5021 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A0504015  
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ROBERT VANDERWALL 
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
38000 MONROE ST 
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A0544015 

Brian D. Schumacher 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
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AREA &A 
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A0504015 
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C D  RACHELLE SHELBY LOMAS 
8601 BIRCH LEAF COURT 
SACRAMENTO. CA 958285001 
A0544015 

GLORIA D SMITH 
ADAMS, BROADWELL. JOSEPH 8 CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD , SUITE 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
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RENEE SWlTZKY 
1534 VIA MRDE AVENUE 
PALMDALE. CA 93550 
A 05-MU15 

JULlAN VESELKOV 
PO BOX 580453 
PO BOX 580453 
NORTH PALM SPRINGS, CA 92258 
A0504015 

DEVRA WANG EDDIE WANG 
STAFF SCIENTIST 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 

GLORIUS LAND COMPANY, LLC 
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ATTORNEY AT LAW 
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2015 H STREET 
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JOSEPH F WIEDMAN 
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505 SANSOME STREET. SUITE 900 
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KEVIN WOODRUFF 
WOODRUFF EXPERl - SERVICES 
1100 KSTREET. SUITE 204 
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HENRY ZAlNlGER 
ZECO. INC 
9959 GRANITE CREST COURT 
GRANITE BAY, CA 95746 
A0501015  

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA94110-1431 
A O5M015  
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Keith D White 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A0564415  

OSA L WOLFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SHUTE, MIHALY 8 WEINBERGER LLP 
396 HAYES STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA94102 
A0504015  

JASON YAN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET. MAIL CODE B13L 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
A 0 5 4 4 1 5  

LEGAL & REGULATORY DEPARTMENT 
CALIFORNIA IS0 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
A05-04015 

KEITH WHITE 
931 CONTRACOSTA DRIVE 
EL CERRITO. CA 94530 
A 0504015 

LAURIE A WOODALL 
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
1275 W WASHINGTON 
PHOENIZ, AZ 85007 
A0544015  

PERRY ZABALA 
257 VIENNA DRIVE 
MILPITAS, CA 95035 
A 0544415 
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A0504 015 
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Responses to Comment Set E3 
Southern California Edison Company 

E3-1 The Draft EIR/EIS for DPV2 shows that Riverside County considers noise sources in 
excess of 65 CNEL to be incompatible with residential uses [Policy N.1.3, DEIR/EIS p. 
D.8-131. CNEL is a term defined by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
and others as an industry-standard metric. Sources of noise that occur both day and night 
are “penalized” during evening and nighttime hours to account for the nighttime sensitivity 
of people [DEIR/EIS p. D.8-11. 

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

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

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

E3-2 For the Devers-Harquahala transmission line there are four areas where the 500 kV 
transmission line would be within 50 feet of residences and the EMF Policy of increasing 
tower and conductor heights would apply (south of Dillon Road, southwest of Desert Moon 
Drive, southeast of Moonshadow Drive, and south of Blythe- West of SH-78). Although none 
of these areas were included as Key Viewpoints in the EIR/EIS; Mitigation Measure V-3a 
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35.1 
39.2 to 39.3 
40.0 to 40.1 

(Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors), which states that all new structures are 
to match the heights of the existing DPVl structures to the extent possible as dictated by 
variations in terrain, would apply to all towers. 

Juniper Flats- Klein Way 1 M35-T2 
Romoland- Mountain Ave. 2 M39-T3 
Romoland- Mapes Rd. 2 M40-T3 
(one structure would actually be wlin the 330-foot 

The Administrative Law Judge, however, can impose conditions (e.g., increasing tower and 
conductor heights) for other reasons, such as EMF, that would override all or parts of 
mitigation measures, such as Mitigation Measure V-3a. Implementation of the EMF Policy 
where residences are within 50 feet of the ROW would result in an approximately 20-foot 
difference in tower height between the proposed and existing structures. The height increase 
would also cause slightly asynchronous conductor spans in the immediate vicinity of the 
heightened structure(s). This effect would be less noticeable in areas of variable terrain and 
more noticeable where the terrain is flat. However, given the relatively small increase in 
the structure height (13 percent greater than the average 150-foot structure height), minimal 
variation in the spans, and limited occurrence (four locations) of the taller structures, the 
resulting incremental visual change would be adverse, but less than significant. Therefore, 
the 20-foot height increase for four towers would remain a less than significant (Class 111) 
impact for visual resources in the areas where they would be located. 

40.2 to 40.3 
40.5 to 40.7 
40.7 to 40.8 

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

ROW) 
Romoland- Patelli Way 3 M40-T3 
Romoland- Winner Circle Dr. 2 M41-TI 
Romoland- Watson Rd. 2 M4 1 -T2 

I TOTAL I 25 

As discussed above for the Proposed Project, a similar increase in structure height at selected 
locations to mitigate EMF impacts along the Devers-Valley Corridor would also result in 
increased visual impacts. The greater number of occurrences of increased tower height 
along the Devers-Valley Corridor would result in a more substantial visual impact for this 
alternative. However, these locations would experience significant (Class I) visual impacts 
without the height increases (see discussions of impacts V-40 through V-47 in Section D.3.9.1). 
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0 
Therefore, implementation of the EMF Policy would not change the Visual Resources impact 
classifications along the Devers-VaIley Alternative nor would it affect Mitigation Measures 
V-3a and V-40a, both of which include the phrase “to the extent possible.” Additionally, tower 
design and span distances should not be substantially affected by increased tower heights at 
the selected locations. 

E3-3 As discussed in Response E3-2, the Administrative Law Judge can impose conditions (e.g., 
increasing tower and conductor heights) for non-CEQA/NEPA reasons, such as EMF, that 
would override the whole or parts of mitigation measures. In addition the 20-foot differ- 
ence in tower heights, when the towers are already an average of 150 feet tall, would not 
constitute a significant height difference in the areas proposed for this condition. This is 
especially true due to the differences in topography at the location where higher towers 
would be required. In addition, as discussed under Impact B-15 in Section D.2.6.2, avian 
collisions are more likely to occur near wetlands, valleys .that are bisected by power lines, 
and within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular to flight paths (e.g., the 
Colorado River and other waterways and the Harquahala Valley’s agricultural lands). The 
17 towers that would be affected by the EMF Policy are not located in such areas. 
Similarly, Mitigation Measure B-15 a provides language that that towers and lines will not 
be located significantly above the existing transmission lines towers to the maximum extent 
practicable. This measure does not limit or require that the lines remain consistent with the 
existing lines in all locations. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-15a and 
the use of visible diversion devices if necessary, impacts in the 17 affected areas would remain 
potentially significant (Class II), but would still be mitigated to less than significant levels. 
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Subject: Analysis and assessment of resource preservation and avoidance measures in support 
of proposed construction of the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 transmission line within the 
Alligator Rock Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 

INTRODUCTION 
SCE is applying for a license to build and operate the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
(DPV-2 T/L) across public and private lands in eastern Riverside County, California. SCE proposes to 
construct this second line adjacent to the existing Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 transmission line (DPV-1 
T/L), in existing right-of-way within an approved high-voltage corridor route. Construction design and 
engineering for DPV-2 T/L are already prepared for this route. The environmental review process for 
the proposed project has reached the Draft EIR/EIS stage, and project approval is currently under 
consideration by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as lead agency pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the US Department of Interior. Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) as lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

The DPV-1 T/L corridor passes through the Alligator Rock ACEC. The critical element of concern in 
this ACEC is a cross section of sites representative of the archaeotogical spectrum of the Colorado 
Desert (Swenson. Cone, and Hillier 1986). The Alligator Rock ACEC consists of two archaeological 
districts that are listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): North Chuckwalla 
Mountain Quarry District (CA-RIV-1814), and North Chuckwalla Mountains Rock Art District (CA-RIV- 
1383) Because the CPUC and BLM view these sites as very sensitive to modern uses including the 
ongoing operation and maintenance of the DPV-1 T/L and recreational use in the form of camping and 
vehicular traffic (Swenson et al. 1986:2-3). 

The CPUC and BLM have a concern that construction and operation of the DPV-2 T/L immediately 
adjacent to the DPV-1 T/L could adversely effect significant resources within the Alligator Rock ACEC 
during construction and incrementally increase the risk of adversely affecting these same resources 
during operation and maintenance of the additional line. 

This letter addresses an analysis of the DPV-2 T/L construction as proposed, and a consideration of 
resource protection and avoidance measures that can be applied to ensure avoidance of adverse 
effects to cultural resource sites within the ACEC. This assessment supports a conclusion that the 
DPV-2 T/L can be built and operated as proposed if recommendations for appropriate protection and 
avoidance measures are incorporated into the design and construction planning process. 

BACKGROUND 
Jones & Stokes Associates (JSA) prepared the cultural resource inventory for the proposed DPV-2 
TIL project (Eckhardt, Walker, and Carrico 2005), and organized and produced a geographical 
information system (GIS) project file for the DPV-2 TIL corridor for the area extending from Devers 
substation to the Colorado River. California Historical Resources Inventory System record search 
information captured in this file was last updated April 2004 (Eckhardt et al. 200525-27). The GIS 
project file is comprised of georeferenced information for the existing DPV-1 T/L including DPV-1 T/L 
access roads. boundaries for the proposed DPV-2 T/L right-of-way, global positioning system (GPS) 
information for all proposed DPV-2 T/L tower locations, stub roads, and temporary construction 
activity areas, and data from a complete cultural resource inventory of the DPV-2 T/L corridor. These 
data have been applied in the current analysis of the potential effects of constructing and operating 
the DPV-2 TIL through the Alligator Rock ACEC. 
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JSA was also engaged in monitoring, protection, and assessment efforts in support of recent SCE 
emergency tower M I  62-T2 reconstruction activities on the DPV-1 T/L within North Chuckwalla 
Mountain Quarry District (CA-RIV-1814) of the Alligator Rock ACEC during July 2006 (Eckhardt 
2006). The activities associated with reconstruction of DPV-1 tower M162-T2 provide the baseline 
data for acreage of disturbance arising from emergency tower repair utilized in this analysis. 

On 1 August 2006 JSA met with SCE transmission design, engineering, and environmental resource 
managers to discuss transmission design and engineering, and the potential effects to cultural 
resources within the Alligator ACEC that would result from construction and operation of the DPV-2 
TIL. 

ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT 
As proposed, approximately 7.16 miles of DPV-2 T/L will be constructed through the Alligator Rock 
ACEC. This construction will be comprised of 25 towers, of which 21 will be in-line suspension type, 
one angle suspension type, and three dead-end types. The three dead-end towers and one angle 
suspension tower contain more steel that the average suspension type due to a need to support 
tensioning in more than one angle, and are therefore more robust. Suspension towers come in 
several configurations, but typical of this type is that they permit a longer, continuous length of 
conductor to be strung between the towers for distances of up to 1.5 miles between dead-end towers. 

Determination of areas of potential effect (APEs) for each of the 25 towers proposed for construction 
in the Alligator Rock ACEC has included consideration of potential impacts from initial transmission 
line construction activities and area of disturbance associated with the recent emergency 
reconstruction of DPV-1 TIL tower M162-T2. Approximately 11.5 acres (I ,000 x 500 ft) of land were 
disturbed by the demolition, removal, and reconstruction of the failed tower. The tower M162-T2 that 
failed was a EMT suspension type. This tower was replaced with a more robust type EHT-S 
suspension tower. In order to reduce the potential for tower failure, SCE is proposing that only type 
EHT-S towers will be used for suspension purposes on the proposed DPV-2 T/L within the Alligator 
Rock ACEC. 

The exclusive use of type EHT-S suspension towers and typical dead-end and angle suspension 
towers through Alligator Rock ACEC will significantly reduce the potential for tower failure. especially 
those resulting from wind overloading, which caused the recent failure of DPV-1 tower M162-2. 
Utilization of these more robust and heavier tower types virtually eliminates the potential for tower 
failure therefore reducing the estimated APE for DPV-2 towers in the Alligator Rock ACEC to a 150 ft 
radius tower pad; an area roughly 1.76 acres in size. 

Installation of the DPV-2 T/L as proposed will require nine temporary construction activity areas 
located along the alignment within the Alligator Rock ACEC. Temporary construction activities 
include: conductor stringing, pulling and tensioning, field snub, and splicing. Each of these activities 
will be conducted in locations that are within or adjacent to the proposed DPV-2 T/L. The APEs for 
each of these temporary construction activities will be contained within a 150 ft radius area. 

