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California Generation and Imports in GWh 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2010-15 

Total California Generation and Imports [GWh] 

Califwnia-intemal Generation [GWh] 

272.509 276.969 289.359 287.977 
100% 100% 100% 100% 

Total Imports [GWh] 
23% 22% 23% 

Imports - NW total 27,186 22,303 20,831 
10% 8.1% 7.2% 

Imports -- SW total 35.673 39.508 45.447 
13% 14% 16% 

Imports -- DPVlIPV-Nwth Gila branchgroup 17,291 18,617 19,902 
6.3% 6.7% 6.9% 

Increase of AZ generation due to DPV2 [avg 230 MW = 2015 GWh] 

22% 

20,286 
7.0% 

42,170 
15% 

19,481 
6.8% 

2,015 

California Generation and Imports in Average MW 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2010-15 

Total California Generation and Imports [average MW] 

California-internal Generation [average MW] 

Total Imports [average MW] 

Imports - NW total 

Imports - SW total 
.... 

.i 

31,108 31,617 33,032 32,874 
100% 100% 100% _lOrO-% 

" 23% 22% 23% 2 

3,103 2,546 2.378 2,316 
10% 8.1% 7.2% 7.0% 

4,072 4,510 5.188 4,814 
13% 14% 16% 15% , . 

. : Imports - DPVlIPV-North Gila branchgroup 1,974 2,125 2.272 2,224 : '  
6.3% 6.7% 6.9% 6.8% 

Average MW inaease of AZ generation due to DPV2 230 
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SOUTHERN CAUFORNIA Nino J. Masdo  
Scnior Atlorncy 
NimMaxolo @SCEcom 

An EDISOh’ INTERNATIONAL Company 

Decemba. 22,3006 

VIA UNITED PARCEL SERVICE 

Mr. Paul Cornes 
Refuge Manager 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
356 W. 1st Street 
Yuma, CA 85364 

Subject: Comments Regarding the Draft Compatibility 
- -Determination for the-Bevers-Pdo Verde-No. -2 - 
Transmission Line Project 

_. -- . ._ - . . - . 

Dear Mr. Cornes: 

Southern California Edison Company (SCE) has reviewed the Draft Compatibility 
Determination (CD) prepared by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge, for the SCE Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) Transmission Line Project 
(Project). The U.S. Fish and Wildli€e Service (Service) issued a Notice for Public Review seeking 
comments on the Draft CD. This letter constitutes the SCE comments. 

The Draft CD concludes that the proposed DPV2 use of the Kofa NWR is “not compatible” 
with the M;vR System mission and the purposes of the Kofa NWR. This Draft CD determination is 
founded on an improper application of the legal requirements for making a CD and upon certain 
incorrect information and analysis. When these errors are corrected, the Kofa NWR should find the 
proposed DPV2 Project “compatible”. 

Importantly, the Kofa MWR did not need to issue a new CD for d e  DPV2 Project because 
the existing 1989 CD for the Project was sti l l  valid and the Draft CD provided no compelling reason 
for revising or making a new CD. Any new CD must comply with the legal requirements for 
issuing a CD, as set forth in both the National Wildlife Rehge System Administration Act, as 
amended, and the Service’s impfementing regdations. Here, the basis for the Draft CD “not 
compatible” fmding is that the Project would (i) potentidy cause significant adverse impacts to 
wildlife and archaeolo@cal/cultural resources, and (ii) cause significant and unmitigable impacts to 
visua1 and recreation resources. However, neither the NWR System mission nor the purpose of the 
Kofa ”R mentions archaeological, cuIturaI, visuaI, or recreation resource protection. The 

detract from the conse+n and management of wildlife resources. Therefore, the Draft CD must 
only evaluate the proposed impacts to wildljfe resources. The Draft CD cannot consider other 
resource issues, such as visual, recreation, and cultural iesources, when issuing the CD. SCE 
P.O. Box 800 2244 WaInut Grove Ave. 
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understands that the Service m y  evaluate the potential for other resources impacts when the 
Service acts upon the SCE right-of-way application (after the Service fist concludes that the DPV2 
Project is compatible). 

Clearly, the DPV2 Project will not materially interfere with or detract from the conservation 
and management of bighorn sheep, birds, and reptiles within +e Kofa WWR. No significant 
impacts to wildlife have been identified due to the coq&tion and operation of the existing DPVl 
transmission line, natural gas pipeline, and the dirt PIpZr$&&d. Studies conducted in 
consultation with the Kofa NWR have specifically sh,o* fhat!the DPVl trammission line does not 
harm bighorn sheep movements or lambing within ttik Kif .  k&R. The construction of DPV2 will 
use the existing Pipeline Road and tower access roads su& th$ only 3.4 acres of additional land 
will be permanently disturbed: None of the impact& la is &idered sensitive habitat €or 
bighorn sheep lambing or fora&ng. Similarly, the s i d l  amount of land to be disturbed will not 
impact movements of sensitivcreptiles, which were not even found in the Project area. Also, DPVl 
has not been shown to cause si&icant mortality due to bird cullisions. In fact, the likelihood of 
bird collisions-is extremely low due to the flight patterns associated with both resident and 
migratory birds that may be found within the Kofa NWR. Consequently, this minor land 
disturbance will not materially interfere with wildlife within the Kofa NWR. Importantly, the 
alternative routes outside the Kofa NWR would each result in substantially greater amounts of 
undisturbed land, leading to increased impacts to wildlife, visual, recreation, and cdtural resources. 

Moreover, the Bureau of Land Management and the California Public Utilities Commission 
prepared a Finai Environmental Impact ReportEnviromentd Impact Statement that sets forth a 
large number of mitigation measures to help ensure that the Project will not create si,onificant 
impacts to wildlife (and other resources). To the extent the Kofa NWR believes it necessary, these 
mitigation measures may be included as stipulations within a final CD to ensure wildlife 
conservation. One mitigation measure, proposed by the Service itself, would have SCE compensate 
the Service for impacts by purchasing private property in-holdings within the Kofa NWR. 

A critical error in the Draft CD analysis of impacts to wildlife, visual, recreation, md 
cultural resources is the failure to consider the appropriate environmental baseline, which includes 
the existing natural gas pipeline, its appurtenant structures (generator buildings, engine house, valve 
stations, and signage), the existing DPVl transmission line, and the existing Pipeline Road. This 
existing infrastructure establishes a key part of the environmental setting against which potential 
incrementaI impacts’from the proposed DPV2 Project must be measured. Contrary to the fmdings 
in the 1989 CD, the Draft CD does not account for these pre-existing s t r u c t ~ ~ e s  or their impacts on 
the environment. That failure leads to an inaccurate concIusion that wildlife, visual, recreation, and 
cultural resources would experience signrficant adverse impacts. Rather, the final CD should use an 
analysis like that in the December 2002 CD issued €or the Schultz-Word Area Transmission Line 
Project within the Columbia National Wildlife Refuge. There, the Service recognizd that the 
iacrementd impacts caused by a second transmission line to be built adjacent to an existing 
transmission line wodd create-only minor impacts. - - 

. I  . ,  - 
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Based upon die lack of significant impacts, and given the mitigation measures that would he 
imposed on the Project, no material inrei-ference with the conservation of wildlife on the Kofa N%R 
will occur. Therefore, theservice has the authority to find the DPV2 Project is “compatible” with 
the Kofa N M K  

I. BACKGROUND 

a. ” h e  Sa DPV2 Project. 

SCE is proposing to construct the 230-mile. 500 kilovolt (kV) DPV2 transinission line 
between the Devers Substation in California (near Palm Sprhgs) to the “Palo-Verde Hub” area in 
Arizona (near Phoenix). DPV2 would traverse approximately 24 miles of the Kofa NWR and run 
parallel and adjacent to SCE’s existing 590 kV transmission line (DPVl), which was constructed in 
the early 1980s, an El Paso natural gas pipeline, and the Pipeline Road, which was built when the 
natural gas pipdine was installed. In February 2005, the California Independent System Operator 
(ISO) found that the DPV2 Project was a “necessary and cost effective addition to the IS0 
Controlled Grid” and directed SCE to “proceed with permitting and construction” of the Project.’ 
SCE is seeking regulatory approvals from a number of governmental agencies, including the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the 
Arizona Corporation Commission. The CPUC and BLM prepared a Final Environmental Impact 
ReportEnvironmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIs) in October 2006. The FEIR/EIS concluded 
that d e  QPV2 Project, with the route through the Kofa A m ,  was the Environmentally 
SuperiorPreferred Alternative. (FEIR/EIS p. ES-l).’ 

The purposes of DPV2 include increasing California’s capability to import power fiom 
outside the area, enhancing the competitive wholesale electricity market in the Southwest, and 
improving transmission grid reliability. The DPV2 Praject would also help address and resolve 
concerns identified by d e  Department of Energy (DOE) in their August 2005 “National Electric 
Transmission Congestion Study.” This report, which was prepared pursuant to Section 1221(a) of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, identified Southern California as one of two “Critical Congestion 
Areas” in the United States. There, DOE identified the need for increased power flows between 
Arizona and California to reduce congestion in Southern California. The construction of DPV2 
would sipficantly increase power flows between Arizona and California and address the 
congation concerns expressed by DOE. 

On March 1,1989, the Kofa NWR issued to SCE a find CD that concluded that the DPV2 
Project would be compatible with the Kofa NWR. On October 29,2005, SCE submitted its 
application for a right-of-way grant to the USFWS for the construction of the DPV2 through the 
Kofa. Based on meetings held with Kofa NWR staff that preceded the filing of the October 2005 
right-of-way application, SCE expected that the Kofa NTisrR would rely upon the existhg 1989 CD 

_‘3kJSO is a not-for-profit, public-benefit corporation charged with operating the majority of California’s high-voltage 

SCE found a few errors in the EEIWEIS and submitted comments to the BLM on December 4,2006 requesting that 
whew power grid.-The 60 decision is at h t t p : / / G G 3  a6UiJEK em--- 

these errors be corrected. These errors would not change the FEIR/EIS conclusion regarding &he environmentally 
preferred route. 

I 
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as the basis for issuing the right-of-way grant. Instead, the Kofa NWR issued the Draft CD, which 
SCE received on November 28,2006. 

b. TP‘heKofaNWR. 

The Kofa NWR refuge was established as a game refugc by Executive Order No. 8039 on 
January 25, 1939. The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 
5668dd) (1966Act) consolidated the administration of the Kofa NWR, and other similar refuges, 
wder the jurisdiction of the Service. The National Wildlife M g e  System Improvement Act of 
1997 (1997 Act) made certain amendments that direct how the Service issues a CD and manages 
wildlife rehges. As the 1966 Act has been amended a number of times, these comments will refer 
generally to the National WildWe Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, and all its subsequent 
amendments, as “the Act.” 

II. TEE REGULATORY BASIS FOR lMAKINQ; A COhJPATIBILZTY 
DETERMINATION 

a. The 1989 W Is Valid. 

The March 1,1989 CD is still valid; as such, a new CD should not have been prepared 
without a showing of a compelling reasoa The 1997 Act provided that “Compatibility 
Determinations in existence on October 9,1997 shall remain in effect until and unless modified.” 
(16 U.S.C. $668dd(d)(3)(A)(iv)). The statute provides for reevaluation of the CD “if conditions 
under which the use is permitted change significantly or if there is si&1cant new inforination 
regarding the effects of the use.” (16 U.S.C. §668dd(d)(3)(B)). W e  the proposed use evaluated 
under the 1989 CD (e-g., the DPV2 Project) was not constructed, no significant change has owurred 
in the currently proposed DPV2 Project nor does the Draft CD cite to any new information 
regarding effects that are likely to occur from the DPV2 Project that were not already considered in 
the development of the 1989 CD. Moreover, the Draft CD does not explain why the 1989 CD 
conclusion that the Project is compatible should now be reversed. 

Given that the Act grandfathers the 1989 CD and the Service has not shown any compelling 
reason for reevaluating the 1989 CD, the Draft CD should not have been issued and certainly shouId 
not have concluded that the DPV2 Project is not compatible. Since 1989, nothing in the Act has 
substantively changed the criteria for the Service to issue a CD. With regard to issuing CDs, the 
1997 Act (i) provided direction for handing Wildlife-dependent recreation, (ii) codinned that the 
Service may not issue a permit for the use of a NWR w&out a CD, and (iii) required the Service to 
establish a procedure to issue CDs. (16 U.S.C. 5668dd(a)(3) and (dX3)Q. The same is true of the 
Service re,auI&om that further defined the procedure for issuing a CD. (50 CFR $26.41,65 Fed. 
Reg. 62,458 (October 18,2000)). The Service redations certainly provide the authority to issue a 
CD for the DPV2 Project, if the Project is compatible with the NWR System mission and Kofa 

- NWR purpose. (50 CFR $29.21-8). 

Among other administratl ’ve requirements, the 1997 Act also d e f i d  the NWR System mission, directed the Service 
i_ - fomanage the NWR System to fdfiH that mission, and directed the Sgice to prepm~a mqre&mive conseryation 

plan for each refbge. 
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b. The Draft 0 Does Not Comply With Statutory Requirements. 

Assuming that the Service has the authority to prepare a new CD, the issuance of the CD 
must comply with the Act’s requirements. The Act provides that the Secretary of the Department of 
the Interior is authorized to: 

. 

permit the use of, or grant easements in, over, across, upon, through, or 
under any areas within the System for purposes such as but not necessarily 
limited to, powerlines, . . . and roads, including the construction, operation, 
and maintenance thereof, whenever he determines that such uses are 
compatible with the purposes for which these areas are established. (16 
U.S.C. 9668dd(d)( I)@)). 

The Act defuies “compatible use” to mean: 

a wildlife-dependent recreational use or any other use of a refuge that, in 
the sound professional judgment of the Director, will mf materiub1y 
inte$ere with. or detractfrom the fulfillment of the mission of the System 
or the purposes of the refuge. emphasis added (16 U.S.C. $668ee(l)). 

According to the Act, the Senrice clearly has the authority to issue a permit for the DPV2 
Project if the Service finds that the Project will be compatible, that is, it will not materially interfere 
with the Service’s fulfillment of the NWR System mission or the purposes of the Kofa NmR. The 
Act provides that the NWR System mission is to: 

Administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and 
plant resources and their habitats . , .. (16 U.S.C. $668dd(a)(2)). 

The purpose of the Kofa NWR is found in the 1939 Executive Order that established the 
K0fa4 The 1939 Executive Order provides that the lands of the Kofa are “reserved and set apart for 
the conservation and devejopment of natural wildlife resources, and for the protection and 
improvements of public g&ng lands and natural forage resources.. .” Thus, when issuing a CD for 
DPV2, the Service must determine if the Project will materially hterfere with the conservation and 
management of wildlife resources within the Kofa NWR. (50 C.F.R. §26.41(a)(lO) and 529.211.’ 

The Draft CD analysis supporting the “not compatible” fmding goes well beyond the 
authorized scope for evaluating whether DPV2 will materially interfere with d e  Conservation and 
management of wildlife resources within the Kofa Nwfl. Instead of limithg its inquiry to that 
required by the Act, the Draft CD conducts an abbreviated environmental analysis of many potential 
impacts. Part of the Draft CD merely excerpts a few paragraphs describing various resource 

_ _ _ - - - _ _ _ - ~  ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____._ ‘ The term ”purpose of the refuge” is defined to ‘mean the purposes specified in or derived from the law, proclamation, 
executive order, ... establishing ...” the refuge. (1 6 U.S.C. $668ee(lO)). 