Thirty-two DPV-2 T/L construction areas within the Alligator Rock ACEC have been identified. These 
are separated into 25 tower locations. including new stub roads and crane pads, and 7 temporary 
construction locations (e.g., conductor stringing, pulling and tensioning, field snub or splicing). DPV-2 
TIL construction will also make use of the existing DPV-1 T/L through access road. No equipment 
staging areas or material laydown areas are proposed within the ACEC. 
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Table 1 below shows the Alligator Rock ACEC cultural resources within the 150 ft potential impact 
radius for each of the 32 proposed DPV-2 TIL construction areas and within the 100 ft (50 ft each side 
of centerline) potential impact areas for all roadways. These cultural resources include both the 
NRHP listed archaeological districts (CA-RIV-1383, CA-RIV-1814), and seven prehistoric 
archaeological sites (CA-RIV-53Tc. CA-RIV-1115. CA-RIV-1813, CA-RIV-1815. CA-RIV-7488. P33- 
013571, and P33-013604) and one prehistoric isolate (P33-013572). Of these seven prehistoric sites 
and one isolate, only CA-RIV-1115 has been subject to a determination of NRHP eligibility, and it was 
found to be not eligible (Carrico et al. 1982:77). Isolated artifacts are categorically ineligible to the 
NRHP. 

Splice 

Suspension 
Tower EMS-3 

Suspension 
Tower EMS-2 

Suspension 
Tower EMS-I 

Table 1. Areas of Proposed DPV-2 T/L Construction Activities in Relation to Existing Cultural 
Resources in the Alligator Rock ACEC. Proposed Areas of Potential Impact (APES), and 
Recommended Protection and Monitoring Measures 

150 fl radius NONE 
1 76 acres 

150 ft radius NONE 
1 76 acres 

150 R radius NONE 
1 76 acres 

150 R radius P33-013571 Quartz lithic reduction wfin Minor adlustment tower to a v a d  
1 76 acres 60 fl &/or 

Temporary bamer fencing monitor 
avadance 

Construction 
AcUvity 

Stub Rd ' 100 fl width 

Towerline R d  100 fl width 

Suspension 150 fl radius 
Tower EMS-I 1 76 acres 

Suspension 150 I? radrus 
Tower EMS-I 1 76 acres 

Fieldsnubs 150 R radius 
1 76 acres 

Suspension 150 R radius 
Tower E M S 3  1 76 acres 

Towerline Rd 100 fl width 

Suspension 150 fl radius 
Tower EMS-2 1 76 acres 

Suspension 150 ft radius 
Tower EMS-2 1 76 acres 

Stub Rd 100 fl width 

1 Temporary 

P33-013571 whn 90 R 

CA-RIV-1115 Trail segments & lithic 
scatter 
Site crosses road 

CA-RIV-1115 surrounds tower footprint Determined not NRHP eligible. Minimize 
total area of construction impact monitor 
construction 

Enforce t r a f c  plan 

Enforce t r a f c  plan. 

NONE 

NONE 

CA-RIV-7488 Lithic scatter & archaic 
dart pan t  whn tower footprint 

CA-RIV-7488 whn 60 fl 

NONE 

CA-RIV-1813 Rock rngs  rock calm 
lithic scatter Temporary barner fencing 

CA-RIV-1813 won 30 fl 

Minor adjustment tower to a v a d  & 
Temporary barner fencing 

Enforce t r a f c  plan. monitor avoidance 

Minor adjustment tower to a v a d  & 

Adjust location to avotd 
& 

I 2509 

1 2 5  1 0 

Transportation 

Transportation i 
I 2511 

TypelDetall Proposed APE Resources Wlln APE Resource Protection EL Construction I Monitoring Measures 

Suspension 150 R radius: NONE 
Tower EMS-2 I 1.76 acres 

Suspension 150 fl radius: NONE 
Tower EMS-2 1.76 acres 

Suspension 150 R radius. NONE 
Tower E M S 2  1.76 acres 

Temporary barrier fencing: enforce traffic 
/plan 
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12513 

Transportat ion != 
12515 

Transportation I- 
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150 fl radius. 
1 76 acres 

0 

e 

e 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 30-1 lithic scatter 
wtin 70 fl 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 291 trail segment 
whn 90 ft 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 31-3 large dense 
lithic scatter whn 150 R 

Construction 
Activity 

100 fl width 

Type/Detail 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 05509 sparse lithic Enforce traffic plan. temporary barrie 
scatter whn 20 fl 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 053-08 dense lithic 
scatter wtin 30 fl 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 0 5 1 0 7  large dense 
lithic scatter whn 40 fl 

CA-RIV-1814 locus 0 5 5 0 6  isolate core 
whn 80 ft 

fencing. monitor avadance 

Proposed APE IResources wlin APE 

2 areas w/ 150 
ft. radii: 
3.52 acres 

IResource ProtectIan B Construction 
Moritoring Measures 

NONE 

E4-5 cont. 

100 fl width 

150 fl radius NONE 
I 76 acres 

CA-RIV-53T(c) trail segment crosses 
road 

Enforce trafi7c plan: temporary barrier 
fencing. monitor avadance 

'525ALT Suspension 
Tower E M S 1  

Towerline R d  100 fl width ICA-RIV-1813 whn 60 fl. IEnforce traffic Dlan: monitor avoidan 

2516 

2517 

Suspension 
Tower EMS-2 

Dead End 
Tower 
E L D l  

1 76 acres 

1 76 acres 

fl radii. 
3 52 acres 

Temporary (2) Conductor 
stringing 
locations 

Transportat ion Towerline R d  100 fl. width ICA-RIV-1814 locus 2 4 2  whn 70 fl. /Enforce traffic plan: monitor avoidan 

25 1 8x Suspension 
Tower EMS-2 

Temporary barrier fencing: monitor 
avoidance 

Transportation Stub Rd locus 30-1 lithic scatter Adjust location toavdd :  temporary 
lbarrier fencing: monitor avoidance 

Transportation Towerline Rd 

Temporary (2)Concuct or 
puller 8, 
tensioner 
locations 

2519 Dead End 
Tower 
E L D 3  

150 fl radius: NONE 
1.76 acres 

Transportation Towerline R d  100 fl width CA-RIV-1814 locus 053-12 rock cairn 
lfeature whn 50 fl. 

Enforce traffic plan: monitor avoidant 

2520 Suspension 
Tower EHT-S 

150 fl radius: CA-RtV-1814 locus 052-60 isolate flake lsdates not NRHP eligible: monitor 
1.76 acres wtin 20 fl /construction 

I I 

100 fl width ICA-RIV-1814 locus 053-15 small lithic /Enforce traffic plan: monitor avddanc Transportation Towerline Rd 

jscatter whn 90 fl I 
4ngle Tower 
E M - 4  

150 fl radius: NONE 
1.76 acres 1 

Suspension 
Tower EMS-I 

150 fl radius: NONE 
I .76 acres 

2522 

!523x Suspension I50 fl radius: NONE 
I .76 acres I Tower EMS-1 

5 2 4  Suspension 
Tower EMS-1 

150 fl radius, NONE 
I .76 acres 

rransportation Towerline R d  
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Construction 
Activity 

Temporary 

Transportation 

2526 

Temporary 

Transportation 

2527 

Transportation 

2529 

0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

avoidance strategies; monitoring plans; minor adjustments in tower location/activity area location; 
traffic control; site closures; ??? 

cite Sriro 2005 for example of successful traffic control plan 
environmental training of construction crews 
project record and documentation program [monitor forms, incident records, photographic record & 
logs, other?] 
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Harquahala Mountain Communication Site 
Proiect Description 

Overview : 

Southern California Edison Company (SCE) proposes to construct a new telecommunication 
facility at Harquahala Mountain, located approximately 10 miles east of Wenden, Arizona 
between State Highway 60 and Interstate 10. The new facility is needed to provide required 
communications in support of the proposed Devers-Harquahala 500kV Transmission Line 
Project, also known as DPVZ. 

The proposed facility would be located on BLM land, approximately 1 mile northwest of Salome 
in La Paz County, Arizona (as shown in Figure 1). The facility would be situated approximately 
35 feet west ofthe existing Central Arizona Project (CAP) microwave facility and approximately 
200 feet northwest of the Solar Observatory. The location on Harquahala Mountain is proposed 
by SCE because it is farthest from the Solar Observatory facility and requires minimal 
disturbance of the soil for building and tower construction. 

Backeround: 

Since inadequate protection schemes have shown to cause blackouts, North American Electric 
Reliability Council (NERC), California Independent System Operator (CAISO), and Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) mandate two independent communication paths for 
reliable operation of the power grid. This construction will augment Edison's ability to meet its 
commitment to provide reliable and cost-effective electric service to its customers, increase 
reliability of supply, and flexibility in operating California's transmission grid. 

0 

The proposed DPVZ 500kV transmission line between Devers Substation and Harquahala 
Generating Station Switchyard (Harquahala Switchyard) would include a Fiber Optic Ground 
Wire (OPGW) to provide one of the two required communication path for line protection. A 
second path using microwave equipment on Harquahala Mountain is required to meet the NERC, 
CAISO, and WECC's requirements. The second path must be in operation by March 1,2009, 
which will require site construction to start by June 1, 2008. 

Harquahala Mountain: 

The Harquahala Mountain site was selected by SCE because it is the only site that provides 
microwave line-of-sight to three (3) other facilities that are needed for protective relaying, 
Special Protection Scheme (formerly known as Remedial Action Scheme), Supervisory Control 
and Data Acquisition (SCADA), Data, and Telephony. These facilities are Harquahala 
Switchyard, Arizona Series Capacitor Station, and Smith Peak Communications Site. 

The proposed SCE facility at Harquahala Mountain will include: 
0 

0 

One 1 2-foot by 36-foot prefabricated building 
One Ss-foot, self supporting microwave tower 

Paae I of 6 
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One 20KW emergency generator 
0 

0 

0 

Two 500-gallon propane tanks, enclosed in a concrete block wall 
Two 15-foot by 33-foot solar panels and associated charging and control equipment 
Five 8-foot diameter microwave antennas 
Three microwave terminals and common equipment 
One -48VDC battery system and associated DC distribution panels and charging 
equipment 

The proposed facility requires an area roughly 65-foot by 75-foot located approximately 35 feet 
west of the existing CAP facility and approximately 200 feet northwest of the Solar Observatory 
(as shown in Figure 1). This area will be fenced and gate locked. Figures 2 and 3 are provided 
to show the side view elevations looking from the south and east directions. Figure 4 shows the 
proposed 85-foot self-supporting microwave tower and five (5) 8-foot microwave antennas. 

The communications building will be prefabricated measuring approximately 12-foot wide by 
36-foot long. The prefabricated building includes a separate generator room. Two 500-gallon 
tanks will be installed on a concrete foundation north of the building to provide fuel for the 
generator. The tanks will be protected by a concrete block wall. As there is no commercial 
power to the site, two solar panels measuring approximately 15-foot high by 33-foot long (as 
shown in Figure 10) will be installed on the south side of the building to provide power for the 
communications equipment. An 85-foot self-supporting microwave tower will be installed to the 
west of the building. Five 8-foot diameter microwave antennas will be installed on the tower to 
support the three (3) microwave paths required for the project. 

The proposed tower height is 85 feet to provide line of sight to Harquahala Switchyard located 
approximately 26.7 miles to the southeast of the peak, and to provide the required spacing (40’) 
between antennas necessary for reliable operation of the planned microwave systems. This 
practice, commonly referred in the telecommunications industry as “space diversity,” is often 
required for reliable operation of long microwave. paths. The path to Harquahala Switchyard 
requires antennas mounted at 40’ and 80’ to clear a ridge located a few feet south of the wind 
sock on the peak. The other paths are not obstructed by the terrain. 

Due to the distance between Harquahala Mountain and Harquahala Generating Station, the 
microwave path requires two (2) 8-foot diameter antennas with 40’ vertical separation on the 
tower as illustrated in Figure 5. Similarly, the microwave path to the Arizona Series Capacitor 
Station also requires two 8-foot diameter antennas (with 40’ vertical separation). The microwave 
path to Smith Peak requires only a single 8-foot diameter antenna. 

SCE will install three (3) microwave terminals, channel, alarm, and networking equipment in the 
communications building. In addition, power distribution panels, battery chargers, batteries, and 
solar control equipment will also be installed in the building. This equipment will support SCE 
Utility Operations; no third party use is planned. 