“Conservation” means to sustain a healthy population of fish, wildlife, and plants. Where appropriate, this could be 
extended to restoring and enhancing these populations. (50 C E R  825.121. 

! -7 
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impacts from the Final Administrative EEUEIS.6 While the Draft CD cites to numerous potential 
resource impacts, the Draft CD also acknowledges that SCE wouid be implementing mitigatkm 
measures that reduce impacts to (i) less than a significant level, or (ii) an acceptable level. The 
Draft CD states that onIy a few resourcesfissues would have significant impacts and would “prevent 
the Service from achieving its mandates under law and policy”. @raft CD at p. 11). The Draft CD 
claims that these si,dicant impacts arise fiom impacts to recreation, archaeolo@caI/cultural, and 
visual resources. @raft CD at p. 11). 

Yet, neither the NWR System mission nor the Kofa NWR purposes include any 
commitments to recreation, archaeological/dtural, and visual resou~ces. The mission and the 
rehge’s purposes are limited to the conservation and maintenance of wildlife resources on the Kofa 
NFVR. Thus, the Dr& CD cannot consider the impacts, if any: to other resources when making a 
compatibility determination. The final CD must be revised to strike any reference to potential 
impacts to resources other than wildlife conservation and management 

The Draft CD cites to Service Policy 601 F W  1, which is intended to reiterate the mission of 
the MWR System, and claims that DPV2 would prevent the Service fiom achieving Goals A and D 
of the policy. Goal A is related to conserving wildlife and heir habitat. Goal D is related to 
wildlife-dependent recreation. As explained above, the Act establishing the NWR System does not 
provide that wildlife-dependent recreation (hunting, observation, photography, fishing, and 
environmental education and interpretation) is part of the mission. Therefore, Goal D is irrelevant 
to a compatibility determination. Moreover, as explained below, DPV2 would not materially 
interfere with such recreation on the Kofa A I .  

The only potential sipificant impacts to wildlife resources (Goal A) that is raised by the 
Draft CD are the claimed potential impacts to bighorn sheep, migratory birds, and reptiles. The 
potential impacts to these resources will be discussed below. SCE acknowledges that these 
potential impacts to wildlife may form the basis for a compatibility determination. But, the other 
factors, such as recreation, visual, and archaeological/cultural resources, have no role in a CD. 

c The Appropriatk Use Poiicy is Irrelevant to the DPV2 Compatibility 
Determination. 

The Draft CD incorrectly claims that DPV2 would be in conflict with the Service’s 
Appropriate Uses Policy. In reaching that conclusion, the Draft CD misapplies the Appropriate Use 
Policy (603 FWS 1). The Draft CD states that all uses occuning on a refuge must be appropriate 
uses, and then goes on to provide that the use must meet Certain conditions However, the Federal 
Regism Notice advising the public about the availability of the Appropriate Use Policy explicitly 
states that the p p _ l i c ~ i - ~  not .apply to Rights-of-way ._. . determiuations: - - _. .-_ 

The Bait CD admits chat its citations to the FEIRA35 are actually from the Final Administrative EIR/EIs. @raft CD 
at p. 3) The FEIR/EIs was finalized in October 2006, in time for the Service to incorporate those citations into the 
Draft CD. The Draft CD reliance upon the Administrative document results in errors because the FEIRfEIS is different 

Jktzq&k.belo w,&e DPV2 Project will. not ~guSe_ijg&fi@U4 unminiabie impacts3 recreation, 
inmanyrespects. 

archeologic~cdm~ or viwal reso-. 
? 
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Issue 12: Rights-of-Way ._. Rights-of-way will continue to be handled 
through the compatibility and right-of-way permit processes, not this 
[Appropriate Use) policy. We did not make any cliannges to the find p o k y  
based on this comment. (71 Fed. Reg. 36406 (June 26,2006)). 

Tl i~s ,  the Service must remove any reference to the Appropriate Use Policy in the fmal CD 
as that policy is not relevant to a compatibility determiintion. 

Even if the Appropriate Uses Policy were applicable, which is not the sitnation, the DPV2 
Project would not conflict with the policy. The Appropriate Uses Policy states that the management 
goals that the NWR System expects to achieve are, in essence: a) conserving diverse wildlife, b) 
maintaining habitats for wildlife, c) conserying ecosystems, and d) providiiig opportunities- to 
participate in wildlife-dependent recreation (hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, 
and environmental education and interpretation). The DPV2 Project in no way precludes the 
achievements of these goals due to the limited impacts associated with the Project, as explained 
later in these comments. Moreover, the Act and the Service’s implementing regulations specifically 
provide that right-of-way uses for power lines may be permitted when the use is compatible. (16 
U.S.C. $668dd(.d)(l)(B); 29 C.F.R. $29.21-8). The Appropriate Use Policy cannot now limit the 
rights provided by the statute and replatiom. 

In preparing the CD re,dations, the Service addressed an issue similar to that in the 
Appropriate Use Policy - should the Service prohibit “commercial uses of the refuges unless they 
can be demonstrated to contribute to the achievement of the National Wildlife Refuge System 
mission and the rzfiize purposes, and that they are compatible.” This position was rejected as going 
beyond both what the Act “mandates and the generd scope of the policy and regulations 
establishing the process we will use to determine compatibility of uses.” (65 Fed. Reg. 62471-72 
(10/18/2OOO)). Therefore, the Appropriate Use Policy, even if it were applicable, does not preclude 
the issuance of a right-of-way grant fur the Project. 

d, DPV2 is Consistent with the Kofa Nm7R lk Wilderness and New Water 
Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Pian and Environmental 
Assessment (Management Plan). 

i. The Management Plan does not apply to the DPV2 Project. 

In 1996, the Kofa IWR, the BLM, and the Arizona Department of Fish and Game issued 
the Management Plan, which is designed to provide long-term management direcfion for the Kofa 
NWR and the New Water Mountains Wilderness. The Management Plan contains land under the 
administrative jurisdiction of both the Kofa NWR and the BLM. This takes advantage of the 
ecological commonality of the two adjacent areas. 

The management strategy for the Management Plan is “issue driven”. That is, the 
Managcment Plan creates objectives that are desiped to address particular issues identified by the 
agencies through the process of developing the plan, which included public input. (Management 
Plan at p. 29). Part III of the plan sets ror€li€@e 1ssues to D e  aackessea. lhe rs~lfes ar e a m e a  ‘ * * as 
“problems or opportunities arising fromagency directives, resource conflicts, and expectations” that 
should be addressed. Issues are broken into two categories: (i) those issues that are addressed by 

-. - - - .  
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the management activities in the plan, and (ii) those issues that are solved by policy. (Management 
Plan at p. 25). 

Importantly, the issuance and use of rights-of-ways wirhin the planning area are identified as 
potential issues that -are resolved through existing policy. Management Plan Issue #8 provides that: 
“Guidance for the management of utility easements in nonwilderness portions of the Kofa NWR 
can be found in 50 CFR 29.21. No additioml ,pidance is neec€ed.” (h4mgment Plan at p. 26). 
EssentiaIiy, the Management Plan notes that rights-of-way may create issues of concern on the Kofa 
NWR. More importantly, the Management Plan then states that it will not attempt to develop 
objectives or guidelines that provide management direction to the Kofa NWR as to how to manage 
rights-of-way. The Management PIan recognizes that the existing Service re,datioG and the Act 
already provide sufkient regulation over the issuance of rights-of-way. Thus, the Mmagement 
Plan specifically does not apply to the issuance of a right-of-way, or a compatibility determination, 
for the DPVZ Project. Consequently, as the Management Plan does not provide direction regarding 
rights-of-way, the DPV2 Project cannot conflict with the Management PIan. 

ii. DPVZ is consistent with thehrlanagement Plan. 

Even if d e  Kofa NWR Management P€an were applicable to the preparation of the 
compatibility determination for DPV2, the Project would be consistent with the plan. The 
Management Plan lists four objectives, none of which are in conflict with the DPV2 Project. The 
first objective, Preservation of Wilderness Values, is inapplicabIe to the Project, as the utility 
corridor is outside the Wilderness Area and the F’EWEIS c o n f i i  that the Project will not impact 
the adjacent wilderness areas. (See FEDR/EIs at p. D.5-3; Management Plan at pp. 20-21). The 
Management Plan lists three other objectives (Wiidlife and Habitat Management; Recreation, Legal 
Access and Information; and Mineral Management) that in turn propose various rnmcement 
actions designed to implement the objectives. importantly, the Service rulemahing establishing the 
compatibility regulations concluded that evaluation of how the proposed use would impact specific 
management objectives should only be considered when those management objectives “clearly 
support the refuge’s ability to fulfill its purposes.” (65 Fed. Reg. 62473 (10/18/2oOo)). As the Kofa 
NWR purpose is for the conservation and management of natural wildlife resources, the three 
management objectives related to Wilderness Values, Recreation, Legal Access and Inforination, 
and Mineral Management, are inappiicable to a CD deterrnination, Even if these three management 
objectives were to be evaluated, the DPV2 Project would not materially interfere with these 
objectives because the Project’s potential impacts are minor, if they exist at all. 

The only potential management objective to be evahated is Wildlife and Habitat 
Management. This objective lists six steps to enhance the flora and fauna within the Kofa NWR: 

e areas m--v.---...- __I____ .- - . . . ._. o - - - ~ ~ - @ g ~ ( t ~ ~ ~  & _ _  . -_. ._ . _. 

0 Preventing the introduction of new exotic pathogens into the area that could 
adversely impact wiIdlife. 

0 Managing wilderness portions of the planning area using the minimum tools 
needed for maintaining an oprimal bighorn sheep population while providing 

_. _ _  - €or maximum viable species di-uerrritjF, - __ - . 

‘b 
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0 Providing for. allowable resource uses within an ecologically compatible and 
sustainable f-ramework while minimizing impacts to wilderness values. 

0 identifying sensitive wildlife areas and minimizing user conflicts. 

0 Eliminating potential impacts to wildlife habitat from probable mining 
activity on nonfederal laiids within the planning a m .  

The Management Plan theu Ikts 11 Management Actions thal it will implement: 

I. Fire management. 

2. The capture and transplanting of bighorn sheep. 

3. Helicopter use for sheep capture. 

4. Management of waters used by wildlife. 

5.  Evaluation of options to bury water systems for wildlife use. 

6. Management of Nugget water tank. 

7. Administration of flight operations for wildlife management purposes. 

8. Collection of scientific data. 

9. Closure of sensitive habitat areas during certain periods. 

10. Management of abandoned mine sites. 

11. Purchase of private in-holdings within the refuge. 

The Draft CD did not specifically identify any one of the above management actions or 
eilhancement steps as a concern. However, based upon the Draft CD text, the only management 
item at issue is minimizing user conflicts with sensitive wildlife areas (step five) due to the potential 
impact of DPV2 construction on bighorn sheep lambing areas that are more than one mile fiom the 
closest construction zone.* As discussed below, SCE will not undertake construction during the 
lambing period to the extent that these lambing areas would be disturbed. Otherwise, the Project 
would not impact the Kofa NWR's ability to manage fire, eliminate impacts from mining 
operations, managing wilderness areas to maintain bighorn sheep and species diversity, etc. Thus, 
the Project is consistent with the Kofa NWR Management Plan objectives. The FEIR/EIs also 
came to this conclusion. (FEIR/EIS at p. D.2-167). 

-__ ----- __ 
- . - -. - - 

' Construction of Project towers and spur roads will occur only for a limited time in any one location as Project 
construction proceeds from one tower site to motha. Construction will not occur throughout the entire Kofa "R at 
the same time. 
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e. Congress Expressed an Intent to kllow DPV2 Within the Ko€a NWR. 

The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990, Section 301(a)(3), established a Wilderness 
Area of over 500,000 acres, which covers the majority of the Kofa NWR. (H.R. 2570, Public Law 
101-628,104 Stat. 4478). The Wilderness Area excludes the proposed DPV2 utility corridor. In 
fact, Congress amended H.R. 2570 in two instructive ways. First, the acreage designated for 
wilderness was reduced by 100 acres, the approximate width of the DPV2 right-of-way, from 
511,000 acres to 510,900 acres (amendment 7). Second, the map depicting the Wilderness Area 
was revised to reflect the reduction of the 100 acres. The staff memo explaining the amendments to 
the wilderness bill, prepared by Mr. David Brooks, counsel of the Senate Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, states that. 

Amendment 8 is a codomkg amendment updating the map reference for 
the Kofa wilderness to correct the acreage modification made by 
amendment 7 and also to clarify hat a power corridor operated by 
Southern California Edison located adjacent to the public lands included in 
the Kofa Wildemess is excluded from the Wilderness boundary. (See 
Attachment 1). 

These revisions to the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 2990 intentionally excluded the 
DPV2 right-of-way from the Kofa Wilderness.g Congress would not have recognizd the utility 
corridor and ensured that the corridor was wide enough to accommodate the DPV2 transmission 
line if Congress had believed that the DPV2 transmission line was not compatible with the Kofa 
NWR. 

f. Executive Orders Require the Consideration of Impacts to Energy 
Distribution. 

On May 18,2001, the President issued Executive Order No. 1321 1 to address some of the 
Country’s energy problems. The Executive Order provides direction to federal agencies when they 
take steps that constitute “significant energy actions”. A “significant energy action” is defined as 
one that “is likely to have a si@icant adverse effect on the supply, distribution, or use of energy.” 
The DPV2 Project is critical to SCE’s ability to provide reiiable electric service to our customers, as 
described in the FEIR/EIs Executive Summary at page ES-2. According to the Executive Order, 
the Service must prepare a Statement of Energy Effects that includes a detailed description of any 
adverse effects on energy distribution if the Service issues a final CD with a “not compatible” 
findmg 

i ;- 
I 

1 

1 I 

I 
i 

S i m i T a Z l y , - E ~ ~ v e ~ ~ ~ o . - I 3 ~ ~ i s s u e d  on V l X  2001’;provlaesulaf g E i i ~ i & - - .  
“shall take appropriate actions, to the extent consistent With applicable law, to expedite projects that 
will increase d e  production, t m m m h i o ~ ,  or conservation of energy.” (Section 2 of the Executive 
Order, emphasis added). Thus, as the DPV2 Project is compatible with the Kofa NWR, the Service 
should issue a ri@t-of-way for the Project to facilitate increasing the transmission of energy to 
southern California. 

- _ _ _ _  - .. . - - . . - - . 

The DPVl right-of-way was already excluded from the legislation; the amendment was not related to DPVl. 



1 .  

ID. A BROAD-BASED RESOURCE ANALI'SLS Is PNAPPROPRIA'E FOR A 
COMPATIBILITY X)E'IZXPV1[INATLON 

As explained above, a CD is only lo evaluate the NWR System mission and the Kofa NWR 
purposes. Nevertheless, the Draft CD discusses a number of resources in a fashion similar to that 
raised in B National Environmental Policy Act W P A )  environmental review document. As 
explained above, that broad level of analysis is inappropriate to make a CD. Instead, this type of 
analysis would be appropriate when the Service is considering whether to issue a right-of-way grant 
for DPV2 across the Kofa, which would occur after, or at the same time as, the CD finding of 
compatibility is issued. The Service should use the FEIR/EIS prepared by the CPUC and 3LM to 
comply with the Service's NEF'A obligations associated with issuing the right-of-way g a i t  to SCE. 
The FEIFUEIS considered all of the potential enviroimental impacts associated witli the 
coilstruction and operatio11 of DPV2 within the Kofa NvlrR. As discussed in Section VIII.s, the 
FEIR/EIS evaluated a reasonable range of alterative routes and determined that the other routes 
would have greater adverse enviroiunental inipacts compared to the Kofa NWR route. 

a. The Project Impacts Must be Accurately Characterized. 

Should the Service wish to keep the discussion of these other resources in the CD, then an 
accurate environmental analysis must be conducted." The Draft CD selectively quotes from the 
Administrative FEWEIS regarding the following issues: vegetation and soils, non-native invasive 
species, wildlife, recreation, noise, air quality, visual. resources, public health and safety, cultural 
and palentological resources, and transportation and traffic. For some reason, the Draft CD does 
not use the FEXREIS issued in October 2006 as the basis for its discussion. While SCE never 
received a copy of the Administrative FEIR/EIS, the October 2006 FEWEIS is clearly different 
from the Administrative FEIIUEIS in a number of respects, based upon the Drafl CD's  citations to 
the Administrative FETR/EIS. Some of these differences in the two documents have led to 
inaccurate conclusions in the Draft CD. 

Importantly, the Draft CD acknowledges that mitigation measures will reduce or minimize 
Projea impacts to an acceptable level. Draft CD at p. 11) Only in a few instances does the Draft 
CD claim that impacts are not sufficiently mitigated for the affected resources on the Kofa NWR: 

In other cases, the proposed mitigation measures are not adequate for the 
affected resources and where impacts could be si,onificat (desert bighorn 
sheep movements md reproduction). Finally there are a number of 
resourcedissues where the impacts are sigmfkant and unmitigable 
(recreation, archeological/culturural, visual). These resource impacts cause 
the greatest concern for the future management of the Refuge and prevent 
the Service from achieving its mandates under law and policy. @raft CD 
at p. 11) 

In the "Justifation" paragraph of the Draft CD, the Service elaborates on the basis for 
concluding the Project is not compatiile: - 

- __ 

iOAlso attacbed is a letter from SCE to the BLM advising the BLM of certain errors and fadty analysis in the FEIR/EIs 
that pertain to potential impacts lo visual and recreation resources in the Kofa NWR- 
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There is also the potential for significant negative impacts to other 
important biological resources, but information is currently lacking to 
make this determination with any certainty for two adjoining powerlines. 
The biologid resources that fall into this category include mi,gratory 
birds, desert bighorn sheep, reptiles[sic]. Taken together with DPV#l, the 
negative impacts to these resources may be cumulative and could have 
greater implications on their management than is currently known. @aft 
CI) at p. 12). 

Based upon these alleged potential impacts, the Draft CD concludes that the Project would 
not achieve the Kofa NWR administrative and management objectives, including those in the NWR 
System mission, Kda  NWR purpose, and the Management Ran. Section Tv of the SCE comments 
will focus on those resource issues that drive this Draft CD conclusion. SCE is commenting only 
upon the potential resources impacts that were claimed by the Draft CD as jusMication for the “not 
compatible” finding, even though all resources impacts, except wildlife conservation and 
management, should not be considered in forming a compatibility determination. 

b. The Project Impacts Must be Based Upon the Existing Environmental 
Baseline. 

The DPV2 utility corridor has been substantially modified by the presence of a natural-gas 
pipeline and its appurtenances (i.e., generator buildings, eqgine house, valve stations, and signs) 
since the 1950s and also by the construction, operation, and maintenance of the existing DPVl 
transmission line since the 1980s. The dirt Pipeline Road that traverses the Kofa NFVR was used 
for the construction of the existkg utility facilities and serves as the primary vehicular access to the 
northern portion of the Kofa NWR for maintenance of those facilities, along with recreation use and 
traffk crossing the Kofa NWR for non-recreation purposes. The dirt road is also used routineIy by 
vehicles for refuge management. The Pipeline Road would be the primary access route for 
construction and maintenance of the DPV2 Project. This existing infrastnicture constitutes the 
environmental baseline and is a key to evaluating the potential Project impacts. 

I I 

Both NEPA and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provide for the use of 
the existing baseline as the foundation for evaluating a project’s environmental impacts. NEJ?A 
requires that federal agencies describe the “affected environment” against which the proposed 
action must be evaluated. (40 C.F.R. $1502.15) That includes the existing conditions in the project 
area.” (Conservation Lau Foundation v. FERC, 216 E3d 41,45-46 @.C. Cir 2000); American 
Rivers v. FERC, 201 F.3d 1186,1195-99 (9th Cir. 1999)) CEQA has the same requirement to use 
the existing conditiolls as the baseline from which to evaluate a project’s environmental impacts. 
(see Title 14lkdifo~a Code of Re,O$.ions 615125; Fairview&i@%ors v. Courrtyd Venhtra, 70 
Cal. App. 4” 238,243 (1999)). The existing DPVl transmission line, including its operation and 
maintenance activities, the existing dirt PipeIine Road, and the existing natural gas pipehe are all 

” ‘To effectively evaluate the significance of impacts, it is important to establish a baseline against which to compare 
the impacts of a pmposed action. Usually the basehe  consists of the pre-project environmental conditions. The 
si@iCance of impacts is determined by comparing the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives to this baseIinL 
For example, when determining traffic impaCts, the baseke would be the existing level of traffic on a particular 

Book A step-by-step guide on how to wmply with the National Environmental P o k y  Act (2000 SoIan0 Press Books). 
- -  . x-ore@Iemahg the pmposed actiOn@.g., 1paO vehicIes perhomL” B a s & w m , ~  T h e W A  - . . . - 
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within the proposed Pmject’s utility corridor and constitute the baseline against which Project’s 
impacts inust be measured. While the Draft CD clearly recognizes the presence of the DPV 1 
traiisiission line, the Draft CD does no1 consistently consider the existing environmental setting 
associated with the DPVl transmission line. Instead, the claimed visual and recreational resource 
impacts ignore the DPV1 transmission line when asserting that DPV2 will cause significant 
impacts. 

For example, using the proper environmental baseline is criticd when comparing the 
potential alternative routes to the Kofa NTX route. The four alternative routes would each require 
a new access road for construction and maintenance, which would result in greater environmental 
impacts than the proposed route through the Kofa NWR because this preferred route would use the 
existing dirl Pipeline Road. Thus, the amouit of additional ground disturbance resulting from new 
construction would be substantially greater than the mount of total gound disturbance that would 
result from construction of the proposed DPV2 route dong the utility conidor through the Kofa 
NMR (FEIFUEIS, pp. C-22 through C-ZS).” Similarly, the visual impacts attributed to the 
alternative routes discussed in Section T7III.a would be poteritially significant because these areas 
have no existing infrastructure like the exisring DPVl Wansmission line along the preferred route 
through the Kofa N M R  

Here, the Draft CD fails to take into consideration the existing infrastructure within the Kofa 
“R when.determining the Project’s visual and recreationd impacts. If the existing 
infrastructure’s environmental impacts had been evaluated, the document would have concluded 
that the addition of the DPV2 transmission line adjacent to the existing DPVl transmission line and 
natural gas line appurtenances, and the Pipeline Road would cause less than s i , ~ i c a n t  visual and 
recreational impacts. Briefly, if the presence of a transmksion h e  in the Kofa NWR is sufficient to 
cause a significant adverse environmental affect, then the existing DPVl transmission line has 
already created that impact and it becomes part of the affected environment. The addition of a 
second transmission line adjacent to the current transmission line certainly would not create 
significant additional impacts as the environmental setling must reflect the exisbg transmission 
Zine’s impact. 

In fact, the Columbia National Wildlife Refuge issued a CD in December 2002 finding that 
a transmission line across that refuge was “compatible” because the transmission line would be 
constructed adjacent to an existing transmission b e  within the refuge. Similar to OUT situation here, 
the Columbia National Wildlife Refuge noted that the additional right-of-way would (i) exclude the 
construction of new buildings, (ii) the existing roads and adjacent corridor would be used for access, 
(iii) fhe new towers would be lined up with existing towers, and (iv) the new construction would be 
limited to mostly the footprintS of the new towers, There, the Service determined that the route 
through the refuge was “the least environment-damappg route among six considered. It is adjacent 
to mother power line which uses the same access roads and rigl~ts-of-way.”’~ (Schultz-Hanford 

_ _  . 

I’ Using the Pipeline Road for construction access, tbe DPV2 project would result in less than 4 acres of permanent 

Kofa NWR route, and 129 additional acres of permanem dismrbance for the N m b  0ffBfJTIi~rome. (Ap. 1 -39, Table 
__ - g o f i ~ - t H i i ~ ~ n ~ - ~  *---- 

kp. 1 -3a. Ap. 1-47). 
l3 The Columbia NWR CD adopted a few mitigation measures, which are similar to those in the DPV2 FEKWEIS, that 
the Service concluded were necessary to mure compatibility. 
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Area Transmission Line Project CD, Columbia Na t iod  Wildlife Refuge, December 2002, . 
Attachment 2). 

Iv. DPV2 vVOWD NOT MATERZth&LY mmmm WITH WILDLfFE HN 
THE KOFA NWR 

The Draft CD reached its decision of “not compatible” based, in part, on potential impacts to 
wildlife. However, the Draft CD admits that “information is cmmtly lacking to make this 
[significant impact] determination with any certainty for two adjoining powerlines. . . , . Taken 
together with DPV#1 , the negative impacts to these resources may be cumulative and cauU have 
greater implications on their management than is currently known.” (emphasis ~~. Draft CD at 
p. 12). The Draft CD does not allege that significant impact to fhese wildlife resources Is occurring 
due to the presence of DPVl, nor does the Draft CD claim that the construction of the DPVl h e  
caused significant adverse impacts to the conservation of wildlife on the Kofa NWR. The Draft CD 
merely expresses concern that the installation of a second powerline would somehow create 
s i p i f i m t  cumulative impacts to wildlife resources when no significant impacts occur today. For. 
example, the Draft CD claims that the removal of vegetation may eliminate necessary ground cover 
or protection and cause habitat fra,gnentation for the rosy boa, comon chuckwalla, Gila monster, 
and desert tortoise. 

However, the Draft CD cites to no hard evidence explaining why such impacts would be 
likely to o m .  The FEIR/EIS did not conclude that these species would be significantly impacted. 
In fact, the Draft CD concedes that the common chuckwalla, Gifa monster, rosy boa, and desert 
tortoise have not even been found in the proposed construction area within the Kofa NWR. If these 
wildlife resomces are not going tobe directly impacted, and only a minor amount of habitat (3.4 
acres) would be disturbed, the DPV2 Project wouId not materially interfere with the conservation 
and protection of these wildlife resources. SCE urges the Service to follow the requirements for 
preparing a final CD, as set forth in the Service’s re,plations, and issue a CD concludmg that DPV2 
is compatible with the purposes of the Kofa hrwR. 

a I&i&om Sheep in the Kofa h W  Wonld Not be significantly Impacted. 

The Draft CD states that the potential exists for sigmficant adverse impacts to bighorn 
sheep, especially when the impact is taken together with DPVl impacts. (Ba i t  CD at p. 12) 
However, DPV1 construction activity did not intexfere with ram movements or lambing between the 
New Water Mountaim and the Ko€a MountzinsLivingston Hills complex. SCE acknowledges that 
during construction ia a particular area, a ram moviag from the Kofa Mountains across relatively 
flat tenrain toward the New Water M0mta.h would either return to the Kofa Mountains or go 
around the cons@~@on-~~  upon encounterino construction crews - ._._.--.-- at the base of the _.__ New Waters 
Mom&. A reverse scenario is also possible? But, the Draft CD fails to mention thatihe 4---- . 

l4 DPV2 conmudon will not create a substantial interference with bighorn sheep as construction activities will not 
occur throughout the Kofa NWR at the same time. Construction of DPV2 will c o d s t  of several sequential construction 
activities: spur road construction, foundation excavation, foundation construction, tower assembly, to& erection, 
conduc@r stringing and tensionins, hardware instaliation, and cleanup. Each operation may i~clude one or more crews 
performing similar work at different towet sites. Each crpedmwiil befocused wmelativdy Sola-ef iewlet --- - 
sites at any one time, and will generally progress in one diredon (east to west or west to east]. At an individual tower 

_____ 

t 

I 

I 



monthly rate of ram crossings was higher after DPVl .construction tlim it was before or during 
construction (Smith et al. 1986). The presence of DPVl did not deter ram crossings at all, thus 
negating habitat fra,meiitation concerns with respect to movements between the two major 
mountain ranges. Certainly, a sustained, healthy population of bighorn sheep exists despite the 
presence of DPV1. h fact, the 1996 Management Plan states that bighorn sheep populations were 
stable since 1985. The Management Plan goes on to note dial no[ only are pennits issued for 
hunting bighorn sheep within the planning area, but bighorn sheep are transplanted off the plmii~ig 
area to other Iocations in the southwest. Management plan at p. 11 j.15 

“ 

Also noteworthy are the statistically significant results for sheep crossings of Copper 
Bottom Pass in the Dome Rpck Mo~mtains during and after transmission line construction. In that 
location the crossing rates were significantly higher both during and after coilstruction than they 
were in the several years before construction. Smith et al. (1986) also noted that the radio-collared 
sheep in the Dome Rock Mountains spent more time in the coistruction zone during construction 
than they did before or after construction. Construction crew members frequently reported seeing 
individual sheep (sheep collars were distinctly colored) watching them froin iiearby hills or ridges. 
The Dome Rock sheep were undeterred by construction, probably because of readily available 
escape terrain on all sides. As with the Kofa-New Water Mountains situation, the presence of the 
transmission line had no effect in preventing sheep from moving freely across Copper Bottom Pass. 
Several days after the h e  was ener,gized the first time, biologists watched a lamb and ewe foraging 
under the power line at the base of a tower. 

Lambing is a critical element in the life of the desert bighorn sheep and potential impacts to 
lambing should be considered. When ready to give birth, bighorn ewes usually move to higher, 
rugged terrain to have their lambs. The term “lambing area” and the drawing of “lambing area 
polygons” on the FEJlUEE maps implies that these are the areas that all the ewes go to for lambing. 
This is not a totally accurate picture. Rather, ewes move to the higher parts of whatever mountain 
mass that contains their home range. For example, in the EIS for DPV1, the BLM identified 
lambing areas in the western New Water Mountains and in the southern and central Plomosa 
Mountains. These were displayed by polygons on maps. By the end of the second year of their 
study of desert bighorn in the same mountains, Witham et al, (1980) had identified seven additional 
areas where ewes gave birth to lambs, including the Livingston Hills. Impoaantly, none of the 
previously identified or the newly identified lambing areas is within one mile of the proposed DPV2 
corridor, nor does the corridor traverse any habitat that is similar to the type of habitat desert 
bighorn ewes select for parturition. Moreover, none of the data collected by Witham and Srnith et 
aI. between 1977 and 1934 suggested that ewes c h q e d  their home ranges or made any unusual 
movements in response to consmction and operation of DPV 1. No lambs were abandoned, no 
“lambing areas” vacated, and no lambs or ewes were denied access to water or any other life 
necessity. 

locntioo, each of the sequential construction activities must be compietedbefore the next operation can bin. The 

Is A November 17,2006 PES r b  Prom h-sefvice iAdiCabed that &Lghom sheep ppukdons have decreased since 
m3, likely in response to a severe drought, the presence of mountain lions, and potentially other €actors. The existing 
DPVl was not listed as one of tk potential confounding factors. The Service translocated 30 sheep in 2005 to the San 
Andres NWR in New Mexico. 

c ______- 
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The temporal nature of lambing is an important aspect of the sheep's life cycle. While 

breeding and lambing can occur in almost any month of the year, the vast majority of lambing (in 
excess of 90 percent) occurs from January through April. Clearly, the most active lambing period 
h western Arizona is not October - April, which the Draft CD claims is the "most active lambing 
period". (Draft 0, p. 9) Witham et al. documented, in their study conducted between November 
1977 and January 1984, that nearly all Jambs were born in the January-April period (between 48- and 
60 in each year). Only occasional, single births were documented in any other month (i.e., not more 
than one lamb per month and none in October or November). 