As requested by the BLM during the site meeting at Harquahala Mountain on May 10, 2006, this 
submittal includes photo simulations showing existing and proposed views from five different 
are= as described below and shown in the attached photo simulation brochure. 
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Photo Simulation View 1 - looking from wind sock area 
Photo Simulation View 2 - looking from Solar Observatory facility 
Photo Simulation View 3 - looking from parking area east of Solar Observatory facility 
Photo Simulation View 4 - looking up from picnic area leading to the mountaintop 
Photo Simulation View 5 - looking up from parking area at the bottom of the hill near the 
restroom facility 

List of Figures: 

1. Plot Plan 
2. Side View - South Elevation 
3.  Side View - East Elevation 
4. 85-foot Microwave Tower and Antenna Elevations 
5. Microwave Path to Harquahala Generating Station 500kV Switchyard 
6. Map showing proposed laydown areas 
7. Laydown area 1 (preferred) coordinates 
8. Laydown area 2 (alternate) coordinates 
9. Solar Panel Array Layout 1 of 2 
10. Solar Panel Array Layout 2 of 2 

Construction Plans: 

Access Road 
e Construction access is available via an existing dirt road leading to the construction site. 0 

Laydown Area 
Two temporary laydown areas (as shown in Figures 6 , 7  and 8) have been identified. 
These areas will be used only for materials and equipment drop off, pickup, and delivery 
to the job site. There will be no materials or equipment staged in the laydown areas. The 
first area is located at the bottom of the Harquahala Mountain, just north of the dirt road 
leading to the mountaintop. This area is currently being used for off-road vehicle 
parking. The second area is located on the southeast corner of Salome Road and Buckeye 
Road. 

Material Staging 
Edison’s Blythe (CA) Service Center will be used as a temporary staging area for the 
communication building and structural steel for the microwave tower. 

Grading and Foundation 
e Minimal grading will be required at the site to remove vegetation, since the proposed area 

is fairly level. Four concrete foundations would be constructed to support the 
microwave tower, prefabricated building, propane tanks, and solar panels. During 
construction, existing concrete suppliers will be used where feasible. Concrete will be 
delivered to the job site in standard transit-mix concrete trucks. 

Communication Building 

0 
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The prefabricated building would be shipped from the supplier to Edison’s Blythe 
Service Center and then trucked to the temporary laydown area in Arizona for pickup by 
helicopter and delivery to the job site. 

Propane Tanks 
0 The propane tanks would be trucked to the job site directly from the manufacturing plant. 

The tanks would be installed on one of the four concrete foundations and filled at the job 
site by a propane truck. For protection, the tanks will be enclosed by a new block wall. 

Solar Panels 
0 The solar panels (as shown in Figure 9 and 10) and associated installation hardware 

would be shipped by truck to the construction yard and then trucked to the job site. The 
panels would be assembled and installed at the job site. 

Microwave Tower and Antennas 
Two 2-foot diameter holes, 45’ deep, will be drilled for the purpose of obtaining soil 
samples, which are necessary for the final design the new tower. The diameter and depth 
of the tower foundation depends upon final structural design of the tower. 
At the tower manufacturer’s fabrication plant, structural members will be bundled and 
shipped by truck to the staging area at Edison’s Blythe Service Center. When the 
foundations are completed the structural components will be trucked to the job site. 
Tower section subassemblies would be assembled at the job site and erected with the aid 
of a crane. 
The microwave antennas will be shipped by truck to Edison’s Blythe Service Center. 
When the tower construction is completed the antennas will be trucked to the job site for 
installation. The antennas will be installed on the tower individually at the job site with 
the aid of a crane. 
To support the antenna waveguides, a new overhead cable tray will be installed between 
the building and the tower. 
SCE will ensure that the new tower and all proposed microwave paths will not interfere 
with existing CAP microwave paths or facilities. 

0 

Communication Equipment 
Communication equipment will be delivered to the job site directly from SCE’s 
warehouse in Fullerton, CA. The equipment will be installed by SCE’s 
telecommunications construction crews. 

Construction EquiDment: 
0 

0 

0 

Drill Rig - To drill foundation holes for the new antenna tower. 
Flatbed Truck - To haul foundation and tower steel. 
Crane - To erect the new tower and mount the microwave antennas. 
Transit-Mix Concrete Truck - To deliver concrete for foundations. 
Concrete Pump - To direct concrete into foundation holes. 
Helicopter - To deliver the prefabricated building and tower steel to the job site. 
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0 Dump Truck - To haul natural material (dirt, rock, etc.) from the job site to  a location 
approved by the BLM. 
Crew Truck - To haul small tools, material, and employees. 
Parking - Most vehicles will be parked adjacent to the existing access road at the 
mountaintop. Some vehicles will be parked at the bottom of the hill near the restroom 
facility. 
Construction Crew - Work crews consist of 5 to  10 persons, depending on the stage of 
construction activities. Crews will be mostly contractors, with some SCE personnel. 
Construction Monitoring - In addition to environmental monitors recommended by BLM, 
Edison will have a field construction coordinator onsite during all construction activity. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction Schedule: 
0 Start of construction: June 1,2008. 
0 

0 

0 

Construction duration: Approximately 6-8 months. 
Work schedule: 6:OO a m  - 6:OO pm, weekdays and weekends. 
End of construction: February 1,2009 

Submittals: 
0 

0 

Plot plan drawing showing proposed area including tower, building, solar panel, propane 
tanks, and existing Central Arizona Project facility. 
Tower elevation drawing showing antenna placement. 

0 

0 Photo simulations 
Microwave path plan showing three proposed paths. 

0 
Alternatives: 

1. Co-locating with Central Arizona Project (CAP) 

An alternative to constructing a separate SCE facility at Ha quahala Mol ntain is to  co- 
locate with the existing CAP facility. There are many technical issues associated with this 
alternative and are listed below. If this alternative is selected, SCE would have to collaborate 
with CAP personnel to address all issues and develop solutions satisfactory to both parties. 

Solar Power Capacity: Upgrade existing solar panels with high capacity panels to serve 
SCE equipment. The associated charging and controlling equipment will also need to be 
upgraded. Additional solar panels may be needed if the upgrade does not provide 
adequate capacity. If new solar panels are required, additional land would be needed. 
Battery Capacity: The existing battery room is full. A second battery room (lO’XlZ’) 
will be required for new batteries. 
Generator Capacity: Upgrade existing generator to provide an additional 20KW. The 
existing generator room may not be big enough to support larger generator. 
Space in communications building: SCE would need a minimum of four (4) 8’ X 19” 
equipment racks. 
Air Conditioning/Heating: SCE equipment will generate more heat in the building and 
will require additional cooling equipment. 
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Tower Space: The existing 40’ tower will need to be replaced with an 85’ tower to 
support five (5) new 8-foot diameter microwave antennas required by SCE. 
Outages: The upgrade of microwave tower and power systems will require multiple 
extended outages on existing CAP equipment, impacting operation of the Central Arizona 
Project. 

0 

2. Using Other Communication Sites 

A second alternative to building a facility at Harquahala Mountain would be to construct five 
(5) new sites at lower elevations to satisfy SCE’s requirements. These sites include Burnt 
Mountain, Lone Mountain, Black Rock Hill, Guadalupe Mountain, and Cunningham 
Mountain. Based on the analysis of these sites, SCE has determined that Harquahala 
Mountain would provide the least impact to cultural, visual and recreational resources. 
Additionally, these sites are already congested with other microwave networks and frequency 
availability is limited. 

Conclusion: 

Southern California Edison proposes to collaborate with BLM’s Phoenix Area Office to define 
and implement the most effective action to reduce impacts of the proposed facility at Harquahala 
Mountain on cultural, visual, and recreational resources. 

We believe the new proposed DPV2 communication facility adjacent to and west of the CAP 
facility at Harquahala Mountain would be acceptable and could be permitted by BLM in 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and that SCE could 
mitigate any perceived impacts from a science and technology standpoint by undertaking an 
Historic American Engineering Record of the solar observatory and providing interpretive 
enhancements and other site improvements. SCE proposes to collaborate with BLM, CAP, 
recreation users, and other stakeholders to resolve any issues before, during, and after 
construction. 
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HARQUAHALA MOUNTAIN PLOT PLAN 
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Mooney Junes & Stokes 
10 August 2006 

Mr Thomas T. Taylor, Manager 
Natural & Cultural Resources 
Environment, Health & Safety Division 
Southern California Edison 
Post Office Box 800 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead. California 91770 

Subject: Results of cultural resource inventory for the proposed Devers substation helipad project 

Intensive archaeological survey and resource inventory was conducted 8 August 2006 for the proposed 
Devers substation helipad project in eastern Riverside County, California (Figure 1 ) .  This technical 
study was conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as 
amended (42 USC 4321 and 4331-4335). the National Hisloric Preservation Act ("PA) of 1966, as 
amended (1 6 USC 470 et seq.). and the requirements set forth in Protection of Historic Properties (36 
CFR 800), implementing regulations of the "+A. This level of examination and study further satisfies 
the project review requirements of the California Environmcntal Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as 
amended (Public Resources Code 0 21000 et seq.). and complies with the Guidelines for 
Implementation of the California Environrnental Quality Act (California Code of Regulations. Title 14, 5 
15000 et seq.). 

SCE proposes to construct a replacement helipad and service road on acreage adjacent to the east of 
the existing developed substation footprint. within the SCE substation property boundary. Because the 
actual location for construction of helipad and access roads is not yet determined, all of the available 
acreagc-an approximate 40 acres-~ -was subjected to background research and intensive 
archaeological survey. 

Jones 1L Stokes Associates (JSA) prepared the cultural resource inventory for the proposed DPV-2 T/L 
undertaking (Eckhardt, Walker, and Carrico 2005), and maintains a geographical information system 
(GIS) project file of the cultural resource inventory for the high voltage transmission line corridor 
extending from Devers substation to the Colorado River. Record search information in use in this file 
was last updated April 2004 (Eckhardt et ill. 2005:25-27). These records were reviewed and existing 
data applied to the current project. 

R ~ S L J ~ ~ S  01 background research were positive: one previously recorded sparse lithic scatter (P33- 
01 13563) was identified adjacent and outside of the survey project ai-ea. 

Intensive archaeological survey was conducted 8 August 2006 by JSA archaeologists Andrea M. Craft 
and Koji Tsunoda. The target parcel areas were easily dislingrrished, and vegetation provided no 
limitation to survey. Methods included use of standard 12- 1Sn-t transects intervals between team 
members. systematically examining the area of potential eftect. Handheld GPS units were used to 
record sttrvey coverage and records. 

Results of survey reveal a cluster of five lristoric retuse deposits in ih re  trortheastern most quadraiil of 
the stiidy area (Figure 2). These deposits are each sinal1 (0.5 lo I.51-n diameter). discrete cieposifs of 
tragmcntecl sanitary cans. ceramics, zii-ict glass: aniong them onc clegosit witlh skiti colored mnelhyst 
glass fragmeirls. No ackfilioiral citltirml r e s o i t r w  sites are preseni will t i t i  the i.irnject boiirtdaries. 

9903 Utisinc~s:;park AVWWP * Sstri I)ie:.p. CAfi~itltii 921 31 + fel 
www ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~ r J s t ~ ? k ~ ~ s  i ; n t t ~  
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Mr. Thomas T. Taylor 
Southern California Edison 
10 August 2006 
Page 2 

Because of the new resource discoveries in the northeastern most portion of the project area, further 
effort is warranted to properly record and report this new resource finding. In terms of the proposed 
construction, it is recommended that this portion of the project area be removed from consideration for 
location of the helipad and service road. Until proper recording and site evaluation are conducted, it is 
further recommended that SCE avoid impacting or disturbing this area of the project site. 

This letter provides you with the immediate information necessary for your planning and review 
process. A single Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record form is in preparation and will 
be forwarded to the California Historical Resource Information System, Eastern Information Center, for 
assignment of a primary record number. If you have questions or require furthei- information, please 
contact me at your convenience. Thank you. 

d’illiam T. Eckhardt 
Senior Archaeologist 
Mooney Jones & Stokes 

Reference Cited 

Eckhardt, William T., Kristen E. Walker, atid Richard L. Carrico 
2005 Cultural Resources Inventory of the Proposed Devcrs to Palo Verde II 500 k V  Transmission 

Line, Riverside County, California. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: KRISTI BOKEN - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

FROM: PAULA POTENZA 

SUBJECT: DEVERS SUBSTATION HABITAT ASSESSMENT - BIOLOGICAL 
SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT 

DATE: AUGUST 10,2006 

cc: 

At the request of Southern California Edison (SCE), on August 8, 2006, Paula Potenza 
conducted a reconnassance-level pre-construchon habitat or biologcal site assessment of two 
areas located immediately adjacent to the east slde of the Devers Substation. The Devers 
Substation and the survey area are located at the northeast corner of Diablo Road and Power 
Line Road within the City of North Palms Springs, fiverside County, California. 