The Draft CD cites Graham (19801, who claims that actions that si&icantly increase 
human activity in key portions of bighorn sheep ranges can result in great hann. SCE 
ackmwkdges that desert bighorn sheep have disappeared from many mountah ranges in southern 
Arizona and disappearances seem to have been coincident with haeasing human populations. For 
example, bighorn sheep disappeared from the Tucson Mountains in the last century as the range 
became home to more and more humans. In the last decade, a herd of bighorns in the Santa 
Catalina Mountains north of Tucson essentially disappeared after at least a decade of dedine. This 
herd, which occupied the Pus& Ridge Wilderness Area of the Smta Catdinas, apparently 
succumbed to near constant contact with hikers (and their pet dogs). 

The construction and operation of DPV2 would not result in impacts to bighorn sheep on the 
Kofa NWR similar to those described above. Sheep-human interactions associated with the 
transmission line would be i&equent and widely-spaced over the course of construction and would 
be minimaI during Project operation and maintenance during any given year. There is no large 
human population center near the Kofa NWR, and visitors to the rehge are small enough in number 
that any individual sheep is likely to be disturbed by humans very infrequently, as opposed to the 
almost daily as was the situation on hsch Ridge. Current population declines on the Ko€a NWR 
are almost certainly related to the extreme drought conditions that have persisted over southern 
Arizona over most of the past decade. There have been no significant increases in any 
anthropogenic factors that could account for the decline and no claim that DPVl has caused any 
decrease. l6 

The Draft CD expresses the opinion that habitat fragmentation caused by the DPV2 Project 
would impact wildlife and that habitat destruction would affect the ability of the Kofa NWR to 
conserve a representative example of Arizona Upland habitat. However, the FEIR/EIS reached a 
different mncfusion. The FERUEIS found that wildlife in construction areas would be only 
temporarily impacted and the wildlife would need to stay away from construction areas for a limited 
pexiod. The species would be able to use adjacent habitat. The FETR/EIS concluded that impacts to 
wildlife movement and biological resources due to construction would be less than si&icant. 

l6 Graham, H. 1980. The impact of modem maxi. Pages 288-309 in: The desert bighorn: its life history, ecology, and 
management G Monson and L. Smer,  eds. University of Arizona Press, Tucscon, AZ 
Smith, E.L., Gaud, W.S., Miller, GD., and M.H. Cocbrm. 1986. Studies of Des- bighorn sheep (Ovk Canadensis 
mexicana) in western Arizona: Impacts of the palo Verde to Devas 500kV Transmission Line. Final Report-Volume IL 
E. Linwood Smith and Associates, Tucson, AZ Submitted to Southern California Edison Co. and Arizona Public 
Service Co. 51pp. 
Wirham, J. H., E. L. Smith, and W.S. Gaud, 1980. Studies of Desaz Bighorn Sheep (Ovis uuradensir mexicana) in 
western ArizonaReport on findin,: YearE Repsg to Sou@m California E d i s o ~ C ~ ~ @  kkonapublic Service. - - 
Co. 168 pp. 



(FEIR/EIS a[ pp. D.2-146, 154, and 167). The Arizona Game atid Fish Department likewise 
concluded thar it “does not anticipate that the proposed route will resull in significant adverse 
impacts to wiidlife arid wildlife habhats”. (See June 2.2006 letter from M’illiaxn Ihowles to Fred 
Salmann of SCE, Attachment 3.) 

DPV2 would involve installation of approximately 85 towers on the Kofa NXX, and each 
tower pad would replace 0.01 a m  of native desert habitat, or LL total of approximately 0.85 acres. 
Spur road extensions would be needed for approximately 60 towers, and each spur road would be 
approximately 130-feet long and 14-feet wide, which would add about 2.5 acx-es of permanent 
ground disturbaiice for the entire project aossixig the Kofa NWR. The native habjtat area thus 
committed to the DPV2 Project would be a total of about 3.4 acres, which is a very small fraction 
(less than 0.00001 percent) of the Arizona Upland and Lower Colorado River Valley Subdivisions 
within the Kofa Nm3, which encompasses 665,400 acres of Sonoran Desert Conversely, the 
impacts of habitat fragmentation on wildlife, including bighorn sheep, would be much greater along 
any of the other routes north of the Kofa NMR as new access and stub roads would have to be 
aeated. 

b. Birds in the Kofa NmX Wouid Not be Significantly Impacted. 

The Draft CD extrapolates the estimated number of birds that would potentially be killed on 
the &fa A?Vi% as a result of collisions with the proposed DPV2 transmission line. (Draft CD at 
p. 8). This calculation is highly misleading, inaccurate, and not based upon any evidence related to 
actual bird mortality associated with the DPVl transmission line. The Draft CD estimate that 
20,121 birds would be killed on the refuge is based on a study of bird collision mortality on Mare 
Island in San Pablo Bay, located northeast of San Francisco, California. In the Mare Island study, 
the power line traveised hay meadows and a pond. Birds would fly from a resting site at the pond 
on one side of the transmission line to forage in the hay field on the other side of the line. This 
increases the number of flights well beyond migratory activity and presents a unique situation that is 
likely to attract substantial numbers of birds and lead to mdtiple collisions with the transmission 
lies. 

The birds most frequently kiied were ducks and shorebirds &e., Ruddy Ducks, sandpipers, 
plovers). Sandpipers frequently travel in dense flocks and both Ruddy Ducks and plovers also 
travel in flocks making individuals somewhat more prone to colliding with small diameter 
distribution lines. These types of birds are attracted to water bodies, and the transmission lines were 
closely liuked to the xeas where these birds like to rest, feed, and breed. Other birds killed 
included Red-winged Blackbirds and meadowlarks, both common to abundant in hay fields and 

k s f $ u n d  within the Kofa NWR that would attract large flocks of birds, nor are there physical 
land or water features north and south of the transmission line right-of-way that would cause large 
numbers of birds to be frequently traveling back and forth across the corridor. Moreover, the Mare 
Island study power line was a 1 lSkV transmission line; the DPV2 Project would have larger, 
bundled conductors (simifar to DPVI) that are easily visible to flying birds.I7 