P 1-0 ject Description 

Southern California Edison is proposing to construct facilihes on all or porhons of the survey 
area imediately east of the Devers Substahon. The survey area conslsts of two rectangular 
plots The northern most plot is approxlmately 21 3 acres in size and the southern-most plot 
is approxlmately 11.3 acres in slze. 

Findings 

A reconnaissance-level habitat or biological site assessment survey was conducted to identify 
vegetation types within the project area and to determine the presence of sensitive biological 
resources and the potential for them to occur within the project area.. The survey was 
conducted between 1015 a.m. and 1:oO p.m. on August 8, 2006. Weather conditions 
consisted of clear skies, temperatures rangmg between 96 and 103 degrees Fahrenheit, and 
winds ranging between 1 and 8 miles per hour. 

The project area consists of flat to slightly undulating terrain that gently slopes to the south 
within an undeveloped area composed of creosote bush desert scrub vegetation. The survey 
area ranges from approximately 1,110 to 1,170 feet above the average mean sea level and is 
crossed from the northwest to the southeast with several dry, sandy bottom washes, 
Representative photographs are located at the end of this report. The developed Devers 
Substation is located immediately west of the survey area, a wind farm with unpaved access 
roads and creosote bush desert scrub vegetation is located immediately east of the survey 
area, open desert with creosote bush desert scrub vegetation is located north of the survey 
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area, and to the south of the survey area are a few scattered rural homes and businesses and 
paved and unpaved roads surrounded by creosote bush desert scrub vegetation. 

The vegetation type found in the project area consists of Mojave creosote bush scrub 
vegetation. The Mojave creosote bush scrub community observed in the survey area is 
dominated primarily by creosote bush (Lamu hidenta), burro-weed (Ambrosia dumosu), desert 
brittlebush, (Encefiufu&osu), and with additional shrub components of rhatany ( f i m m k p y ) ,  
barrel cactus (Ferocattus yfdmcars), and teddy-bear cholla (Op~ntiu hgefozii). 

Wildlife species observed during the reconnaissance-level survey include: side-blotched lizard 
(Uta sfunsbmianu), western whiptail @t@idoscefis [Cnmidopboru~ &is), common raven (Cowus 
c o r n ) ,  loggerhead shrike (Lanius h&viFiarrus), red-tailed hawk (Bzdeo jumuicmsiis), antelope 
ground squirrel (AmmoJpemophihs f m m s ) ,  black-tailed jackrabbit (*as culifom~~s), and 
desert wood rat (Neotomu itpiah). 

One old and unoccupied burrow (GPS Coordinate: Latitude 33” 56’ 30.5”/Longitude 116” 
34’ 19.4”) with the potential for desert tortoise occupation (Gopherus ugussz+z) was observed 
during the survey. No other desert tortoise sign was observed and the burrow was partially 
collapsed; however, the location of the burrow (under a creosote bush) and its large size make 
it suitable for use by a desert tortoise. The burrow was observed in the northern most plot o r  
survey area, approximately 150 feet south of  an existing steel lattice tower structure located 
near the northern boundary of  the plot. See photograph at the end of this report. 

Potential Impacts 

Although various sensitive plant and wildlife species are known to occur within vegetation 
similar to that found within the project area, the majority of these species are not Federal or 
State endangered or threatened and will not be addressed in this assessment report A search 
of the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) within three miles of the project area found one listed animal and one 
listed plant species with the potential to occur within the survey area. One additional listed 
animal species not listed by the CNDDB also has the potential to occur within the survey 
area. These three species are: 

0 

desert tortoise - federally threatened, state threatened; 

Coachella Valley fringed-toed lizard (Uma inomuta) - federally threatened, state 
endangered; and, 

0 Coachella Valley milk-vetch (Astngahs ientiginoms var. coacheifue) - federally endangered. 

The CNDDB did not list desert tortoise for this area; however, Mojave creosote bush scrub 
vegetation suitable for this species is found within the project area, and one burrow 
potentially suitable for desert tortoise was observed during the site assessment survey. 
Therefore, there is a low potential for desert tortoise to occur within the survey area and 
vehicle traffic and ground disturbing activities within Mojave creosote bush scrub habitat 
within the survey area could potentially impact this species. 

Coachella Valley fringed-toed lizard is restricted to the Coachella Valley, historically from 
Cabozan southeast to Thermal, which encompasses the Devers Substation and the survey 
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area. Coachella Valley kinged-toed lizard has been documented in the vicinity of the Devers 
Substation. However, current populations of the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard are know 
to occur in the Coachella Valley east of the project. In addition, this species is restricted to 
areas with fine, wind-blown sand of dunes, flats, riverbanks, and washes with sparse 
vegetation. Even though several of the dry washes crossing the survey area have loose, fine to 
coarse sandy bottoms, no accumulations of fine, wind-blown sand or sand dunes were 
observed within the survey area. I t  is unlikely that this, species occurs in the survey area: 
therefore, no impacts to the Coachella Valley fringed-toed lizard are expected as a result of 
ground-disturbing activities within the survey area. 

Coachella Valley milk-vetch was not observed during the site assessment survey; however, 
this species has been documented in the vicinity of the project area. In addition, because the 
site assessment was conducted in August, which is outside of  this plant species flowering 
period (February to May), and due to the extceme heat of the desert summer, which has 
resulted in many of the plants within the survey area dropping their leaves from dessication, 
individuals may not have been in a detectable condition during the site assessment survey. 
Because this milk-vetch is found in desert scrub habitat with sandy and/or gravelly substrates 
associated with desert washes and river flood plains with sandy alluvial deposits similar to the 
habitat observed within the survey area, the Coachella Valley milk-vetch could occur within 
the survey area. Therefore, impacts to this species could occur if this species was present in 
the survey area, but not identifiable at  the time of  the survey. 

In summary, because SCE is proposing to construct within the survey area immediately 
adjacent to the east side of the Devers Substation, there is potential for impacts to sensitive 
biological resources to occur as a result of construction activities. 

Recommendations 

To avoid or minimize impacts to biological resources as a result of project-related activities 
within the survey area, it is recommended that focused surveys should be conducted for the 
following species prior to any ground disturbing activities: 

Desert tortoise. 

Coachella Valley mill-vetch. 

Please call me if you have any questions. 
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, 0 

Northern-most portions of the survey area with Mojave creosote bush scrub 
vegetation and sandy wash, facing southwest. 

Northern-most portion of the survey area with Mojave creosote bush scrub 
vegetation and wind farm, facing east. 
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Southern-most portion of the survey area with Mojave creosote bush scrub 
vegetation and a sandy wash, facing northwest 

0 

Burrow observed within the northern-most portion of the survey area, facing east. 
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E4- 1 SCE’s preference for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative has been noted. 

E4-2 SCE’s preference for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative has been noted. Please refer to 
Comment Set A15 for comments submitted by the U.S.D.A. San Bernardino National Forest, 
which states the Forest’s intent to issue permits and amend/issue an easement based on 
SBNF requirements. The National Forest is a cooperating agency and BLM is working with 
them to resolve any concerns regarding this alternative. Section C.4.3.1 (page C-24 of the 
EIWEIS) has been modified as follows: 

While a portion of the corridor k+A&k- traverses a designated wilderness area, the 
SCE transmission corridor was specifically excluded from wilderness by Congress (see 
detail in Section 4.3-1 in Appendix 1). 

E4-3 BLM believes that the easement along the northern end of the Potrero ACEC is on its land. 
If necessary, SCE can contact BLM Realty staff to further discuss the matter. 

E4-4 SCE’s opposition to the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative has been noted. 
The proposed DPV2 route in the Alligator Rock Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) area, as well as most of the North of Desert Center Alternative, would be located 
on BLM land. Therefore, the decision regarding which of the Alligator Rock area alternatives 
to implement will be made by the BLM based on the requirements of federal and state laws 
and regulations, BLM’s resource values and BLM-management guidelines. 

The information that SCE submitted with this comment has been reviewed and considered, 
but the conclusion regarding the North of Desert Center Alternative has not been changed. 
The following points respond to the four bullets presented as comments on Section ES 1.1 : 

0 Bullet 1: “The route crosses both BLM land and private land.” This statement is correct. 

0 Bullet 2: “The cost to construct 12 miles of new access roads along the reroute.’’ The 
EIWEIS does not consider cost as a major consideration in comparison of alternatives, 
as long as the alternatives are found to be feasible. Cost is a factor that can be 
considered by the CPUC and the BLM in their decision processes. 

0 Bullets 3 and 4: “The annual costs to maintain the additional 12 miles of new access 
roads” and “ ... costs to patrol a separate ... corridor.” As stated above, the EIR/EIS 
focuses on environmental impacts, rather than costs. The EIR/ElS analysis considered 
the requirement for new access roads and weighed that impact against the additional 
disturbance within the ACEC and concluded that avoidance of the ACEC was a priority. 

The other issues raised by SCE in this comment, and responses to each, are as follows: 

0 SCE states that the proposed DPV2 route would minimize biological impacts because it 
would use existing access roads. While it is correct that the North of Desert Center 
Alternative would require construction of new access roads, these roads would be 
through lower quality desert tortoise habitat. With the alternative, no new construction 
within the ACEC, where biological resources are highly valued, would occur. 
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SCE states that the DPV2 tower locations were chosen at the time of construction of 
OPV1 to avoid cultural resources. While the tower locations may minimize impacts to 
cultural resources, impacts would still occur within the ACEC which was created 
primarily to protect the highly valuable cultural resources of the area. Avoidance of all 
new construction within the ACEC is the best way to protect remaining resources. 

SCE states that wilderness impacts are “mitigated” by the presence of the existing DPVl 
line. EIWEIS Section D.5.6, under Impact WR-2 (Operation would change the character 
of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value), the impact conclu- 
sion states the following: “The existing DPVl transmission line has already introduced an 
industrial land use across the ACECs [Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC and Alli- 
gator Rock ACEC]. While the Proposed Project would not introduce a new industrial 
use across an undeveloped recreational resource, it would intensify the industrial nature 
of the ROW through the construction and operation of new towers and spur roads across 
the ACECs.” As a result, the impact to recreation and wilderness is considered to be sig- 
nificant and unmitigable. 

SCE states that visual impacts associated with the North of Desert Center route are 
significantly greater due to two crossings of the 1-10 required by that alternative. This 
conclusion is not supported by the analysis in the EIR/EIS. In Visual Resources Section 
D.3.8.5, the visual impact of the alternative is evaluated in Impact V-37 (Inconsistency 
with Interim BLM VRM Class I11 management objectives due to the introduction of struc- 
ture contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewing the Chuck- 
walla Mountains from Key Viewpoint 31 on southbound Kaiser Road, north of Desert 
Center). This impact is found to be significant and unmitigable (Class I). In the analysis 
of the Proposed Project through the ACEC, Impact V-15 considers the “Inconsistency 
with Interim BLM VRM Class I1 management objective due to increased structure con- 
trast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key View- 
point 10 in the Alligator Rock ACEC.” This impact is also found to be significant and 
unmitigable (Class I). Nothing in the EIWEIS provides a means by which one of these 
significant impacts can be found to be more significant than the other. 

SCE states that Table E-2 shows four environmental issues preferred for the proposed 
DPV2 route as compared with three issues preferred for the North of Desert Center Alter- 
native. Counting environmental issue areas is not an accurate way to compare impacts. 
Impacts to biological and cultural resources are by far the most important in this area, 
because those are the values protected by the ACEC. 

In conclusion, the EIWEIS finds the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative to be 
environmentally superior because it would minimize important biological, cultural, and wil- 
derness area impacts within the ACEC, even though it would be closer to populated areas 
and would require two crossings of the 1-10. However, as noted in EIR/EIS Section E.1.3, 
although this EIWEIS identifies an environmentally superior alternative, it is possible that 
the CPUC and BLM decisionmakers could balance the importance of each impact area - or of 
the costs of alternatives - differently and reach a different conclusion. 