wed Blackbirds also travei in flocks during the Don-breeding season. In contrasf no habitat 

~~~ 

‘7Albert Manville II, PkD. with the Sexvice has concluded that “Very little of the power pi& however, is currently 
beiig examined so these estimates [of bird mortality based upon extrapolation from other studies] are not particularly 
meaningful.“ Manville, AM. II, 2005. Bird strikes and electrocutions at power lines, communication towers, and wind 
t u rb i i :  state of the art and state of the science - next steps toward mitigation. Bird Conservation Implementation in 

I 
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Furthermore, unlike the Mare Island area, the K 0 f a . M  is not known as a major.migratory 
corridor for birds. The level of avian use along the transmission line is expected to be 
commensurate with other similar habitat types in the Arizona or California deserts. Most birds 
within the Kofa NWR are likely residents of the Iocd habitat and are small passetine birds that 
spend most of their time close to the ground foraging and nesting. Therefore, they do not possess a 
high collision potential. The main bird species that would fly at the heights of the conductors are 
raptors and corvids (principally ravens). The eyesight on these birds is generally very keen (up to 
IO times greater than humans) md they are excellent and agile flyers. For these reasons, the 
potential €or bird mortality along the transmission line is expected to be very low or non-existent 

The Draft CD states the bird collision hazard is likely to be at its highest in spring and fall 
when north south migrants cross the refuge and encounter the existing DPVl h e ,  and states that the 
DPV2 would exacerbate the problem. In fact, most neotropical (and other) migrants that traverse 
the Kofa in spring and fall are songbirds, most of which migrate at nigk However, night migrating 
birds travel at altitudes between 500 and 6000 feet above the ground and more than 75 percent of 
songbirds travel between 500 and 2000 feet @einlein 2006). All of the DPV2 transmission line 
structures, conductors, and static lines within the Kofa NWR would be less than 200 feet above the 
ground. Thus, migrating birds traveling across the transmission line corridor are highly unlikely to 
be flying low enough to collide with conductors, towers, or static l ies .  

The Draft CD correctly stales that there is a body of scientific literature documenting that 
many birds of different kinds die from collisions with power lines and utility structures. However, 
evidence of conflicts between birds, whether migratory or not, and 500kV lies is very sparse and 
limited (California Energy Commission 1995). Power lines, in general, account for far less avian 
mortality than windows, airport ceiiometers, TV and radio towers, and automobiles. Klem (1991) 
estimates that 97 million birds are killed by colliding with windows, 57 million with automobiles, 
and 1.2 million with tall structures (presumably including transmission lines and towers). Erickson 
et al. (2001) cites very similar mortality numbers, but he also indicates that power lines specifically 
are responsible for less than 0.0001 percent of bird kills annually across the nation.’* 

To address the potential impacts of birds with the DPV2 transmission line, the FEIR/EIS 
requires that SCE install the transmission line using Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
(APLIC) standards for collision-reducing techniques as outlined in “Mitigating Bird Collisions with 

the h e x i a s :  pro~eedings 3“ htemationai Partners in night conference 2002. U.SD.A. Forest Sexvice CknexaI 
Technical RepmF‘SW-GTR-191, Pacific Southwest R e p r c h  Station&bhy&kJEl~ll~ - _ _ _ _ _  - - , - ’‘ California Energy Commhhn. 1995. Avian collision and dectmxtion: an anwtated Bibliography. CaIifOrnia 
Enagy Commission Publication No. P700-95-OOO1. 
Deinlek, K 2006. Neotropical migratory bud basics. Smithsonian National Zoologicaf Park, Migratory Bird Center 
Fact Sheet. Accessed 4 December 2006. 
bttD~inationalzoo.s.~~onservationand~ienc~iPratarvBirds/Fact Sheets/defaultchi?=9 
Erickson, W.P., GD. Johnson, Strickland, UD., D.P. Young, Jr., KJ. Semka, and R E  Good. 2001. Avian collisions 
with wind turbines: a summary of existing studies and comparisons of avian collision mortality in the United States. 
Report b the National wind Goordinating Committee. 

fatal hazard. Wildlife Conservation in Urban Environments. National Institute. for Urban Wddlife, Columbia MD 
, nJ., L 1991. G ~ d l k d k 2 k ~ o ~ e . r v i e w d ~  gand-mcthnrlnnf- 0 



Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994" (APLJC 1996). (FEIRIEIS Miligation Measure B-15a 
on p. D.2-170).19 

c. Reptiles in t he  Kofa hVX Would Not be Sigiiificantlp Impacted. 

I 

The Drafi CD asserts the cuniulative width of the DPV2 right-of-way would discourage 
crossing by smaIl animals such as rosy boas, common chuckwalla, and desert tortoise, and that the 
rosy boa has been significantly impacted by highways in southern Arizona. First, while the 
cumulative width of the actual righr-of-woy would increase, constktion and maintenance for 
DPV2 would be done using the existing dirt Pipeline Road; the width of the right-of-way would not 
be cleared. About 3.4 acres of vegetation would be removed on spur roads and at tower sites. But, 
the areas between tower sites would generally not be permanently disturbed or signZicantly affected 
in most locations. And, aside from struckme foundations, the Project would not pave any locations. 
Finally, the study by Rosen and Lowe (1994) cited by the Draft CD (Draft CD, p. 9) was conducted 
along the paved State Higbway 85 between Why and Lukeville, a roadway that carries a much 
higher volume of traffic at higher speeds than would ever occur on the dirt Pipeline Road for 
construction or maintenance of DPV2. Therefore, a substantially higher incremental impact to 
reptiles crossing the utility corridor likely would not result from the DPV2 project, and habitat 
fragmentation would not cccur.Lo 

Repeated surveys of the DPV2 route over the years, parlicularly the last set of surveys 
conducted €or the Project E W I S  have found scant evidence of desert tortoise. There should be 
little or no concern for desert tortoise within the Kofa NWR because they generally are not found in 
the m where the DPV2 transmission line is proposed. Moreover, since the construction of the 
DPVl transmission line was built, the Management Plan conchded that desert tortoise popuIations 
were healthy. If desert tortoise populations were sustained after the construction of DPVl, the 
disturbance of another 3.4 acres of land for DPV2 will similarly allow for a sustainable and healthy 
population of desert tortoise in the Kofa NMrR. 

V. VISUAL, RECREATION, AWD CULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE KOFA 
NWR WOULD NOT BE SIGMFICAh7TLY IMPACTED 

a. Vimal Resources. . 

i. Visual Resowee Baseline 

The Draft CD cites to the Administrative FEIR/EIS for the proposition that DPV2 would 
cause siprhcant and unmitigable visual impacts. @raft CD at p. 5)2' As the Draft CD reJies upon 
the FEIlUEIS to support its visuaI impact conclusion, these comments will explain why the 
FEWEIS analysis is incorrect regarding this finding.= The FEIwEls describes the existing 
environmental setting in the Kofa NWR. However, the actual description of visual impacts that 

SCE staff, along with Service staff, have been extremely active in APUC for well over 20 years. SCE staff support 
the use of the APUC guidance documents. m--,, of sCJu&m h i Z 0 n a - L  + ,  

Biobgical conServ& 68:143-W. I _ _  
The Draft CD also claims that the Project will cause si_cnificant curnulathe visual impacts @raft CD at p. 11). 

On Dectmber 4,2006, SCE sent a letter to BLM pointing out this error in theT;EIRIEIs. 
Cumulative impacts will be addressed in Section ViH.b. 
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could o c a  within the Kofa NWR is not accurate in either the EMIS or the Draft CD.. The 
F E W I S  applied the “VS-VC“ method for evaluating visual impacts in the Kofa NWR, using only 
one viewpoint within the Kofa NWR as a basis for determination of impacts. The result of that 
inappropriate analysis was reported as a “Class J? impact (ie., significant and unmitigable) in the 
FEIR/EIs. 

The results of visual resource analyses can differ depending on various factors, including the 
experience and orientation of the analyst, but any method that is used should be based on a 
comprehensive visual resource inventory and analysis that is applied ~onsistently for the entire 
project. The FEWIS responses to SCE comments E-5-5 and E-5-6 on this issue (underlining 
added) suppmt the use of a consistent approach to evaluate visual impacts. 

t 
December 11.2006 
P a s  20 

€3-5 impact si,dcance is defined (in the context of significance 
criteria) on pages D.3-54 and 0.3-55 as noted in previous comments. 
Further, determination of impact si&icance 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-Vis& Change methodology, the deewe of 
impact si&icance is generally arrived at as a function of overall visual 
sensitivity and visual c h g e .  Table D.3-7 illustrates the general 
interrelationship between visual sensitivity and visual change and is used 
primarily as a consistency check bmeen individual KkP [Key View Point] 
evaluations. Actual tmameter determinations (e. z., visual contrast. proiect 
dominance. and view blockage) are primarily based on analyst experience 
and site-specific circmtances. (FEWIS v.3, p.262). 

E5-6 Although NEPA does not specifically require a determination of 
impact signifkance, it does require a full analysis of impacts. This 
EIR/EIS analvzes all impacts in a consistent manner whether the impacts 
occur on federal land or state land. and in California or Arizona. 
(FEIR/EIS V. 3, p. E-263). 

Bu~, in the response to comment E.5-11, the FEIR/EIS acknowledged that two different 
methods were used to evaluate the visual impacts. The response states that different methods must 
be used on BUvl land versus non-BLM land &e., Kofa NWR): 

E51 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 Caassificalions assigned to those non-BLN lands. 
WMe there are d e r e n m  betweea the two methods,-@Ee-f5EdZii%E5f - --- ~ --. 
VS-VC approach are consistent with those of the B M s  VRM system in 
that both methodologies evaluate project-induced change against a given 
landscape’s ability to accommodate 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 (VU4 Classifications) under the BLNI system. i 
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However, the two different approaclies result in different findings. This is especially 
noticeable on the Kofa NWR. To narrow the differences between the two methods and provide a 
consistent approach to visual resource analysis for the DPV:! project, SCE developed a mefhod 
based on the BLM’s VRM system that accounts for the landscape cliaracter [scenjc quality), viewer 
sensitivities, and the level of contrast associated with the introduction‘ of new facilities. SCE 
applied this method consistently throughout the DPV2 study corridor in Arizona. The Kofa NWR 
provides a good example of the substantjal differeixes that arise fiom using two different method of 
evaluating visual impacts. Additional simulations were prepared for purposes of this SCE analysis 
from five viewpoints located within the Kofa “R, including the viewpoint from Crystal Hill Road 
that was used for the visual simulation within the Kofa NWR contained in the FEIREIS. 

This SCE approach is valid and more appropriate than the method used in the FEIREIS  
because the proposed DPV2 transmission line would be constructed within a rural setting within the 
Kofa NWR that is similar to the landscape and setting on BLM lands located along the contiguous 
utility corridor to the east and west of the Kofa N%R. Furthermore, because the Kofa NWR does 
not have a visual resource management system (i.e., its primary objective is wildlife management, 
not visual resources), using the BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) visual contrast 
assessment method is an appropriate and consistent means for evaluating visual impacts within the 
Kofa NWR and the adjacent BLM lands. The FERUEIS used the “VS-VC method”, which 
contradicts the statement made above in the response to comment E.5-5 that all analyses were 
evaluated in a consistent manner. As noted in the response to camment E 5 1  I, the BLM VRM 
classification method is more appropriate because it explicitly considers the landscape’s ability to 
accommodate change with respect to the construction of the DPV2 line and the resulting changes in 
existing vegetation, landform, and structures. That factor is h p o m n t  when considering the 
presence of DPVI, the Pipeline Road, above-ground ancillary pipeline facilities (generator 
buildings, an engine house, valve stations, and pipehe signage), and the existing spur roads, which 
would be used for construction of DPV2, in the existing Kofa NWR landscape. 

Adding a second transmission h e ,  with similar attributes to DPV1, that causes minimal 
construction disturbance, wiU not affect the landscape setting or viewers as much as adding a new 
transmission line to a previously undeveloped area. For example, on September 15,2006, the BLM 
issued a Final EIR/EIS for the Desert Southwest Transmission Project @SWTP), a 11 8 mile 500 
kV transmission line that would, in large part, either parallel the SCE DPVl transmission line or 
become a joint project with DPV2. BLM used its VRM system to evaluate the visual impacts of 
consmcting the DSWTP power line pardel to the existing transmission he, and concluded that 
the resulthg impacts were class III or IV {not si@cant). The DSTNTP FEIR/EIS issued by BLM 
consistently used the VRNi system to measure visual impacts at various key observation points 
(KOP), including within areas not managed by BLM. The D S W ”  FEWEIS also consistently 
concludes that, due to the presence of an existing transmission h e  and towers, the resultant visual 
contrast is either weak, or weak to moderate: 

The addition of new lines and towers would be within the existins footprint 
and corridor of the others. The land at KOP 3 is not managed by the BLM 
and is, therefore, not subject to the BLM VRM system. However, visual 
cm-m was incim- __ . .  - m - m w m  eEQi%- . ... ~ - _____ 

I 
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The addition of a new transmission line and associated .towers adjacent to 
the existing lines would create a weak to moderate contrast in this viewshed. 
... 
Given the presence of existing transmission lines and associated towers that 
dominate the landscape at this KOP, the addition of new lines to the 
viewshed would create a weal:. contrast to the existing environment because 
it is within the visua1 character of the area. @SWTP FEIRrEIs p.3.6-19, 
3.6-28). 

AdditionalIy, Mitigation Measure V-3a (see FEIEUEIS p. D.3-53) further ensures that the 
Project would not add signxfic%tnt incremental impact. The measure requires that the DPV2 Project 
transmission line be built with similar design specifications to the existing DPVl transmission line. 
The F%REIS requires, to the extent feasible, that: 

0 all new structures be designed to match the DPV1 structure types, 
0 all new structures be paired with existing DPVl structures, 
e all new structures match the heights of existing DPVl structures, and 
e all new conductor spans match the existing DPVl conductor spans. 

Although VRh4 classifications have not been assigned to non-BLM land, such as the Kofa 
NWR, the same approach used to analyze impacts using the VRM system should be used because 
impact determination in the same area, if based on a sound methodology, must be the same 
irrespective of jurisdictional boundaries. This is certainly the case when the federal Ian& managed 
by two bureaus within the Department of the Interior are adjacent to one another and share similar 
landscape characteristics. 

The visual resource analysis for impacts to the Kofa NWR using the BLM VRM approach, 
prepared for SCE by EPG Inc., an environmental consulting f a  with expertise in this area, was 
presented by Randall Palmer in testimony before the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line 
Siting Committee e g  the bearings for the DPV2 project (Case No. 130). A copy of the slide 
presentation from Nlr. Paher's testimony is on the CD enclosed as Attachment 4, along with the 
excerpt of the reporter's transcript of the proceedings held on A u w t  21,2006. These documents 
support the conclusion that visual impacts resulting from the proposed DPV2 Project on the Kofa 
NWR would not result in sipficant impacts. This conclusion is based on the same analysis criteria 
used to evaluate visual resource impacts that could occur on BLNI land in the F E ~ I S :  viewer 
sensitivity, scenic quality, contrast, and impacts to sensitive viewers. A summary of the analysis of 
visual impacts on the Kofa NWR using these criteria follows: 

. .  

. 

- - .__ - -. . . . _ . - .  ~ 

Viewer Sensitivity - The Kofa National Wddlife-iefuge and Wilderness 
and New Water Mountains Wilderness htazgency Management Plan and 
Ebviromental Assessment (1996), estimated approximately 50,000 users 
per year on the Kofa NWR and 500 users per year for the New Water 
Mountains Wilderness Area. Only between 6,000 - 7,000 of these users 
annually access the northern Pipeline Road route. SCE considered the 
recreational users in the Kofa NWR, Kofa Wilderness Area, and New 

- Water Mountains 's;5- Area to be &high sez&Wy, even thwgg - - - - ---- 

, 

I 

I 

. . .. . -. . . ! 



the FERIEIS (p. D.3-2) could define it as medium sensitivity based upon 
the number of actual usax. 

The ~ FEIfUEIS __ application of the VS-VC method for evaluating impacts within the Kofa 
P W R  appears to be overly general and subjective. - ~ ~ i ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ y s ~ o ~ ~ e R - - - - ~ - - -  
in FEWEIS Section 3.2,2., is based on only one viewpoint and that viewpoint is not typicat €or all 
conditions on the Kofa NWR. In Table 0.3-9, the FEIR/EIs claims that the Kofa NWR has Class 1 

Scenic Qua& - ‘While portions of the Kofa NMR are more scenic than 
others, the terrain and vegetation crossed by the proposed Prqjecl are 
considered class C and B, and the setting has been significantly modified 
by the presence of the existing natural gas pipeline, the pipeline road, 
associated pipeline facilities and signs. and the existing DPVl 5OOkV 
transmission line. Introduction of the Project’s new 5OOkV line adjacent 
to the existing line, in this modified corridor, would result in less than 
significant impacts to the overall scenic quality of this area of the Kofa 
m. 

. Project Contrast - Landform, vegetation, and structure contrast were 
analyzed. Overall Project contrast would be weak (i.e., the element 
contrast can be seen but does not attract atlention to the project or 
dominate the view) to moderate (Le., the element contrast begins to attract 
attention and begins to dominate the characteristic landscape) due to 
(i) the already modified conditions associated with the proposed DPV2 
corridor, which includes the existing DPVl transmission line, the pipelhe 
(and ancillary facilities, and signage), and associated access, and (ii) the 
conforming location of the new towers. To reduce Project contrast, the 
proposed DPV2 line will be designed similar to the existing DPVl %OkV 
line, and it is anticipated that only limited grading and vegetation removal 
uriu be required. Mitigation measures specified include matching existing 
tower types, spans, and heights to the extent feasible; selective tower 
placement; use of dulled steel structures and non-specular conductors, and 
use of existing access and spur roads. 

Impacts to Sensitive Viewers - The proposed Project would be seen from 
the Kofa NWR and wilderness areas from locations rangins from the 
immediate foreground along the existing road (0 - 112 mile) to the 
middleground and beyond (dispersed recreation use). These views are 
within the context of the existing Pipeline Road, spur roacls, and 
transmission line where the landscape has been previously disturbed 
(modifred) and contrast levels are weak to moderate. Based on this 
assessment, impacts to sensitive viewers on the Kofa NXR would be less 
than sigmficant. 

Thus, using the BLM’s more appropriate VRM methodology for analyzing visual impac, 
results in the conclusion that visual impacts from the proposed DPV2 Project on the Kofa NWR 
would be less than sigmfkant. 

I 
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“significant, unmitigable” impacts. Yet, in evaluating the .impacts based on overa1.i visual 
sensitivity and visual change as indicated in Table D.3-7, the impacts should at most have been 
characterized as ‘*adverse and potentidy significant’’ (Class 10. Based on the methodology 
presented in the FEIR/EIS, for a visual impact to be considered sip$icant, as noted on pase D.3- 
45, two conditions generally needed to exkt (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 tend toward the hi& extreme, leading to a substantial reduction 
in visual quality. By using VC+VS system and not fully acknowledging the following factors, an 
artificid€y higher and inaccurate level of impact has been detembined: 

The existing landscape has been highly modified along the entire comdor throughout this 
area, including the presence of the existing DPVl transmission line, the gas pipeline and 
ancillary facilities and s i p g e ,  and the existing access roads (e.g., Item 1 above). This 
environmental baseline must be considered and, due to the existing faciiities, the existing 
landscape could not be considered of high quality. 

9 The mitigation proposed for the Project (e-g., matching tower types, spans, and heights to 
the extent feasible, selective tower placement, use of dulled steel structures and non specular 
conductors, and the use of existing access and spur roads) will limit the amount of 
disturbance and visual change. This results in weak/moderate levels of contrast for new 
facilities against the existing background due to minimal modifications to existing 
vegetation and landforms (use of existing access aud spur roads), as well as the use of 
similar towers and spacing (structure contrast). Due to the wealdmoderate contrast, the 
proposed Project elements (towers, etc.) are not incompatible with the characteristics of the 
existing corridor, nor do they lead to a substantial reduction in visual quality in an area that 
has already been si,anificantly modified (e-g, Item 2 above). 

With the mitigation required by the FEIR/EIS, the impact would not have been greater than 
a Class II imp= and had the FEIR/EIS used a more appropriate approach that fully acknowledges 
the modified character of the corridor, and weakfmoderate levels of contrast, a Class III impact may 
have been the appropriate designation. 

b. Recreation Resources. 

As with the visual impacts, the Draft CD relies upon the FEIREIS analysis of alleged 
recreation impacts. @raft CD at p.4). The meation impacts described in the ELWEIS for the 
Kofa NWR are inaccurate for three main reasons. First, the FElwEIS relies upon the faulty visual 
resource impacts analysis discussed above to conclude that given the claimed  si^^'' visual 
resource impacts, there would.also be significant reCre?.ion impacts. In - other -. - - . words, . . - the EREIS 
reasoned that recreation users would have an adverse recreation experience due to the visual 
impacts caused by the presence of the Project. As explained above, the Project would not have 
sigmficant visual impacts. Similarly, the recreation resources in the Kofa NWR would not be 
significantly irnpacted by the addition of the Project’s transmission line within an existing utility 
corridor that is dominated by the DPVl transmission h e  and the Pipeline Road. The F E W I S  
explains that the DPV2 Project transmiSsion line would be designed to blend into the existing utility 
corridor to the extent possible, as described by Mitigation Measure V-3a above. With only low to 

-- __ . - . - ._ __ . - - _  _ _  - - - _  . - .. . 
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moderate visual impacts, the recreation user would not experience a significant impact to a 
recreational experience along the existing utility corridor. 

Second, the FEWEIS requires additional mitigation measures to address potential recreation 
iinpacts, including the coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of the location of 
towers and spur roads to avoid iinpacts to recreation. (Mitigation Measure wR-321, FEIREIS p. 
D.5-22). The Draft CD does not ahowledge this mitigation, 

Finally, no recreation sites are located in the utility conidor and none would be affected by 
the Project. Access to nearby hilchg trails and Wilderness Areas would not be limited by Project 
construction and operatiou, inchding the use of spur roads. Therefore, the Project would not cause 
significant adverse inipacts to recreation in the Kofa NTnrR. 

c. Archaeoiogical and Cultural Resources. 

The Draft CD sites to text in the El" that the Project may cause a significant impact if 
some hypothetical and as yet undiscovered cultural resources or Native American remains are 
impacted during construction. @raft CD at p. 6). The FELREIS concludes &at no known National 
Register of Historic Places (") eligible culturalflzistorical sites of significance are within the 
Kofa NMrR Area of Potential Affect (APE) for the Project and therefore 'no further management of 
this site would be recommended.' (FEIREIS, p. D-7-18). Nothing was discovered during DPVl 
construction that was not already identified during the archaeological s~rveys.'~ The DPV2 utility 
corridor has been subject to archaeological surveys at least three times since 1978, most recently in 
2004. During that time, only two archaeolo$cal sites (AZ S:5:15 and AZ S:5:1S) have been 
recorded within the Kofa NWR segment APE. Both sites were recorded in 1932 by Carrico and 
Quillen for the DPVl environmental assessment, and both were determined not to be eligible for the 
"P. Archaeologists working on the DPV2 Project could not locate the surface lithic scatter 
designated as A 2  S:5: 15, and reported that the single rock ring and pair of rock clusters designated 
AZ S:5:1S is located outside the DPV2 APE (Dobschuetz et al. 2004:30). A reasonable reading of 
these data leads to the conclusion that the Kofa APE has little archaeological sensitivity. Therefore, 
the suggestion in the Draft CD tl;at as-yet-undiscovered NRHP-eligible cultural resources, Including 
buried human remains, could suffer Project effects has no foundation. Based on the experience of 
constructing DPVl and subsequent archaeological. assessments, it is vay unlikely that any 
archaeologicai resources are present in the proposed DPV2 construction area. 

See, Bean, Lowell J., Henry E Dobyns, M. Kay Martin, Richard W. Stoffle, Sylvia B. Vane, and David R M 
White 1978, Persistence and Power: A Study of Native American Peoples in the Sonoran Desert and the Palo Verde- 
Devers Fligb Voltage Transmission Line. Cultural Systems Research, Inc., Medo Park, CA. 
Berry, Claudia, 1978, Final Report for Archaeological Survey of Alternative Transmission Line Corridors between Palo 
Verde Nuclear Generating Station and the Colorado Rim. Museum of Northern Arizona, Flagstaff. 
Carrico, Richard I... and Dennis K. Quillen, 1982, Cultural Resource Inventory and National Register Assessment of the 
Southern California Win  Palo Verde to Dews Transmission Line Comdor (Arhna Portion). WES'EC Services, 
San Diego. 
S war&, Deborah, and Kurt Dongoske, 1987 Cultural Resource Assessment of Construction Locations and Towers Along 

____ A v e t s = P B l n N n  ? P a .  IAR Techni~d Rewrt No. 87-7 I , Institute for 
American Research. Arizona _ _ _  
Dobschuetz, Chris, Glennda G. Luhnocl: Scott Wilcox, Elizabeth Alter: and Glenn P. Danington, 2004, A Cultural 
Resource survey of Tower Locations and Associated Spur Roads for the Devers-Pafo Verde No. 2, Maricopa and La Pslz 
Counties, Arizona. Environmental Planning Group, Phoenix, Arizona 
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The Draft CD admits that there are no N" eligible cultural sites withii the Kofa NWR: 

Although no Ibwwn eligible culturul (resource) sites are located within the 
Areas of Potential Efect (APEs) €or this segment, there are four known 
sites . . . within the general corridor €or this se,.ment. ( e m p h i s  aided. 
Draft CD at p. 5). 

However, the Draft CD goes on to state: 

Although no known eligible cultural sites are located within the Areas of 
Potential Effect (APEs) for this segment, there are four known sites (AZ 
R:7:66, AZR:7:61, AZ R8:42, and AZ R:8:49) recommended as National 
Register of Historic Places ("?)-eligible that are located within the 
general corridor for this segment. Impacts to those or other newly 
discovered "€'-eligible cultural resources could result from 
construction activities that require earth-disturbing effects. . . . The 
potential to discover unanticipated cultural resources during construction 
exists throughout the Refuge segment of the Proposed Project and could 
reveal additional adverse effects to these resources. . . . The potential to 
discover &own buried Native American hman remains or sacred 
features, in the form of primary inhumations, cremations, ceremonial 
bundles, or mourning czremony features during construction could exist. 

The four archaeological sites referenced in the Draft CD are located within a one-mile wide 
study area corridor within the Kofa NWR. As acknowledged in the Draft CD, however, none of 
these resources are located within the APE and none were deemed eligible for inclusioh in the 
"RP. Thus, contrary to the assertion in the Draft CD, no impacts to those resources would result 
from the Project. Given the surveys and past history, finding culturd resources during DPV2 
Project construction is unlikely. Therefore, the claim of a potential sigmfkant impact is highly 
speculative. Such an unsupported potential impact should not be used to preclude the Project from 
going 

Additionally, the BLM has corresponded with Native American tribes indicating an interest 
in the Kofa NWR segment, primarily the Yavapai. By way of this consultation, no Native 
American places of specific religious or cultural value were identified within the Kofa NWR. 
Therefore, no evidence exists to support a conclusion that archaeological or cultural resources 
would be marerially affected by construction of DPV2 thro~& the Kofa NWR. 

VI. MITIGATION MEASUILEX WEFUC NOT PROPERLY CONSIDERED - -  
DETERNIINTNGr c0IwpTzTDBIL;ITy 

The FEIR/EIs proposes a number of mitigation measures for addressing actual or potential 
enviromental impacts associated with the DPV2 Project. Many of these mitigation measures were 
proposed by SCE and incorporated into the document by the CPUC and BLM. The Draft CD 
acls.now1edge.s that the mitigation measures are designed to reduce impacts to less than a sipficant 

. 
z4 The FEDR/EIs recognized the unlikelihood of such impacts and chose to propose the Kofa NWR as the 
enviromnentally preferred route. .- - -- _- __ ._ .. - . . .____ _ _  _. . __ _. - -_ __. 
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level except for recreation, visuaI, archaeologicallcultllral resources, and certain wildlife resources. 
(Drafi CD at p. 11). Rather than repeal all the E;EIR/EIS rnitigatjon measures, these SCE comments 
will reference or summarize some of those iiieasures that would address the coiicenis expressed in 
the Draft CD for wildlife, visual, recreation, and archaeologicaYcultm1 resources. The EIEUEXS 
should be consulted for a full description of all mitigation measures. If the Draft CD had properly 
considered these mitigation measures, the Draft CD would have concluded that the Project was 
conipatible. 

a. BiokgicaI Impacts Would be Mitigated. 

The FEMB lists the large number of SCE proposed mitigation measures that would 
address potential impacts to biological resources. (FEIEUEIS Section D.2.5.2, beginning at p, D.2- 
95) Other mitigation measures have been added to ensure that the impacts to biological resources 
are not signifmit within the Kofa NWR. (EWEIS,  Table D.2-8, p. D.2-106). These mitigation 
measures require SCE to prepare and implement a Habitat RestoratiodCompeiisation Plan and to 
coordinate with the Kofa NvIrR the exact placement of each tower to minimize habitat disturbance. 
(Measures B-la and B-lb, p. D.2-111). This Habitat RestoratiodCornpeuation Plan would ensure 
that all lost habitat within the Kofa NvIrR is either restored or compensated for within the Kofa 
NWR. (See also APM B-19, FEIR/EIS p- D.2-97). SCE is willing to purchase in-holdings within 
the Kofa NWR, as suggested by the Kofa NWR to address recreation impacts (FEIR/EIS, p. D.5-22, 
Mitigation Measure WR-2a), to address the loss of habitat for biological resources. This will ensure 
that the Project does not result in any net loss in habitat quality or quantity. 

The FEIR/EIS requires that where the proposed route crosses the Kofa NWR, SCE shall 
coordinate with Service personnel to determine specific tower site and spur road locations to 
minimize habitat disturbance andor the loss of valuable habitat. (Measure B-lb. p. B-211). SCE 
must demonsttate compliance wid this measure prior to mnsmction. In addition to the mitigation 
measures designed to protect aU biological resources, specific measures for particular animals were 
also proposed and required. 

i. Reptiles Specific Measures. 

SCE will also conduct pre-construction surveys for reptiles in areas of suitable habitat for 
the common chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, and rosy boa. (Measure B-9& p. D.2-138). This 
would occur even though common chuclwdla has not been recorded in the Project vicinity and .the 
closest banded Gila monster and rosy boa were recorded three and five miles from the Project area, 
respectively. (FEBUEIS, p. D.2-139). 

ii. Desert Tortoise Specrfc Measures. 

SCE proposed mitigation measures would address a variety of potential impacts to desert 
tortoise and their habitat. (See Table D.2-6, APM Nos. B-27 through B-32). For instance, SCE 
proposed Measure B-35 requires that a qualified biologist be present for construction in upland 
areas where desert tortoises might occur if those areas cannot be avoided. Other FEIR/EIs imposed 
t%--- - 

SCE survey the transmission coneidor for desert tortoise burrows and pallets 14 days prior to 
construction. The measure also dictates how and when SCE may move desert tortoise within the 
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Project construction area. Measure 3-7c would require that SCE purchase replacement habitat for 
lost desert tortoise habitat. This measure states that the land would be associated with BLM 
managed lands. SCE is willing to purchase in-holdings with the Kofa NWR to similarly address 
lost desert tortoise habitat within the Kofa NWR, in a manner like that required by SCE to address 
recreation impacts on the Kofa NWR (discussed below). 

iii. Bighorn Sheep Specific Measures. 

The Draft CD claims that SCE may not agree to conduct construction within the Kofa NWR 
outside the bighorn sheep lambing period. (Draft CD at p. 9). This statement is inaccurate. h fact, 
in SCE's October 31,2005 application to the Kofa NWR requesting a right of way pant across the 
Kofa NWR for DPV2, SCE stated that "Construction activities would be scheduled in coDformance 
with seasonal lidtations to minimize potential impacts to bighorn sheep, specifically during the 
lambing sea so^^" SCE has no concerns with performing construction outside the January lst 
through April 30* lambing -od identified in the FEWEX3 (Mitigation Measure B-gf, D.2-146; 
Table D.2-14, p. D.2-279). This condition is similar to condition B-11 in the BLM 1989 fight-of- 
Way grant to SCE for DPV2, which restricts construction between January and March in areas that 
may result in disturbance to bighorn sheep lambing. Such a condition would be satisfactory to SCE 
for use on the Kofa NWR for construction in areas that may disturb lambing. The Draft CD 
recommends that konstruction not occur from October through April. However, as explained 
above, nearly alf lambs were born in the January-April period (between 48 and 60 in each year). 
Only occasional, single births were documented in any other month (i.e., not more than one lamb 
per month and none in October or November). Thus, ending construction as early as October 
appears unnecessary. 

P 

Additionally, the FElWEIS requires surveys of sensitive wildlife in any area subjpd to 
Project disturbance prior to construction of the Project transmission lines. (Mitigation measure B- 
9a at FELR/EIS p. D.2-137, and measure B-9f at D.2-146). A bioIogical monitor is also required in 
areas subject to Project disturbance. (Mitigation Measure B-gb, p. D-2-137). If bighorn sheep are 
found, SCE must consult with the Service to iden te  appropriate avoidance measures. @EIR/EIS 
at p. D2-146, measure B-9f). 

b. ArchaeoiogicaVCultural Resource Impacts Wouid be Mitigated. 

Despite no "RP eligible archaeological or cultural sites being within the DPV2 APE, SCE 
proposed a number of mitigation measures to address potential cultural resource impacts. 
(FEWIS p. D.7-35). Furthermore, the FEIRfElS imposes additional requirements upon SCE to 
address the potential that cultural resources might be discovered during Project construction. 0.7-  
50 through D.7-54). For example, SCE must conduct an inventory and evaluate all cultural 
resources with the APE prior to c o n s t r u & ~ y - S u b ~ ~ ~ ~ ' i d % 6 i  (Measure C-la, Table 
D.7-34, p. D.7-128). If the €ind CD is going to consider dtural  impacts, it must also evaluate the 
mitigation required by the FEIREIS, including SCE's proposed mitigation measures. 

~ 

h-n-&&%e-B-ll identifies a shorter lambing $siod of January 1" tFGTugh M a r c K 3 - r - -  
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c. YisuaI Resource Impacts %7uuld be Mitigated. 

SCE proposed inany measures to mitigate potentia1 visua1 resource impacts. (See EWEIS 
Section 3.5.3 beginning on p. D.3-45). Additionally, the FEIREIS requires a number of additional 
mitigation measures to address potential visual impacts on the Kofa hrurR. (See FEzR/EIS section 
D.3.6.2 beginning on p. D.3-57). For example, measure V-3a requires "all new <and replacement 
structures are to as closely as possible match the design of the existing structures witli which they 
will be seen." The new structures must also be paired as dosely as possible with existing structures, 
and match the height of the DPVl structures to the extent possible. (FEIR/EIS, p. D3-125). As 
explained above, these mitigation measures, given the existing modified nature of the utility 
corridor through which DPV2 will be located, would reduce the potential visual impacts to less than 
a significant nature. Jf the fmal CD is going to consider visual resource impacts, it must also 
evaluate the mitigation required by the FEIR/EIS, including SCE's proposed mitigation measures. 

d. Recreation Impacts Would be Mitigated. 

As with the above two subsections, SCE proposed mitigation measures to address potential 