E4-5 This comment suggests that reconfiguration of towers through the Alligator Rock Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) could reduce adverse effects of construction of the 
Proposed Project on cultural resources. Specifically, the letter states that “SCE is propos- 0 
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ing that only [emphasis added] type EHT-S towers will be used for suspension purposes on the 
proposed DPV-2’ T/L within the Alligator Rock ACEC. The exclusive use’ of type EHT-S 
suspension towers and typical dead-end and angle suspension towers through Alligator Rock 
ACEC will significantly reduce the potential for tower failure.. . therefore reducing the esti- 
mated APE for DPV-2 towers in the Alligator Rock ACEC to a 150 ft radius tower pad; an 
area roughly 1.76 acres in size”. 

There appears to be some confusion about the analysis and assessment presented in the com- 
ment. The comment states that EHT-S suspension towers will be used exclusively [emphasis 
added] through the ACEC. However, further clarification received from SCE on August 22, 
2006 (email from Gary Dudley, SCE to Susan Lee, Aspen) states that “SCE has proposed 
that only the Type EMT suspension towers originally proposed for use in the Alligator Rock 
area would be replaced with Type EHT-S suspension towers. Only 2 of the 25 proposed 
DPV#2 towers within the ACEC are Type EMT towers.” In fact, Table 1 of the comment 
shows that the majority of the suspension towers will be Type EMS. 

The comment also implies that the new configuration of towers will greatly reduce the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) from that analyzed in the DEIR/DEIS. The comment suggests 
that the APE for each tower will be reduced from 11.5 acres to 1.76 acres (a 150 ft radius). 
This 11.5 acre APE is based on actual disturbance that occurred around a Type EMT 
suspension tower in the Alligator Rock ACEC when it failed on 1 July, 2006 (after the 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS was completed). The impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS 
is based on an average 200 ft radius around each tower site. The Draft EIR/EIS impact 
analysis is not based on an 11.5 acre APE for towers because the analysis did not consider 
the consequences and impacts of rare and unforeseeable tower failure. Therefore, the letter’s 
implication that the APE will be greatly reduced by the use of Type EHT-S towers is exag- 
gerated and faulty. 

Finally, even if the actual construction impacts around each tower are reduced to 150 ft 
from the 200 ft analyzed in the Draft EIRIEIS, the impact analysis and mitigation measures 
are unchanged. The Draft EIWEIS assumes that most, if not all direct impacts to sensitive 
cultural resources within the Alligator Rock ACEC, and specifically those in the North 
Chuckwalla Mountains Quarry and Rock Art National Register districts will be avoided by 
careful siting of tower locations, stub roads, and access roads, as well as exclusionary 
fencing and construction monitoring. Only if avoidance is not feasible would other mea- 
sures, such as NRHP evaluation and data-recovery investigations, be needed and warranted. 
The measures proposed in the Draft EIWEIS to avoid direct impacts of the Proposed 
Project do not differ from those in the comment letter. Therefore, the conclusions reached 
in the Draft EIS/DEIR remain unchanged. 

E4-6 The description of the Harquahala Mountain Communications site in Section B.3.6.1 has 
been modified so it is consistent with the revised description provided by SCE. The con- 
clusions of significant (Class I) impacts in Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, and Wil- 
derness/Recreation have not been changed because the site changes did not substantially 
reduce impacts in these areas. 

It is noted that the submittal by SCE (on pages 5 and 6) addresses potential alternatives to 
use of the Harquahala Mountain site, and explains why these other sites would not function 
adequately. 
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El-7 Information about the helipad relocation site and the associated figure (Figure B-17a in the 
Final EIWEIS) has been added to Section B.3.4.1 (Devers Substation) as follows: 8 

In addition, SCE proposes to relocate a helipad that is currently located on SCE Devers 
Substation property (see Figure B-17a). SCE has stated that the relocation is necessary 
to make room for the addition of equipment for the DPV2 Project. The heliport reloca- 
tion sites would include a maximum of 150 feet by 150 feet concrete pad, a 3-foot high 
wire fence, and a 250-foot service road (12 feet wide) from Devers Substation to the site. 

The text in Section 4.3.1 regarding the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative and the proposed 
helipad relocation has been modified as follows: 

The relocation of the helipad at Devers Substation would also be required for this 
alternative. . .  The relocation site is depicted on Figure B-17a.- * A  ? Y 

E4-8 Information about the results of cultural resources surveys for the proposed helipad have 
been incorporated in the Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation sections (Section 
D.7.2.7 on page D.7-20 and Section D.7.6.7 on pages D.7-70 to 0.7-72). The following 
new subsection has been added to Section D.7.2.7: 

Devers Substation 

One cultural resource was identified within a 40 acre area being considered for use as a 
replacement helipad and service road. This cluster of five discrete historical refuse scatters 
has not been formally recorded or evaluated for NRHP eligibility (Eckhardt, 2006). 

Impact C-1 (Construction of the project could cause an adverse change to known historic 
properties) in Section D.7.6.7 has been modified as follows: 

There are three known prehistoric sites located within this segment and one newly dis- 
covered historical site at the Devers Substation (Table D.7-15) ... 

... Four additional sites (CA-RIV-164T7 CA-RIV-53T(b), P-33-13561 and P-33-13569) 
were located near the APE of this segment of the Proposed Project but were not within 
designated APES. All four of these sites appear to be ineligible for NRHP listing. 
Lastly, a newly discovered cluster of historical refuse scatters occurs within a 40-acre 
area in which a new helipad and service road will be sited at the Devers Substation. 
This site has neither been formally recorded nor evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. None- 
theless, direct impacts would be avoided by implementation of Mitigation Measures C-lb 
(Avoid and protect potentially significant resources), C-le (Monitor construction), and 
C-1 f (Train construction personnel). 
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E4-9 Sections D.2.2.7 of the Draft EIWEIS describes the potential occurrence of the Coachella 
Valley milkvetch (page D.2-66), desert tortoise (page D.2-67), and Coachella Valley fringe- 
toed lizards (page D.2-67) in the areas adjacent to the Devers Substation. The information 
provided in the Devers Substation Habitat Assessment - Biological Site Assessment Report 
(prepared by TRC Essex and dated August 10, 2006) regarding the potential occurrence of 
these species near the Devers Substation is consistent with the information reported in the 
Draft EIWEIS. 

I 

Section D.2.5.2 of the Draft EIWEIS provides the Applicant Proposed Measures that are 
related to the protection of listed plants and wildlife species. Many of these measures 
generally address the protection of listed and sensitive plants and wildlife (APM’s B-2, B-3, 
B-12, B-16 through B-18, B-26, and B-33) but there are also measures designed to 
specifically address and protect the Coachella Valley milkvetch (APM’s B-26 and B-33), 
desert tortoise (APM’s B-27 through B-32 and B-33, and Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard (APM’s B-26, B-33, and B-36). 

Section D.2.6.1 of the Draft EIWEIR describes the impacts of transmission line construction 
on the biological resources. Section D.2.6.1.6 specifically addresses the impacts on threatened 
and endangered species. Impact B-6 on page D.2-120 begins the discussion of the indirect 
or direct loss of listed plants that may result from project implementation. The potential 
impacts to Coachella valley milkvetch in the segment between the Cactus City Rest Area 
and Devers Substation are specifically addressed on page D.2-122. Mitigation Measure B-6a 
(Develop a transplanting plan) will be implemented to provide additional protection for this 
species and other listed and sensitive plant species. 

Impact B-7 on page D.2-124 begins the discussion of indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife 
or habitat that may result from project implementation. The discussion of potential impacts 
on the desert tortoise in the Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation segment is 
described on page D.2-128. Mitigation Measures B-7b (Pre-construction surveys) and B-7c 
(Purchase of mitigation lands) will be implemented to provide additional protection for this 
species. In addition, Mitigation Measure B-la (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/ 
Compensation plan) will also be implemented to restore habitat for the tortoise. 

The potential impacts of the project on the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard are discussed 
under Impact B-7 on pages D.2-131 and D.2-132. Mitigation Measure B-7d (Purchase mitiga- 
tion lands for Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard) will be implemented to provide addi- 
tional protection for this species. 
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Comment Set E5 
’Southern California Edison Company 

Global Comments the Visual Resources Analysis of the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 
Transmission Line EIS/EIR 

Thomas Priestley, Ph.D. AICP/ASLA 
CHZM HILL 

Issues Related to Application of the BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
Methodology 
For the portions of the project area that fall under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Visual Resources Analysis was conducted using the BLM’s Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) system, which provides the basis for determining the 
project’s visual resources impacts in the context of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). On pages D.3-3 through D.3-5, the DEIR/DEIS provides a brief explanation of the 
VRM system. 

A key issue that the discussion of the BLM VRM system does not explain in explicit terms is 
that to evaluate impacts using this system, it is essential to know the Visual Resource 
Management Classes that the BLM has assigned to each area through which the 
transmission line would pass. On page D.3-5 there is an indication that the BLM has not yet 
assigned VRM classes to the BLM lands in California that lie between the Coachella Valley 
and the Arizona border., In the absence of BLM-assigned VRM classes for these lands, it 
appears that those responsible for preparing the Visual Resources analysis for the 
DEIR/DEJS developed their own VRM classifications for these lands and that these 
classifications were used to provide a basis for completing the impact analysis using the 
BLM system. The DEIR/DElS text refers to the VlUvl classifications that the EIS/EIR team 
developed on its own as ”Interim VRM Classes”. The use of the term ”Interim VRM 
Classes” is misleading because it does not communicate the fact that these ”interim” 
classifications are unofficial classifications that were not developed by BLM staff and were 
not vetted by the BLM’s planning and review process. Because the ”interim” classifications 
used in the EIS/EIR analysis were not developed or adopted by the BLM, it would be better 
for them to be labeled as ”Unofficial Assessments of Potential VRM Class Designations” to 
underscore the fact that these are not the BLM’s determinations. 

The text indicates that Appendix VR-2 contains the Scenic Quality Field Inventories that 
authors of this chapter used to rate the existing scenic qualities of the landscapes in the area 
for which the Unoffiaal Assessments of Potential VRM Scenic Class Designations were 
created, and that Appendix VR-3 contains the VRM Class matrices that relate Scenic Quality 
Classes to the VRM classes that were assigned. Unfortunately, these two appendixes were 
not included in the EIR. As a consequence there is no way of determining the details of the 
methods used in developing the Unofficial Assessments of the VR Scenic Class 
Designations, whether the individuals who conducted the analyses had been trained by the 
BLM in using this method, and whether BLM landscape architects had been provided with 
the opportunity to review the results. In addition, there is no way of making an independent 
check of the analyses to determine whether the conclusions are sound. Because the 
information needed to verify the Unofficial Assessments of Potential VRM Classifications is 
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missing, the determinations of NEPA impact based on use of these unoffiaal assessments 
can be called into question. It is essential that the material said to be in Appendices VR-2 
and VR-3 be made available so that it can be given a close review, and adjustments made in 
the final assessments if required. 

Issues Related to the Visual Sensitivity-Visual Change Methodology 
For non-BLM lands, the analysis relies on a ”Visual Sensitivity-Visual Change” (VSVC) 
methodology. This methodology is described to some degree on pages D.3-5 -D.3-6 and 
D3-54 - D.3-56. These descriptions make no reference to the origins of this methodology 
and do not explain how it relates to the standard approaches to visual impact assessment 
that have been adopted by public agencies and/or that are in widespread professional use. 
The VS-VC method appears to be unique to the consultant who prepared this chapter of the 
DFJR/ DEE. 

The explanation of the VS-VC methodology is not complete, and there are a number of 
significant issues related to the way it is structured and has been applied: 

Relationship to  the Requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
The VS-VC method is not structured in a way that provides ready answers to the questions 
that Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines poses to determine 
the signifkance of visual impacts. These questions are: ”Would the project: 

1. 

2. 

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 3. 
surroundings? 