impacts to recreation resources. (FEIR/EIS, p. D.5-13). The F E W I S  imposed additional 
mitigation measures upon SCE to address potential impacts to recreation. Mitigation measures 
specific to the Kofa NWR are addressed beginning on page D.5-21. The FEDI/EIS specifically 
added a mitigation measure proposed by the Kofa NWR to address the potential loss of recreation 
areas. (FEDYEIS, p. D.5-22, Mitigation Measure WR-2a). This measure would include working 
with the Service to place tower and spur roads in locations that would reduce potential recreation 
impacts, preparing a construction notification plan, and coordinating with the Service to improve 
impacted areas, potentially through the purchase of in-holdigs within the refuge and the 
rehabilitation of' abandoned mine sites and old roads. Given the presence of the existing utility 
corridor, including DPVl, the addition of DPV2 wauld not result in a significant impact to 
recreation resources on the Kofa NWR. However, to the extent that recreational resources are 
significantly impacted, the purchase of in-holdings within the Kofa NWR may be an appropriate 
mitigation measure. 

The Draft CD identified a few potential impacts that would cause less than si@icant 
impacts to the Kofa "R. Nevertheless, the Kofa NWR staff would still B e  these issues 
addressed to their satisfaction. The Draft CD believes that the Project could (i) cause the 
introduction of non-native invasive species into the area, (ii) potentially impact Kofa NWR staff 
radio communications and telemetry when the communication equipment is used near the power 
line, and (iii) potentially impact transportation during Project construction. SCE believes that de  
FEIEUEZS mitigation measures dealing with transportation and biological resources will fully 
address the potential introduction of normative invasive species and potential transportation 
impacts due to construction. However, SCE is also committed to working with the Kofa "R to 
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a. Transportation. 

Construction activities will be concentrated at each new tower site (Le. foundation 
construction, tower assembly and erection, and conductor strin-&g activities). As the DPV2 route 
generally parallels the existhg dirt access road, these activities will take place on the transmission 
line right-of-way, off the main dirt access road, and wilf not si,dficantly interfere with traffic on 
the main dirt access road. SCE recognizes that there may be occasional periods when traffc may be 
impeded for brief periods to allow far equipment offloading, material deliveries, etc. SCE is willing 
to coordinate these periods with the Kofa "R and take other appropriate steps to minimize such 
impacts. 

b. Communication. 

SCE understands the need for effective and reiiable communication within the Kofa NWR. 
The DPV2 transmission h e  may have an effect on two-way radios (digital and malog). The extent 
of the impact depends on the power output of the portable and mobile radios, the frequency, natural 
barriers, and the distance to the radio repeater used by Kofa NWR personnel. Other influencing 
factors include the condition of the equipment and the quality of the cable connectors and antennas. 
SCE staff is CunentIy working with Kofa NWR staff to better understand the potential scope of any 
communication problem. Potential solutions may include the installatiou of a radio repeater, 
upgrading existing portable radios, or replacing the existing Kofa NWR radios with more p o w e f i  
equipment. 

c Noxionsweeds. 

I 

SCE proposes to implement standard best management practices to reduce the potential 
introduction of non-native invasive species. (FEWlS, Table D.2-6, p. D.2-96). The FEIR/E;Is 
will require that SCE conduct an inventory of the noxious and invasive weeds, and implement 
control measures for invasive and noxious weeds. These measures, including washing all 
construction equipment and vehicles entering into the Project area, unless otherwise directed, would 
protect the Kofa NWR from the introduction or spread of invasive species. mitigation Measures 
B2a and B2b, EWEIS at p. D.2-112 through 113). The measure also requires the submittal of a 
Noxious Weed Control Plan 60 days prior to b e g h h g  construction within the Kofa NWR. SCE is 
willing to work with the Kofa NWR to implement other appropriate measures to protect the Kofa 
NWR from the introduction of non-native invasive species caused by the Project. 

a Alternative Routes Would Cause a Greater Environmental Impact. 

As explained above, the Draft CD evaluates impacts to visual, recreation, and 
archaeological/culbmd and other resowces that are outside the scope of a compatibility 
determination. If the Service is going to conduct a broader environmental analysis, thm the Service 
shodd also compare the impacts of routing the DPV2 Project through the Kofa NWR compared to 



routes, including four alternative roules tliat would have gone nurtli ofthe Kofa NM‘R.26 However, 
each of these other routes would have gone through bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitat. Each 
alternative route would have required the construction of a new access road along the alteriiative 
power line route and the constructioii of new spur roads. This construction would create 
significantly greater impacts to wildlife and other resources than the minor incremental impacts 
caused by the Kofa NWR route. The FEIREIS, in Appendix 1, Tables I -3a and 1 -3b, summarizes 
the much grater permanent ground disturbing impacts due to the other alternatives. (FEWIS,  pp. 
Ap.1-39 a d  40). 

Addi&ionaIlly, the North of Blythe alternative would require that the Project cross fAe 
Coiorado River Indian Tribe (CRIT) reservation. In 1977, when planning the DPW Project, and 
again in 1988, the CRJ” informed SCE that it would not approve a transmission fine route through 
the CRIT reservation. Another route that the FEIR/EIS did not extensively consider was a route 
that would parallel the Interstate 10 Freeway. However, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
would have to issue approval for this route. The FEIR/EIS found that the Arizona Department of 
Transportation would not authorize an overhead transmission line within the freeway corrido~-.’~ 
Thus, after evaluating these four alternative routes., the FEIR/EIS concluded that the Kofa NWR 
was the environmentdiy prefened route.28 The Service should reach the same conclusion in the 
find CD. 

b. CumuIative Impacts. 
I 

The Draft CD claims that “DPV2 would result in cumdative impacts to recreation and 
visual resources.” (Drat CD at p. 11)- It also states that there could be a cumulative si,snificant 
impact to cultural and biological resources. @raft CD at p. 12). These fmchgs are incorrect, as the 
Draft CD analysis did not follow the appropriate process for determining cumulative impacts, even 
though the process was accurately explained on E J R E I S  p. F-1 as the “impact on the environment 
which reswltsfroin the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions . . .” ( e m p h i s  added, citing 40 CFR $1508.7). Essentially, 
the Draft CD d e s  the same.ezror in its cumdative impact concIusions as was made in its 
conclusion that visual and recreational resources would be si,~ficantly impacted. 

The cumdative impact analysis must evaluate only the incremental impact from building . 
the DPV2 power line on the existing visual and recreational resources, The analysis must consider 
the existing environmental basehe which includes the prior impacts from the construction and 

aj The four alternatives were: (i) North of Kofa NwR, (ii) North of Kofa and south of 1-10, (E) North of Kofa and nom 
of 1-10, and (iv) North of BIylbe. These dternatives are discussed in both Section C of the FJ3IRlEilS (pp. C-22 through 
33) and Appendix 1 @p. Ap.1-35 through 521, and are shown on figures Ap.1-2a and 4.1-3.  
n n e  I?F,DVEE explained that installing an underground 500 kV power line was not technically or economically 
feasible and would result in significant enVhn~nental impacts. (FEIRIEIS, pp. C-3, C-44). Additionally, the recent 
legislative revision of the CRITreservation boundaries makes the use of the I- I O  freeway corridor unlikely as the 
m a t i o n  now spans the 1-10 corridor. SCE understands that the U.S. Department of Energy is considering 
desi&nating the 1-10 freeway as 8 utiiity corridor pursuant to Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. However, 
this ...___ is not likekt0 occur for at least another two years. Moreover, h e  designation of the mmdor does not authorize the 
use of the CRTT reservation or change the Arizona-&peent of Transportation requiremnts. Importantly, 
designation of such a corridor within two years would not meet SCE‘s need to have the DPV2 Project completed in 
2009 to meet critical energy requirements in southern California, as directed by the California BO. 

__ 

requited under NEPA, the FEIRlEIs also evaluated a number of other “non-transmissian7* aknatives. 
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operation of the gas pipeline, the various above-ground ancillary pipeline structures (generator 
buildings, engine house, valve stations, and signage}, the Pipeline Road, and the DPVl transmission 
line. Instead, the Draft CD asserts that because the existing development created a sigpfkant 
impact on the environment, then any incrementaI impact must also be significant. That analysis is 
180 degrees wrong. Assuming that the Draft CTl is correct in its description that past development 
created significant impacts, tihen the incremental impact to visual ami recreational resources from 
DPV2 would be minor because the resources are already impacted and the new power line would 
not add appreciably to any adverse impacts that are not already present in the Kofa NWR?9 That is 
the exact conclusion reached by the Service in the Compatibility Determination for the Schultz- 
Hanford Area Transmission Line Project within the Columbia National Wildlife Refuge. 

The Draft CD admits that its conclusion with regard to troth Biological and cultural 
cutnulative impacts is speculative. The Draft CD questions whether the additional right-of-way 
width would create an obstruction to wildlife. (Draft CD at p. 11) Yet, mere speculation without 
any supporting evidence is insufficient to fmd a cumulative impact. Conversely, the bighorn sheep 
studies cited by SCE show that the DPVl transmission line construction has not caused any 
s i o ~ i c a n t  impacts. As the DPV2 Project will only permanently disturb an additional 3.4 acres of 
land, none of which is lambing or critical habitat for wildlife, it follows that the addition of DPV2 
will not cause a significant cumulative impact. 

Likewise, no cultural resources were impacted by the construction of DPVl and all the 
studies indicate that no cultural resources likely would be impacted due to DPVZ construction. 
Therefore, the cumulative impact section can only lead to a conclusion that no cumulative impacts 
to cultural resources will occur. In fact, the FETR/EIS acknowled,bed this conclusion in its 
discussion regarding biological impacts on pages F-22 and F-25 and cultural resources on page F- 
37. Thus, the Draft CD must be changed to accurately characterize any cumulative impacts from 
DPV2 as negligible. 

LK CONCLUSION 

As shown above, the DPV2 Project is compatible with the purposes of the Kofa NWR and 
the NWR System mission - to conserve and manage wildlife resources. The FI3REIS adopted the 
SCE proposed mitigation measures and imposed a number of additional mitigation requirements 
upon the Project that ensure the Project will avoid resource impacts to the extent feasible and will 
ensure no net loss of habitat quantity and quality-on the Kofa NWR. With these mitigation 
measures, the lack of any adverse impacts associated with the existing DPVl transmission line, and 
the Draft CD’s admission that “information is cunently lacking to make” a significant impact 
determination with regard to both wildlife and cultural resource impacts, the constmction and 
maintenance of DPViwould not degrade the ecological inteority of the Kofa NWR. MI of the data 
support a finding that the DPV2 Project will not materially interfere or detract fiom the m- - 
. . .- .- .-- -- - _  ___^_______e-- ____ 
Ssem missionkd the Kofa NVRpurposes. Therefore, the Service should issue a CD that finds 
the DPV2 Project is compatible. 

2gThe Council on Envhmentd Quality issued B June 24,2005 Guidance Document on the Consideration of Past 
Actions on Cumulative Effects knalysis that explains this issue. httrJ:llceq.eh.d~~o:ov/n~alrerslGuidance on CE.df. 
See also the Guidance Regarding Cumulative Effecii issued €iy CEQ in January 1997I - 

--- -___~ - ___ . _ _ _  - - 
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SCE appreciates that opportunity to provide these comments to the Draft CD. Should you 
have any questions about our comments or wish to discuss these issues in detail, please call me at 
(626) 302-4459. SCE Project representatives and our technical experk are available to meet with 
you and your staff at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

e % A Y  
cc: Mr, Dale Hall, Director USFWS 

Dr. Benjamin Tuggle, Regional Director USWS 
Mr. Christopher Pease, Regional Chief USFWS 
Mr. Todd Jones, USFWS 
Ms. Jeannie Wagner-Greven, USJWS 
Mr. Justin Tade, Esq, USFWS 
N%. John Kalish, BLh4 
Ms. BiIlie Blanchard, CPUC 
Ms. Traci Bone, CPUC 
Mr. Marm Ahumada, SCE 
h4r. Les Starck, SCE 
Mr. Tom Burhenn, SCE 

NJM:njm#l322293 
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Arizona Wilderness Act of 1990, Amendments’ 
Legislative Intent; Brooks Memo 
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ATTACHME" 2 
Schuiz-Hanfaord Area T ~ ~ S I I I ~ S ~ Q X I  Line 
Compatibility Determination; Columbia National 
WillWe Refuge 
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CompatjbiIibi Detemination I 
I 
I - Use: 

Befuze Name: Columbia National Wildlife Refuge MR) 

Schultz-I-Imford Area Tratlsmission Line Project ana associated ininor modification of 
existiug right-of-way 

Countrr: Adams, Washington; Grant, Washington 

EshI)Iidiin,o and Acquisition Authorities: 
Public Land Order 243, September 6,1944 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act, as amended [I 6 USC 71 5- 715r-I 
h4gratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act of 1934 E16 USC 718- 718h; 48 Stat. 

Fish and Wildlife Act of1956, as amended [16 USC 742a- 7421'; 70 Stat. 11 193) 

I 
1 1 45 I] 

Refuge Purposefsk I 
For withdrawn lands -'I... as a r e k e  and breeding ground for migratory birds and other wildlife 
...I Public Land Order 243, dated Sept. 6,1944. 

"...for use as an inviolate sanctxary, or for any other management purpose, fm migratory birds." 
16 U.S.C. 5 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act) 

I 
j 
i I 

I 

National Widlife Refuge Swtem Mission: 
"he mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is "...to a-r a national network of 
lands and waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the 
fish, wildlife, and plant resomces and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of 
present and future generations of Americans" (National Wildlife Refige System Adminismtion 
Act of 1966, as amended [16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee'J). 

Description of Us&): 
The proposed Bonneville Power Administration @PA) project would gdd 150' width to an 
existing 100' wide and half mile long right-of-way (ROW) and constntct a new transmission h e  
in Central Washington to increase transmission system capacity north of W o r d  Construction 
would include placement of two flat 500-kilovolt single-circuit steel towers on U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWSj land, adjacent to towers on an existing parallel line (also on USFWS 
land.) The additional ROW wonld exclude &e CoIlStntcton or placement of any bulmings, and is 
considered a minm expansion because the existing roads and juxtaposed comdor will be used for 
access, and new towers will be Yied up with existing towers. Sandy and rocky substrates in the 
ROW should restrict impacts mostly to the lDfootprktsll of the two towers. 

A description of the entire project under consideration for this determination can be found in the 
following document and is b + o r a t e d  by reference: SchulB-HmfordArocr Timsmisssian Line 
Projecl, Final Ewiromentdlmpacf Statemen& DOE/EIS--O325, Januay 2003 WE). Tbis 
CompatiiiIity Determination is an appendix to the FEE. 

I 

D O W ~  line would occur on the wesf side of an isolated parcel of 
& - - - - 
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USPWS land near the confluence of Crab Creek and the Columbia River near Schwana in Grant 
County, Washington. Tbe location is in Section 2, Tim, R23E [see maps atlacbed) 

Construction is projected for 2004. Annual maintenance visits would likely occur during the 
spring when noxious weed contrd might be needed. 

The construction portion of this project would include the use of opund vehicles and equipment 
to erect power line footings and legs. Helicopters would be used to move and place towers that 
were pre-constructed off-site. An existing operation aad ance road would be improved to 
allow vehicle access. 

This power line location was selected as the least environment-damaging route among six 
considered. It is adjacent to another power line which uses the same access roads and 
right-of-way. Bonneville Power Admumtm tion is resparisible for providing unintemrpted power 
to meet demand across the region, and this line would eliminate a bottleneck and increase 
reliability during higb demand periods. 

. .  

AvailabiLitv of Resources: 
Compensation was received &om BP A for the entire planning process to help determbe 
compatibility. Annual inspection and treatment of invasive species in the right-of-way is addressed 
as a stipulation necessary to ensure compatibility. 

Weed control would utilize a refuge truck and A TV spray equipment, using one or two staff days 
and herbicide. Monitorhg would be accomplished during these mud visits. BP A b d s  would 
be transferred to the USPWS, Columbia NWR for these weed-related compliance activities, 

U I h t e l y ,  after native plant species are re-establkhed, minimal refige resources would be 
required and could be completed within existing operating budgets. 

. including prepahon of a Pesticide Use Proposal required by USPWS if herbicides areneeded 

Anticbated hpacts  of the Use(& 
Cumulative and long-term impacts would be negligible due to measures adopted as stipulations 
necessary to ensure compatiiility. Short-term and long-term impacts are listed below. BP A has 
completed cultural resources review, and tower sites and access roads are located outside dturd 
resource boundaries (4.10.3 FEE) A description of the entire project under consideration can be 
found in the FEE. 

Short-term soil disturbance would occur during construction phase &om use of vehicles 
and equipenf where the towers will be installed. 
There would be noise associafed with cmstnz& 'on, hchxling equipment and helicopter 
used- to place tower en-leg and to stretch conductor, that is short-term 
Vegetation removal at tower sites, and tmmphng or crushing during constrvction phase 
next to tower sites and dong spur access roads, would be a short-term impact. 
.Addition of towers and horizontally-oriented p d e l  conductor lines, high tension ground 
line, and fiber ophc cable that add a potential bird-strike hazard would be a permanent, 
long-term impact 

. . . .  . . .  .-... ~ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ............... 