4. Create a new source of substantial light and glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?’” 

It should be noted that in presenting the CEQA sigruficance criteria in Section D.3.5.2 on 
page D.3-55, the DEIRS/DEIS Visual Resources chapter takes substantial liberties in 
paraphrasing these questions, and in adding interpretations which are not part of the 
original text. These substantial modifications to the original questions are not flagged in a 
way that makes it possible for the reader to distinguish between what the guidelines 
actually say and how the author of the chapter has chosen to interpret them. It should also 
be noted that the author of this section adds three additional significance criteria to the four 
that are loosely based on the questions in the CEQA Guidelines. The origin of these 
additional criteria is not stated. For the sake of accuracy and consistency with CEQA, 
section D.3.5.2 should be rewritten in a way that is true to the CEQA Guidelines, and which 
references the source of every significance threshold that is presented. 

For most projects, the most important of CEQA aesthetic impact significance questions is the 
third one, which asks whether a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or 

’ California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, Appendix G, Final Text, October 26, 1998, p.4. 
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quality of the site and its surroundings would occur. A close look at the VS-VC method 
reveals that it does not provide a direct means for developing the complete answer to this 
question For example, it does not provide a category that specifically accounts for the 
existing character of the project setting and does not include a variable that measures the 
change in character that would result from development of the project. The failure to  
properly account for the setting’s existing character has serious implications because for 
much of the proposed route, the existing Devers-Palo Verde 1 transmission line is a well- 
established part of the existing landscape’s character, and the role of this facility in 
determining the landscape’s existing character is not properly taken into account. As a 
consequence in the impact assessment phase, the VS-VC system does not provide proper 
recognition of the fact that the proposed project’s effect in the areas where the new 
transmission line would parallel the existing transmission line would be to  create an 
incremental change in the existing landscape character, rather than a wholesale change. 

The VS-VC analytical outcome, “impact significance” is not clearly defined and does not 
appear to have been developed in a rigorous way that makes it meaningful in relationship to 
the need of the key CEQA guideline question to determine whether a project will 
“...substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings”. The VS-VC process determines impact significance by combining a “high”, 
“moderate to  high”, “moderate”, “low to moderate” or i‘low’’ rating of “Overall Visual 
Sensitivity” with a “high’, ‘‘moderate to high”, “moderate”, “low to moderate” or “low” level 
of “Overall Visual Change”. The logic of how the two sets of ratings are combined is not 
explained, and there is no definition of how the combined levels of sensitivity and visual 
change are believed to  create “substantial degradation” and thus constitute a “significant” 
visual impact. 

Table D.3-7 entitled “Visual Sensitivity-Visual Change Guidance for Review of Impact 
Significance” appears to provide a framework for determining the VS-VC impact findings 
@age D.3-56). The text provides no indication of whether this framework was developed 
specifically for purposes of the Devers-Palo Verde No.2 Transmission Line Project 
DEIWDEIS visual impact analysis. Because no information is provided on where this table 
came from and what it is based on, it is not at all evident what the assumptions are that are 
built into this table and the extent to which they have any real-world validity . According to 
Table D.3-1, a clear case of significant visual impact requires a rating of at least a “high” 
rating of one a “moderate to high” rating of the other overall rankings. It should be noted 
that, of the six significant visual impacts identified in the DEIWDEIS through application of 
the SC-VC methodology, none meet these criteria. 

The DEIR/ DEE also asserts that ”for a visual impact to be considered significant, two 
conditions generally exist: 1) the existing landscape is of reasonably high quality and is 
relatively valued by viewers and 2) the perceived incompatibility of one or more Proposed 
Project elements or characteristics tends toward the high extreme, leading to a substantial 
reduction in visual quality” (D.3-56). Based on this statement, the DEIR/DEIS fails to make 
a clear case for finding sigruficant visual impacts as defined by CEQA. Table D.37, which 
the VS-VC method uses to identify impact sigruficance considers ”overall visual change’ 
rather than the more specific questions that CEQA poses about the degree of dem-adation of 
existing levels of visual character and visual quality. 
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Relationship to the Requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
The VSVC method was applied to assess project impacts in the KOFA National Wildlife 
Refuge, an area under Federal jurisdiction, where impacts must be evaluated in terms 
related to the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The description 
of the VSVC method on pages D3-5 - D.3-6 and D.3-53 - D.3-56 does not identify the 
relationship between the requirements of NEFA and the variables the VS-VC method 
considers and the outcome variables it generates. 

In the discussions of the use of the BLM’s VRM methodology for assessment of impacts on 
BLM lands and the VS-VC method for evaluation of impacts on Federal lands not under the 
BLM’s jurisdiction (Le. the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge), there is no mention of the fact 
that NEPA does not call for a determination of impact sigruficance. In addition, no rationale 
is provided for why the analysis came to conclusions regarding the significance of project 
visual resources impacts on these Federal lands, and how the sigruficance dteria that were 
applied relate to NEPA’s language regarding project aesthetic effects. 

Problems With Definition and Treatment of Individual Variables 
In addition to the questionable aspects of the VS-VC method’s overall analytical framework 
described above, there are serious problems with the way it defines and treats the individual 
variables which are aggregated to develop the DEIWDEIS assessments of “visual sensitivity” 
and “visual change”. 

A fundamental problem is that the visual analysis procedure is not well documented. It is 
difficult to clearly understand what the procedure is actually determining, how the variables 
are rated, and what the ratings mean. Clear information is not provided that would make it 
possible to understand what criteria are used in assigning ratings in each rating category, how 
the ratings are combined, why the variables are combined in the way they are, how the 
combinations are translated into outcomes, and what those outcomes actually mean. 

One example is the variable titled “viewer concern.” In justifying the ratings of “viewer 
concern” the VS-VC method assigns, the analysis makes highly speculative statements about 
what viewers would expect to see in a particular landscape setting and how they would 
perceive project-related changes. No data such as landscape perception studies carried out in 
comparable situations or surveys of residents and roadway travelers in the project area has 
been provided to support these assertions, and no reference is made to interviews with local 
land managers that would provide even an anecdotal basis for making these assertions. In the 
absence of supporting data, the ratings made using this variable are questionable. 

A further example of a problematic variable is “view blockage.” In its formulation of the 
project’s view blockage effects, the DEIR/DEIS asserts in many places the proposed 
project’s lattice steel towers would create blockage of views toward background mountains 
and sky. Given that lattice steel towers are not solid structures and that it is possible to 
essentially see through them, it does not appear to be entirely correct to indicate that they 
create view blockage. They may interfere with some views, but interference is not the same 
as blockage. In a number of cases, “moderate to high’ levels of “blockage” have been 
indicated, and these levels of “blockage” have fed into conclusions that overall visual change 
would be “moderate to high”, leading to conclusions that impacts would be significant. 
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In some cases, the language used in characterizing the existing environment and the changes 
that would be brought about by the project is inaccurate or misleading. For example, 
throughout the analysis, the existing Devers-Palo Verde 1 line and the proposed Devers-Palo 
Verde 2 line are referred to as “industrial” features. The use of this term for an electric 
transmission line is not justified, and creates an inaccurate impression of their character and 
appearance. The term “industrial” is most often used to  refer to facilities that involve 
manufacturing, creation of localized pollution, generation of  truck traffic. The existing and 
proposed transmission lines have none of these characteristics. 

Issues Related to the Visual Simulations 
The visual resources analysis submitted as a part of Southern California Edison’s Proponents 
Environmental Assessment (PEA) included a comprehensive set of simulations of 
representative views of the project. These simulations were prepared using systematic 
methods to assure a high level of accuracy. We note that none of the simulations prepared for 
the PEA have been used or referred to in the DEIWDEIS. Instead, an entirely new set of 
simulations was prepared. Curiously, there is no review or evaluation of the simulations 
submitted with the PEA, and no rationale is presented as to why it was necessary to reject the 
PEA simulations and replace them with new ones. 

The DEIWDEIS contains no explanation of the methods, techniques and assumptions 
employed to produce the new simulations used as the basis for its analysis. Provision of such 
an explanation is standard professional practice and is essential for providing a basis for 
assessing the validity of the simulations. For example, the type of camera equipment and 
focal length of the lens used to shoot the simulation photos is not provided. What lens (focal 
length) was used to shoot the simulation photos? Do all of the simulation photographs 
portray the same horizontal angle of view? Have any of the existing condition photos or 
simulation images been cropped, changing the effective focal length from 50 mm? It appears 
that the images used for Figures 3-25A and 3-25B may have been cropped, creating the 
suspicion that other images may have been cropped as well. Maintaining the equivalency of 
an image taken with a 50 mm lens is essential, because there is professional agreement that 
images taken with a 50 mm lens are equivalent to what is seen by the human eye. Assurance 
is needed that that the equivalent of a 50 mm focal length has been maintained in all the 
existing condition and project simulation views. Changing the effective focal length by 
cropping makes the objects appear larger and more visually prominent in the scene than they 
really are. Information describing the specific technical procedures such as computer 
modeling or rendering techniques is not provided. What procedures were employed to verify 
the accuracy of the simulation images in terms of the location, scale, and height of the project 
components? Information describing the technical data and assumptions that provide the 
technical basis for the simulations is also lacking. What engineering data such as dimensions 
for each of the project components was employed as the basis for the DEIWDEIS simulation 
images? The omission of this critical information makes it difficult for DDEIR/DEIS readers 
and reviewers to assess the validity and accuracy of the simulations and of the analysis of 
impacts based on interpretation of them. 

0 
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Responses to Comment Set E5 0 Southern California Edison Company 

E5- 1 The Visual Resource Management (VRM) Classes used for the DEIWDEIS were developed 
by the Draft EIWEIS consultants on behalf of the BLM. All facets of the VRM inventory 
were reviewed and approved by BLM staff throughout the course of the inventory and includ- 
ing: (a) determination of overall inventory boundary, (b) determination of scenic quality 
rating unit boundaries, (c) scenic quality rating unit assessment viewpoints, (d) descriptions 
of landscape character, (d) determination of scenic quality classifications, (e) verification of 
distance zones, (f) determination of visual sensitivity levels, and (8) determination of con- 
cluding Interim VRM Classifications. The Interim VRM Classifications resulting from this 
process are to be the subject of a future plan amendment to adopt the Interim VRM Classifi- 
cations as final. Appendices V-2 and V-3 were inadvertently omitted from the Draft EIWEIS 
during the printing process but are provided on a CD with the Final EIWEIS. 

E5-2 While it is true that the Visual Sensitivity-Visual Change (VS-VC) Methodology is more com- 
prehensive and more transparent than other visual impact assessment methodologies used by 
some consultants, the foundational underpinnings of the VS-VC approach are quite consis- 
tent with those of adopted agency methodologies such as the Forest Service’s Scenery Man- 
agement System and the Bureau of Land Management’s VRM approach where project- 
induced change is generally assessed against a given landscape’s ability to accommodate change, 
which for the agencies, is basically manifested in the concluding management objectives (VRM 
Classifications for BLM and Scenic Integrity Objectives for the Forest Service). 

In the present case, the basic similarities between the BLM’s methdology and the VS-VC meth- 
odology are clearly illustrated in the summary tables presented in Appendix VR-1 where the 
factors contributing to the existing visual settings as well the factors contributing to the deter- 
mination of project induced change (visual contrast analysis for the VRM method and visual 
change analysis for the VS-VC method) are clearly identified. 

E5-3 The comment states that the significance criteria presented on page D.3-55 paraphrase the CEQA 
significance criteria, include interpretations of the criteria, and are not presented in a way that 
is true to the CEQA Guidelines. In fact, the entirety of each CEQA criterion is contained 
in each criterion statement on page D.3-55. Therefore, it is assumed that what the comment 
is referring to is one the following: 

(a) The addition of the following words in the front of each criterion statement in order to make 
complete sentences out of checklist items: “Project construction or the long-term presence 
of project components.. .”, 

(b) The addition of the words “view of” as in “...within view of a State Scenic Highway” as 
opposed to the original CEQA Guidelines wording: “ ... within a State Scenic Highway. ” The 
EIWEIS section author believes that in general, the issue relative to the application of this cri- 
terion, most often pertains to the visibility of projects from scenic highways as opposed to the 
visibility of projects within the highway (though clearly road and bridge projects would fall 
within this category), 

(c) The addition of the words “...or be hazardous to motorists or pedestrians” at the end of the 
criterion: “...create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day 
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or nighttime views in the area.” The decision to add this clarifying phrase is the result of numer- 
ous years of public meeting explanatibns that in some cases, the key concern associated with 
the addition of substantial glare to the views of nighttime drivers is not the affect on the views 
of the landscape that the drivers can’t see at night as much as it is the inability to clearly see 
vehicles or pedestrians in close proximity as a result of glare. 

Any other explanatory notes (one occurrence) were clearly noted in the EIR/EIS discussion. 

E 5 4  

E5 -5 

The comment suggests that the VS-VC method does not account for existing landscape char- 
acter (the existing DPVl line) or the incremental change of adding a new transmission line 
to a corridor containing an existing line. In fact, the character (or visual quality) of the exist- 
ing landscape is discussed throughout the regional and project setting discussions in Sections 
D.3.1, D.3.2, and D.3.3. This information is also presented in the summary tables of Appen- 
dix VR-1. 

Also, since the Proposed Project is the addition of new facilities to an existing corridor con- 
taining existing facilities, the change is by definition incremental. The presence of the existing 
transmission line facilities is acknowledged throughout the setting and impact discussions and 
they are shown in the visual simulations as well. 

Impact significance is defined (in the context of significance criteria) on pages D.3-54 and 
D.3-55 as noted in previous comments. Further, determination of impact significance under 
the VS-VC method is clearly discussed on page D.3-55 along with the use of Table D.3-7: 

Under the Visual Sensitivity- Visual Change methodology, the degree of impact signijicance 
is generally arrived at as a function of overall visual sensitivity and visual change. Table 
D. 3- 7 illustrates the general interrelationship between visual sensitivity and visual change and 
is used primarily as a consistency check between individual KVP evaluations. Actual parameter 
determinations (e.g., visual contrast, project dominance, and view blockage) are primarily 
based on analyst experience and site-specijic circumstances. 

The comment incorrectly states that impact significance is determined based on use of Table 
D.3-7. The actual use of Table D.3-7 is described in the text on page D.3-55, which is quoted 
above. 

The comment also questions the assumptions built into Table D.3-7 and their “real world validity.” 
In fact there are no assumptions built into the table beyond the general observations stated in 
the text below the table on page D.3-55: 

The interrelationships presented in Table 0.3-7 are intended as guidance only, recognizing that 
site-specific circumstances may warrant a direrent outcome. However, it is reasonable to con- 
clude that lower visual sensitivity ratings paired with lower visual change ratings will generally 
correlate well with lower degrees of impact significance when viewed onsite. Conversely, 
higher visual sensitivity ratings paired with higher visual change ratings will tend to result in 
higher degrees of visual impact. 

The comment also states that “According to Table D.3-7 (the comment refers to Table D.3-1 
but it is assumed that is typographical error), a clear case of significant visual impact requires 
a rating of at least a ‘high’ rating of one and a ‘moderate to high’ rating of the other overall rank- 
ings. It should be noted that, of the sixsignificant visual impacts identified in the DEIR/DEIS 
through application of the SC-VC methodology, none meet these criteria.” 
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Both of these observations should be intuitive. Rarely are visual impacts so clear-cut as to have 
a high degree of visual change occurring in landsdapes of high sensitivity. Prudent project 
siting efforts usually avoid such a circumstance. Thus, it falls to the professional analyst’s 
judgment and site specific circumstances (as noted on page D.3-55) to determine if those 
visual impacts that are adverse and potentially significant, rise to a level that are in fact 
sufficient to justify a finding of significance. Table D.3-55 is merely a graphical illustra- 
tion of those common sense relationships and its genesis is based on over 20 years of expe- 
rience in the conduct of visual impact analysis. 

The comment also states that under the VS-VC methodology, “...impact significance considers 
“overall visual change rather than the more specific questions that CEQA poses about the 
degree of degradation of existing levels of visual character and visual quality. ” In fact, visual 
change is a summation of the visual degradation caused by increased visual contrast, project 
dominance, and view blockage. 

E5-6 Although NEPA does not specifically require a determination of impact significance, it does 
require a full analysis of impacts. This EIWEIS analyzes all impacts in a consistent manner 
whether the impacts occur on federal land or state land, and in California or Arizona. 

E5-7 The comment suggests that the visual methodology is not well described or explained. In fact, 
the methodology is clearly presented with respect to terminology, component factors, method 
of assessment, and development of conclusionary statements. Table D. 3-7 presents a clear 
illustration of the relationships of visual sensitivity and visual change to impact significance 
and Appendix VR-1 presents a summary of each component factor of the analyses, which are 
also discussed in narrative form in the text. 

The comment also suggests that there is no basis for the values assigned to viewer concern in 
the absence of resident or motorist surveys. In the absence of such survey data (which is almost 
always the case), the determination of viewer concern relies on the professional judgment 
of the analyst. In the case of the DPV2 EIWEIS, the conclusions regarding viewer concern 
are reasonable and reflect only a common sense understanding of the factors to which general 
viewing populations are visually adverse as well as over 20 years of professional experience 
in conducting visual impact assessments; participating in public hearings, scoping meetings, and 
public workshops; and reviewing public comments on high-voltage transmission line projects. 

The comment also questions the use of the term view blockage and suggests that lattice 
towers rather than block views actually interfere with views. While it is not clear what the 
commenter is referring to as view interference, or what aspects of the structure is causing the 
interference, or specifically what is being interfered with, or for that matter how view inter- 
ference differs from view blockage, the EIIUEIS is clear as to what view blockage or view 
impairment is as defined on page D.3-54: 

View Blockage or Impaimtent describes the extent to which any previously visible landscape 
features are blocked from view as a result of the project’s scale and/or position. Blockage 
of higher quality landscape features by lower quality project features causes adverse visual 
impacts. The degree of view blockage can range from none to high. 

The comment also notes that the lattice design enables a viewer to “see through” the structures. 
This is true to a degree and the “transparent” characteristic of lattice structures is particularly 
effective in enabling structures to blend with an appropriately mottled background when viewed 
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E5-8 

from distance. However, from closer viewpoints, this design characteristic is less effective. 
Thus’, to the extent that the built structure blocks or impairs the v’iew of the background land- 
scape, this is referred to in the text as view blockage or view impairment and the degree of 
view blockage or view impairment is illustrated in the simulations. 

The comment also states that the use of the term “industrial” to describe the character of the 
lattice structures is “inaccurate or misleading” and that the term industrial “...is most often 
used to refer to facilities that involve manufacturing, creation of localized pollution, generation 
of truck traffic.” The EIS/EIR author is not aware of any empirical data that suggests that 
the term “industrial” should be reserved for the rather narrow uses suggested in the comment. 
To the contrary, the use of the term “industrial” to describe the character of eIectric trans- 
mission facilities (including substations) is appropriate and the most readily understandable 
descriptor of the proposed facilities. 

The use of visual simulations is intended to present reasonable representations of an actual view- 
ing experience. Simulations are typically prepared for the key viewpoints selected for detailed 
analysis. As stated on page D.3-5 of the EIWEIS, Key Viewpoints are “...generally selected 
to be representative of the most critical locations from which the project would be seen. KVPs 
are often located in an efsort to evaluate existing landscapes and potential impacts on visual 
resources with various levels of sensitivity, in difserent landscape types and terrain, and 
from various vantage points. Typical KVP locations for the present project include ( I )  along 
major or signijicant travel corridors or points of visual access; (2) at key vista points; (3) at 
signipcant recreation areas; (4) in residential areas; and (5) at locations that provide good 
examples of the existing visual context. 

Some of the reasons that the PEA simulations are not used in an EIWEIS are: (a) viewpoint 
locations did not fully capture a project’s visual effects on the landscape, (b) inappropriate 
or ineffective viewing angles at selected viewpoints, (c) poor image quality, or (d) inappropriate 
image scale. For the DPV2 project, the comment is incorrect in stating that no simulations 
from the PEA were used. Two PEA viewpoints and simulations were used in the EIWEIS 
analysis. However, many new viewpoints (and simulations) were deemed necessary to more 
accurately describe the Proposed Project’s potential visual impacts. 

The comment also states that: “Maintaining the equivalency of an image taken with a 50 mm 
lens is essential, because there is professional agreement that images taken with a 50 mm lens 
are equivalent to what is seen by the human eye.” What the comment fails to point out is that 
by squeezing what the eye can see down to an 8.5” x 11” page or even an 11” x 17” page, the 
landscape features would be presented in miniature since the image must be scaled down sub- 
stantially to fit the page (note: a canvass several feet wide would be required to portray the 
visible field of view at a standard reading distance of about 18 inches). This may be acceptable 
for illustrating the visible field of view but it is not appropriate for the presentation of visual 
simulations because the simulation should communicate a reasonable approximation of the 
actual viewing experience. Landscape features (including transmission lines) should appear 
approximately the same scale (size) as if the viewer was standing on location. There should 
be no visual disconnect between what is seen on a page and what is experienced in the field. 
The approach suggested in this comment will understate the prominence of landscape features 
(such as transmission line towers) and will convey a false sense of the project’s potential impacts. 
That is why the EIWEIS presents images at life-size scale when viewed at a standard reading 
distance of 18 inches. 
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The comment also expresses concern as to the technical construction of the simulations and 
whether or not the simulations accurately portray the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project 
is to build, from Harquahala to Devers Substation a new, identical line adjacent to the existing 
DPVl line, and to both build and eliminate some existing lines west of Devers Substation. 
One need only compare the EIR/EIS existing setting images with the simulations to see that 
the simulations provide reasonable representations of the changes that would occur under the 
Proposed Project. For the DPV2 project, because of the nature of the changes to occur (the addi- 
tion of new, adjacent towers similar in design and height to the existing towers), images of 
the tower type to be installed were obtained and matched with respect to viewing angles and 
structure scale. Structures were then composited with the existing landscape image using 
image editing software. Structure locations were determined based on the tower maps provided 
by the Applicant. Conductors and shield wires were then added and the composite structures 
were matched to the existing facilities to achieve similar color, weathered appearance, and 
visibility based on viewing conditions at the time the existing conditions photograph was obtained. 
This approach achieved highly realistic simulated facilities as evidenced in the figures pre- 
sented in the EIWEIS. 

E5-9 The EIWEIS visual resources author is not in a position to comment on the quality of the 
visual analysis that was conducted almost 30 years ago for the previous project. However, 
the conclusions reached in this present analysis for the segment through Kofa NWR are reason- 
able and accurately state the likely outcome with project implementation. 

E5-10 The phrase “numerous viewpoints” is a reference to all the areas from which the project can be 
seen or the viewshed, and not “key viewpoints.” Since there are essentially an infinite num- 
ber of viewpoints (points on the ground) from which the project could be seen, it is sensible 
to select a finite number of viewpoints to represent the broader viewing opportunities. 
Similarly, there are other viewing locations that will be less impacted. The selected viewpoint 
and its accompanying analysis is considered representative of the views and visual impacts 
within Kofa. 

E5-1 1 First, it should be made clear again that the BLM method must be used on BLM-administered 
lands but cannot be used on non-BLM lands since there can be no VRM classifications assigned 
to those non-BLM lands. While there are differences between the two methods, the founda- 
tions of VS-VC approach are consistent with those of the BLM’s VRM system in that both 
methodologies evaluate project-induced change against a given landscape’s ability to accom- 
modate change. A principal difference is that the ability to accommodate change (or overall 
visual sensitivity of the landscape under the VS-VC method) is manifested in the concluding 
management objectives (VRM Classifications) under the BLM system. 

Specific values (low to high) were assigned to the various factors that characterize the existing 
setting and visual change based on the professional judgment of the analyst. This is true for 
almost all methods that evaluate visual resources. However, the VS-VC method is transparent: 
all the contributing factors are identified and described, and the tables presented in Appendix 
VR-1 summarize the analysis in a fashion that is easy to see how the individual factors con- 
tribute to the conclusionary statements regarding overall visual sensitivity and visual change. 

E5-12 

As for distance zones, Table D.3-4 identifies the three distance zones used in the VRM system 
as: foreground/middleground - 0 to 3-5 miles, background - 5 to 15 miles, and seldom seen 
- seldom seen areas. These values are appropriate for the wide open landscapes and distant 
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sightlines that are typical of the types of lands the BLM manages. However, in more confined 
landscapes and urban and suburban settings, shorter distance zones can also be appropriate. 
In the present project, the VS-VC method maintains consistency with the VRM method while 
providing slightly greater precision with the following distance zones: foreground - 0 to 2 miles, 
middleground - 2 to 5 miles, and background - greater than 5 miles. 

The comment also suggests that the visual contrast conclusion for Viewpoint 19 should be 
changed (lowered) from the “moderate” level presented in the EIRIEIS. While it is true the 
replacement of two dissimilar structures helps to reduce visual clutter in the landscape, the 
substantially greater height of the replacement structure causes increased structure prominence 
and exacerbates visual contrast relative to vertical form and line. Also, the greater visibility 
(due to elevated heights) of the conductors also increases the visual contrast associated with the 
horizontal lines. Therefore, the “moderate” visual contrast conclusion presented in the EIFUEIS 
is considered accurate and reasonable. 

See Response E5-1 regarding Appendices VR-2 and VR-3. Appendix VR-4 was also omitted 
from the Draft EIR/EIS, but is provided with the Final EIFUEIS on the enclosed CD. 

E5-13 The moderate visual contrast and moderate to high view blockage determinations presented 
in the EIFUEIS accurately characterize the visual impact that would occur along the Kofa seg- 
ment. These determinations along with the conclusions for overall visual sensitivity and visual 
change neither understate nor overstate the project’s effects on landscape views within Kofa. 
Furthermore, as previously noted, some views along this segment will experience even greater 
degrees of visual contrast and view blockage due to viewpoint proximity and angle of view 
relative to the proposed route. 

A good example of this type of view is presented in the simulation for Key Viewpoint 10 in 
Alligator Rock ACEC on page D.3-103 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

E5-14 Please refer to Response E5-13. 

E5-15 The descriptions of project visual effects presented in the EIR/EIS (increased industrial 
character, visual contrast, structure prominence, and view blockage) accurately characterize 
the visual impact that would occur along the Kofa segment and are not prejudicial. These 
conclusions are fully supported in the text and in the visual simulation for this location. With 
regard to the effects of land disturbance, it is well known that land scars associated with 
disturbance of soils and vegetation in arid environments are very persistent due to slow 
vegetation recovery and are difficult to mitigate. 

Since no specific restoration plan has been submitted that details how land scars from soil 
and vegetation disturbance would be remediated in a timely fashion (given the harshness of 
the environment, arid conditions, and lack of moisture) it is reasonable to conclude that the 
project “...may also result in increased land scarring. ” 

The comment also requests a summary of the discussions of Objective 1 contained in the KOFA 
National Wildlife Refuge & Wilderness and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency 
Plan and Environmental Assessment referenced in the EIWEIS. Specifically , Objective 1 
addresses preservation of wilderness values. Although the project route in KOFA would not 
be located in designated wilderness, it would be located within the planning area (as an authorized 
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E5-16 

E5-17 

E5-18 

E5-19 

E5-20 

development). Objective 1 states: “Maintain or enhance the wilderness values of naturalness, 
outstanding opportunities for solitude and piimitive recreation, and special features of the 
planning area by: 

0 Minimizing impacts of recreational use and visual impacts of authorized developments. 

It is this aspect of Objective 1 that the Proposed Project was found to be inconsistent with. 

The VRM Class designation has no relationship to the project effects. The EWEIS visual analy- 
sis of the Alligator Rock ACEC accurately characterizes the visual contrast that would result 
from the project as moderate in terms of form and line. The resulting moderate degree of change 
would exceed the low level of change requirement for VRM Class I1 areas and would not 
“...repeat the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.” As a result, this 
segment of the project would not be consistent with the applicable VRM classification. 

It is acknowledged that the Proposed Project would in some cases be consistent with local 
policies while at the same time be inconsistent with others. However, the EIFUEIS policy 
analysis does not attempt to uncover policy intent, it simply evaluates a literal interpretation 
of the policy. On that basis, the EIIUEIS policy analysis finds that the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with most local policies but not consistent with others. 

First, the comment is not correct that the State retains jurisdiction over all electric facilities 
over 50 kV. While the State does have jurisdiction over electric facilities proposed by investor- 
owned utilities (like SCE), it has no jurisdiction over electric facilities of municipal utilities 
or irrigation districts of any voltage (e.g., Imperial Irrigation District’s 500 kV Desert Southwest 
Transmission Project). 

The comment correctly notes that the County of Riverside does not have jurisdiction over 
high voltage transmission lines proposed by investor-owned utilities like SCE. However, the 
assessment of consistency with local plans and policies is provided not to assert jurisdiction, 
but to inform the decisionmakers of the extent to which a major project complies with local 
requirements and local values. 

The comment requests quantitative information regarding the assignment of levels used to deter- 
mine the level of change (e.g. visual contrast). However, the BLM’s Visual Contrast Analysis 
methodology is not quantitative. Based on the landscape changes caused by the proposed 
activity, degrees of contrast ranging from none to strong are selected for form, line, color, 
and texture. The professional judgment of the analyst determines the individual levels of 
contrast and the overall level of change. In this case, moderate degrees of contrast were deter- 
mined for form and line while weak degrees of contrast were found for color and texture. Based 
on these findings, the overall level of change was determined to be moderate. 

By squeezing what the eye can see down to an 8.5” x 11” frame or even an 11” x 17” frame, 
the landscape features would be presented in miniature since the image must be scaled down 
substantially to fit the page (note: a canvass several feet wide would be required to portray the 
visible field of view at a standard reading distance of approximately 18 inches). While this 
may be sufficient for illustrating the visible field of view, it is not appropriate for the presen- 
tation of visual simulations because the simulation should communicate a reasonable approxi- 
mation of the actual viewing experience. Landscape features (including transmission lines) should 
appear approximately the same size (scale) as if the viewer was standing on location. There 
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should be no visual disconnect between what is seen on a page and what is experienced in 
‘the field. The approach suggested in this comment will under‘state the prominence of landscape 
features (such as transmission line towers) and will convey a false sense of the project’s poten- 
tial impacts. That is why the EIWEIS presents images at life-size scale when viewed at a 
standard reading distance of 18 inches. 

As shown in Figure D.3-28A, the existing landscape does not include any noticeable built 
structures with complex industrial forms and lines. Therefore, the introduction of such structures 
with strong form and line contrast, into an otherwise naturally appearing landscape would result 
in a moderate to high level of change. For these reasons, the EIWEIS analysis is considered 
an accurate assessment of the visual impacts that would result along this route segment. 

E5-21 

E5-22 As stated in the EIWEIS, the Devers-Valley Alternative would result in moderate degrees of 
visual contrast and view blockage and would appear co-dominant with the existing landscape 
features. Therefore, the EIWEIS conclusion that this alternative route segment would cause a 
moderate degree of visual change that would result in a significant Class I visual impact is 
considered accurate and reasonable. This key viewpoint is representative of many of the views 
from the PCT in the lower elevation portions of the route, as the viewer approaches the route 
from either the north or south. 

E5-23 In this particular case, a viewpoint was not selected because the applicable Scenic Integrity 
Objective applicable at the time of the analysis was VERY HIGH. Very High scenic integrity 
refers to landscapes where the valued landscape character “is” intact with only minute if any 
deviations. The existing landscape character and sense of place is expressed at the highest 
possible level. Since the alternative would add additional built structures with complex forms 
and lines and industrial character, the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative clearly could not be 
consistent with the scenic integrity objective. Therefore, a viewpoint and simulation were not 
and are not considered warranted. However, SBNF has now stated that the Scenic Integrity 
Objective (30) applicable to this portion of the route will be changed to “HIGH” from 
“VERY HIGH” and that SBNF believes that the landscape containing the easement can be 
managed to the “HIGH” SI0 standard. It should be noted that “HIGH” scenic integrity 
“. . . refers to landscapes where the valued landscape character ‘appears ’ to be intact. Deviations 
may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, and pattern c o m n  to the land- 
scape character so completely and at such scale that they are not evident. ’’ If the SI0 is changed 
to “HIGH” and if SBNF is able to manage the easement in such a way as to make the addition 
of the new 500 kV transmission line “not evident,” then the project would be consistent with 
the new “HIGH” SI0 and the visual impact would not be considered significant. 

E5-24 The EIWEIS conclusion that the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative route segment would cause a 
moderate to high degree of visual change that would result in a significant Class I visual 
impact is considered accurate and reasonable and is supported by the simulation presented 
as Figure D.3-36B. 

E5-25 The EIR/EIS conclusion that this alternative route segment would cause a moderate to high 
degree of visual change that would result in a significant Class I visual impact when viewed 
from the State-designated Scenic Highway is considered accurate and reasonable and is sup- 
ported by the simulation presented as Figure D.3-37B. 
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E5-26 Views of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative route in southern Banning and Beaumont 
would be similar to the views that would occur in the Cabazon rural residential area (KVP 34 
- see Figures D.3-36A/B). Because of the similarity of the viewing circumstances (partic- 
ularly for the closer proximity residences), a simulation for Banning/Beaumont was not prepared. 
The EIR/EIS conclusion that the alternative route through southern Banning and Beaumont 
would cause a moderate to high degree of visual change that would result in a significant 
Class I visual impact is considered accurate and reasonable. 

E527 In this particular case, a viewpoint was not selected because the applicable VRM Classifi- 
cation is Class 11. The VRM Class I1 management objective requires that the existing char- 
acter of the landscape be retained and that the level of change to the characteristic landscape 
be low and not attract the attention of the casual observer. Also, any changes to the landscape 
must repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant 
natural features of the landscape. Since the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would clearly not 
achieve any of the Class I1 requirements, a viewpoint and simulation were not considered 
warranted. 

E5-28 The EWEIS conclusion that this alternative route segment would cause a moderate to high 
degree of visual change that would result in a significant Class I visual impact is considered 
accurate and reasonable and is supported by the simulation presented as Figure D.3-40B. 

The text in Section D.5.5.3 on page D.5-20 of the Draft EIIUEIS has been revised to reflect 
the comment regarding Impact WR-1 (Construction activities would temporarily reduce access 
and visitation to recreation or wilderness areas) as follows: 

E5-29 

However, significant Class I impacts would continue to occur within the following recrea- 
tion areas: Harquahala Peak, Kofa NWR, the Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC, 
the Alligator Rock ACEC+d-Ehe C c c  

T ~ - A  T i V d  ~ r ~ r  
”U Y X Y  

E530 Note that while recreational activities will not be precluded by implementation of the Pro- 
posed Project (as acknowledged by Impact WR-3), the intensification of an industrial use 
(Le,, addition of another large transmission tower) across a National Wildlife Refuge is con- 
sidered an alteration in the general character of the wilderness area based on the long-term 
and permanent change to the landscape (Impact WR-2). This is considered a contribution 
to the overall reduction in the recreational value of the wildlife refuge. Therefore, the impact 
classification for Impact WR-2 has not been changed based on this comment. 

E5-31 The comment incorrectly characterizes the visual impact at the Alligator Rock ACEC. In fact, 
the EIR/EIS visual analysis of the Alligator Rock ACEC accurately characterizes the visual 
contrast that would result from the project as moderate in terms of form and line. The resulting 
moderate degree of change would exceed the low level of change requirement for VRM 
Class I1 areas and would not “...repeat the predominant natural features of the characteristic 
landscape.” As a result, the segment of the project through the ACEC would not be con- 
sistent with the applicable VRM classification and the resulting visual impact would be sig- 
nificant (Class I). 

As described in Section D.5.4, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards, ACECs are desig- 
nated to protect and prevent damage to historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife 
resources, or other natural processes. The value of the resources that are protected within 
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the Alligator Rock and Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACECs is partly determined by the 
natural setting and undeveloped landscape that characterizes the majority of the ACECs, in 
addition to the archaeology and wildlife habitat for which each ACEC was designated. The 
existing DPVl transmission line has already introduced an industrial land use across the 
ACECs. The addition of another large transmission tower across this area is considered an alter- 
ation in the general character of the ACECs. This is considered a contribution to the overall 
reduction in the recreational value of the ACECs. Therefore, the impact classification for 
Impact WR-2 has not been changed based on this comment. 
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Draft EIRIEIS 
From Draft EIREIS, Environmental Analysis Sections B and D: 
Figure B - ~ c ,  Agua Caliente Allottee Lands and Figure B-7d, Morongo Band Tribal Lands 
Figure B-17a, Devers Substation Helipad Relocation Site 
Figure B-19, Devers-Harquahala Portion: Harquahala Mountain 
Figure D.4-1, Specific Land Uses: Maricopa and La Paz Counties, Arizona 

From Alternatives Screening Report, Appendix 1: 
Figures Ap. 1-Sa and 1-Sb, Devers Substation to Valley Substation - Detailed Maps 

From Draft EIR/EIS Appendix 10: 
Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Segment, Sheets 1 ,36 ,37 ,3S of 39 Sheets 
West of Devers - Detailed Maps, Sheets 2 and 3 of 20 Sheets 
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