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PirbIic Review asrd Comment: 
The public review and comnient period began September 26,2002 and ended October IO, 2002. 
The following methods were used to solicit public review and comtuent: 

1. Posted notice at Columbia AWX headquarters, Royal City PO, and Othello PO. 
2. Puiblic notice on September 26,2002 in the following newspapers: Columbia Bash Herald, 
Othello Outlook, Royal Review. 

There were no comeiits fiom the public. 

Following the above public comment period, Columbia NWR adopted the BPA's F E E  The 
FEIS documents public c~imats received by BP A and respoilses they provided. BP A's Record 
of Decisioii will be issued no sooner than 30 days following publicahon notice in the Federal 
Register for the FElS. Our Record of Decision v t 4 l  be issued after the BPA's Record of Decision 
has been signed. 

Determination: (check one below) 

- Use is Not Compatible 

- X Use is Compatible With Follon4ng Stipulations 

SfiDulations Necessarv to Ensure ComoatibiIitv:' 
In accordance ~4th 603 FW 2.2 1 (D) for minor modifcations of existing rights-of-way, and to 
avoid resource impacts and ensure no net loss of habitat quantity and quality, BP A u6ll 
implement the following: 1) Stipulations listed below, and referenced in Chapters 5.5.1.4 and 
5.20.4 and Appendix L of the FElS dated January 2003, will be reflected unchanged in the BPA 
Record of Decision and will be reflected in ow Record of Decision; 2) road access is closed (if 
necessary with construction of new gate and fence) to prevent unauthorized vehicle trespass to 
proposed and existing right-of-way; 3) helicopter installation of towers is used to avoid the need 
for heaq and wide-tracked ground equipment on sensitive so& and vegetation; 4) tower design 
is changed from delta to flat configration, which places all transmission wires lower and on a 
single horizontal plane; 5) bird diverters are added to the ovahead ground-wires and fiber optic 
cable to help deter bird strilres; 6) road width is reduced to approximately 101 vhich will protect 
native vegetation and reduce the m a  requiring anrmal weed control; 7) noxious weed control is 
included as a requirement of the right-of-way expansion and includes the existing right-of-way, 
which we will monitor; 8) vehicle inspection and weed removal will occur for all BP A 
employees, contractors, and their agents before entering rehge lands; 9) re-vegetation of 
construction site will occur usbg adapted native plant species; 10) a pre-construction meeting 
will o m  between the BPA project inspector and cOntractor(s) and the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to ensure that these requirements are understood. 

This Compatibility Deteknhtion will become effective on the date the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's Record of Decision is signed and made available to, the affected public. 

- ___- - -  

c 



Justification: 
changes following review of the Draft EIS eliminated incompatible portions of the original 
project, and are documented in letters appended to this Determination of Compatibility from 
BPA Project Manager Lou Driessen to CNWR. Project Leader Bob Ftores on 7/18102 and 
8/27/2002. These include stipulations 3-6 above. Although there will be minor short-term 
impacts, the measures implemented to ensure compatibility that include re-vegetation with native 
species, noxious weed control and access restrictions, should achdly improve habitat quality 
above the current condition. This proposal supports the Rehge purposes, National Wildlife 
Rehge System mission, and mandate to ensure biologicfll integrity, diversity, and environmental 
heal&. 

Mandatorv Re-Evaluation Date: @rod& month and year for "allowed" uses only) 

Maudatory 15-year Re-Evaluation Date (for priority public uses) 

December 2012 Mandatory lO-year lZe-Evaluation Date (for df uses other than priority pubfic 

NEPA Compliance for Refuge Use Decision: (check one below) 

- Categorical Exclusion without Environmental Action Statemat 

- Categorical Exclusion and EnviroIimental Action Statement 

- Environmental Assessment and Finding ofNo Significant Impact 

- X Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision 

References Cited: 

Schultz-Hanford Area Transmission Line Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
. DOE/EIS-0325, February 2002. 

Schultz-Word Area Transmission Line Project, Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
DOEYEIS-0325, Jan~ary 2003. 

Letter of 7/18/02 from Lou Driessen, BP A Project Mzinagw, to Bob Flores, Columbia NWR 
Project Leader (attached). 

Letter of 8LZi?&2 frwn Lou r>Iriessen, BPA Pmj& Ahmger, to Bob FlomJ CnlmbiaNwR 
Project Leader (attached). 

Memo to USFWS RegionaI Director Anne Badgley fi-om Columbia NWR Project Leader Robert 
Flores: NEP A compIiance for Schuik-Word Area Transmission Line Project- Adoption of 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, December 2002. 

.. 
... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ............ 

...... 



Concurrence: . .  
E 

.. . .  
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ATTACHlMB" 3 
Arizona Game and Fish Department Letter to Fred 
salzmann of SCE 

L 



GOVERIJOE 
JAHEi NAPOuTwlD 
COMMISSIONERS 

.-. - . 

June 2,2006 

Re; Application for certificate of Compatibility for Devers Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission 
L i e  Project 



Sincerely, 

warn c. Krlowles 
HabitgtS* 
Region rv, Yuma 

cc: Russell Engel, ssbitat proSram Mmager, Region N 
Rebecca Davidson, Proj. Evd Prog. Supervisor, Rabitat Branch 

AGFD 05/25/06 (A) 
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BEFORE THE ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND TRANSMISSION 

LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION f 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 1 
COMPANY AND ITS ASSIGNEES IN f 
CONFORMANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS) 
OF ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES 
SECTIONS 40-360.03 AND 40-360.06 ) 
FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ) 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY ) 
AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF A )DOCKET NO. 
500kV ALTERNATING CURRENT )L-00000A-06-0295-00130 
TRANSMISSION LINE AND RELATED 
FACILITIES IN MARICOPA AND LA PAZ) 
COUNTIES IN ARIZONA ORIGINATING ) Case No. 130 
AT THE HARQUAHALA GENERATING 
STATION SWITCHYARD IN WESTERN 1 
MARICOPA COUNTY AND TERMINATING ) 
AT THE DEVERS SUBSTATION IN 1 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA. ) 

) 
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BE IT REMEMBERED that the above-entitled and 
numbered matter came on regularly to be heard before the 
Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee, at 
the Embassy Suites Hotel, 1515 North 44th Street, 
Phoenix, Arizona, commencing at 9:40 a.m. on the 21st 
day of August, 2006. 

BEFORE: LAURIE A. WOODALL, Committee Chairman 
DAVID L. EBERHART, Arizona Corporation 

EDWARD RANGER, Department of Environmental 

JIM ARWOOD, Department of Commerce 
JOY RICH, Appointed Member 
WAYNE SMITH, Appointed Member 
MICHAEL WHALEN, Appointed Member 
MARGARET TRUJILLO, Appointed Member 
MICHAEL PALMER, Appointed Member 
JEFF McGUIRE, Appointed Member 

Commission 

Quality 

APPEARANCES: 
For the Applicant: 

LEWIS AND ROCA, L.L.P. 
By Messrs. Mr. Thomas H. Campbell and 

Two Renaissance Square 
40 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4429 

Albert H .  Acken 

and 

Mr. Michael D. Mackness 
Southern California Edison Company, Legal 

nt _-_ - ____ 

2 4  2244 Walnut G r a v e -  Avenue 
P.O. Box 800 

25 Rosemead, California 91770 
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APPEARANCES: (Cont'd) 
For Tucson Electric Power Company: 

ROSHKA, DEWULF & PATTEN, P.L.C. 
By Ms. Laura Sixkiller 
One Arizona Center 
400 East Van Buren, Suite 800 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2262 
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For the Arizona Corporation Commission: 

Mr. Keith Layton, Staff Attorney, Legal Division 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85 007 -2 92 7 

Appearing Pro Se: 
Mr. Walter Meek 
2100 North Central Avenue, Suite 210 
P.O.  Box 34805 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

For the Residential Utility Consumer Office: 
By Mr. Scott S. Wakefield, Chief Counsel 
1110 West Washington, Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

For the Central Arizona Water Conservation District: 

Mr. Thomas W. McCann, Staff Attorney 
23636 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

For t h e  Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter: 
ARIZONA CENTER FOR LAW IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
Mr. Timothy M. Hogan, Chief Counsel 
202 East McDowell Road, Suite 153 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

_ _  - . .. ._ .- - __ - - _-- - - .. - . . - - -. _ ___.___ 
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APPEARANCES: (Cont'd) 
For Gila River Power, L.L-P: 

FENNEMORE CRAIG, P. C. 
By: Mr. Patrick Black 
3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 

For Mohave Electric Cooperative, Inc.: 
CURTIS, GOODWIN, SULLIVAN, UDALL & SCHWAB, 
B y :  Mr. Michael A. Curtis 
2712 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85006 

P.L.C. 

Appearing' In Propria Persona: 
Mr. Donald G. Begalke 
P.O. Box 17862 
Phoenix, Arizona 85011-0862 

For Arizona Public Service Company: 

Pinnacle West Capital Corporation 
Law Department 
By: Ms. Karilee S. Ramaley 
400 North 5th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

For Salt River Project: 
Ms. Laura F. Raffaelli 
Attorney, Legal Services Department 
Salt River Project 
1521 Project Drive, PAB207 
Tempe, Arizona 85281 

MICHELE E. BALMER _____ 
- ----Certified Court Reporter 

Certificate No. 50489 

Arizona Repor t ing  S e r v i c e ,  Inc .  www.az-reporting.com 
C o u r t  Repor t ing  & Videoconferencing C e n t e r  

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix,  AZ 

http://www.az-reporting.com


Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume 111 

1 and I've looked AT the ones that you have taken, but 

2 given the high profile nature of the two areas, I 

3 personally have an inclination to want to tour it, But 

4 I'll chat with our fellow Committee Members after you 

5 have concluded your presentation. They may determine 

6 that there's no need for it. 

7 Mr. Acken. 

8 MR. ACKEN: Thank you, Chairman Woodall. 
9 

10 RANDALL PALMER, 

11 called as a witness on behalf of the Applicant, having 

12 been previously duly sworn by the Certified Court 

13 Reporter to speak the whole truth and nothing but the 

14 truth, was examined and testified as follows: 
15 

16 DIRECT EXAMINATION 
17 

18 Q .  (BY MR. ACKEN) Mr. Palmer -- 

19 A. Before you get started, I'm wondering if this 

20 mike is working. Can anybody tell? It shows that it's 

21 on. My thought here was if I needed to go up to a slide 

22 and explain something that it might be helpful. 

23 A l l  right. Sorry about that. 

24 Q. Mr, Palmer, would you please state your name 

25 for the record. 
- - - ._ - - . - . - - - - - - __ __ - . - - - _ _  
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A. Yes. My name Randall Dean Palmer. For 

purposes of discussion, however, I like to be addressed 

as Randy. 

Q. Randy, will you address Chairman Woodall's 

question as to the last time that you were along the 

route in the Kofa at Copper Bottom Pass? 

A. Actually, I was out there just a couple of days 

ago and looking in the area of Copper Bottom Pass in 

particular regarding questions that were coming up on 

the double-circuit structure. So I was there last 

weekend. 

Q. Would you provide the Committee with an 

overview of your educational and work background? 

A. Certainly. My background and education, I have 

two degrees. I have an advanced degree as a master of 

landscape architecture in landscape architecture from 

Harvard University, and I have a bachelor of science in 

what is an outdoor recreation degree with a focus  on 

landscape architecture. 

My experience, interestingly enough, with 

regards to the topic that I'm talking about today dates 

far back, actually, to a point in time when I was back 

in undergraduate school where I worked with a professor 
24 

25 

who at the time was involvectin a number of different 

visual studies that involved the energy industry and 
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transmission planning and so on. 

S o ,  quite frankly, as early as 1977, '78, while 

I was in school, I happened to be fortunate enough to be 

in an environment where I was exposed to visual resource 

assessment. And so at quite an early time within the 

context of my career, I had the opportunity to get 

involved in these types of projects. 

Having done that earlier in my career, when I 

went to school back East and having that interest, I 

served as a teaching or research assistant while at 

Harvard for course work specifically in visual resource 

assessment. So, again, it was something which as a 

landscape architect I have had a lot of interest in. 

As I moved forward in my career since 

graduating from the master's program, I have served as 

an instructor at both Colorado State University and 

Colorado University where I taught a variety of courses 

ranging from site planning and design, a lot of work 

that often times bordered on resource types of 

evaluations, multidisciplinary kinds of approaches to 

planning. 

I n  1984, I actually began working with a 

company called Dames & Moore. And, interestingly 

enough, that experience started with doing visual - - _ _ _ _  - _____ . - . . _~ __ .._ -. .. . - .  

25 simulations for a project that involved the Camelback 
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corridor. There was a proposal for some development at 

that point in time for a high-rise in that area, and 

Dames & Moore was doing visual resource assessment 

studies for that project as well as simulations. 

Having joined the firm in 1984, I guess it's 

kind of where I landed for my career. I worked there up 

until 1999. My experience at Dames & Moore was 

initiated -- I guess, rather, started with me working 

specifically as what you would call a visual and a land 

use resource specialist. So my job was to conduct 

studies that were oriented around land use 

investigations and visual resource investigations, 

primarily with respect to energy-related projects. 

I think as some members of the committee know, 

in 1999, a group of us from Dames & Moore formed a 

company called the Environmental Planning Group. As a 

part of Environmental Planning Group, I'm a partner. 

I'm a principal. 

the same time on certain studies, 1 will be engaged as 

an overseer on the visual element or the land use 

recreational element of a project. 

I serve as a project manager. And at 

With respect to specific project-related 

experience, I guess I feel as though I've been very - ____ 

24 fortunate--in having- had t h e  oppor tmkty  to work on a l o t  

25  of different projects. On the slide that you see here, 
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I have managed and/or coordinated over 20 energy-related 

studies. These have included EISs, EAs, conditional use 

permits, environmental reports, PEAS, CECs, and also 

evaluations on projects regarding NEPA adequacy, 

determinations of NEPA adequacy. 

And, again, the focus of this work by and large 

has been transmission lines, but also I have done work 

specifically with generation facilities, substations, 

and so forth. 

In addition to that, and as a part of my 

experience growing professionally, while not necessarily 

coordinating studies, of which I often will interact and 

interface with resource specialists as noted here, I 

have also served a visual resource, slash, land use 

specialist on an additional 15 energy-related projects 

as shown. 

I've also had the opportunity to work 

specifically on some very large projects. 

here, I've been involved in seven 500 kV transmission 

lines. I have worked throughout the West. I have 

extensive experience in Arizona, California, and a 

majority of the western United States, primarily Rocky 

Mountain area south, with my most recent experience 

being really focused in the Desert Southwest. 

As noted 

- - - - - - ._ - _ _ _ ~  - .  . ._ 

For some Members of the Committee, 1 think they 
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know me through past work that I have done. I have 

testified before this Committee on four occasions. One 

was on the Navajo transmission project, which is a 

500 kV transmission line that runs from the Four Corners 

area over to Mead marketplace area. Another project 

which involved the Gila River Power Plant in which I 

served as, I guess, a specialist in that case looking at 

restoration and kind of visually related aspects of the 

project. 

I also served as a coordinator for the Toltec 

project working on the transmission aspect of that in 
345 conjunction with Mr. Siegel. And that had both a 

and a 500 kV component to it. 

And then, finally, I also served as a 

coordinator, slash, manager with respect to the S 

Power Plant. 

n T  n 

So I have had the opportunity to be in front of 

the Committee, have always enjoyed it, so I have some 

experience in that regard. 

Finally, I also have had the pleasure of having 

the opportunity to work with j u s t  about all of the 

federal land management agencies throughout the Western 

United States. I would say that the predominance of the 

24  work that €%e done, however,has been with the BLM. I 

25 have a l so  worked with the Forest Service, National Park 
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Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of 

Reclamation, and so on. 

Through that experience, I have gained a lot of 

familiarity with the visual resource management systems 

that are applied on those federal lands. And, in 

particular, here we're talking about, I think, the 

Bureau of Land Management but also the Forest Service. 

Finally, I have had the opportunity over time 

to also work in some fairly high visibility or highly 

sensitive areas regarding resources, things like the 

Kofa. I have done work up in Alaska in association with 

Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. Years ago we also did 

work up in Canada and have spent time looking at 

facilities in Banff National Park. Worked on a lot of 

projects that have involved wilderness areas or areas of 

critical environmental concern and so on. 

Q. What has been your role in this project? 

A. My role in this project -- actually, I'll jump 

down to kind of the second bullet -- was really to serve 
as what we call a principal investigator for the visual 

resource studies for the PEA and CEC application. 

In that role, and this is really an important 

thing I think to bring out, I work with a team of 

individuals who are responsible for preparing the visual 

studies. 
_ _ _  __ . - ___- 
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One of the things about our company is that I 

think we probably have -- well, I believe that we have 

more depth in this field than probably any other firm 

that I know of. The number of landscape architects that 

have been doing this type of work is fairly impressive. 

We have a large group of people that we work 

with on any study like this such  that while I may be 

leading the study, I have a number of different people 
who are involved in this project who we draw from. 

goes all the way from the development of what the 

assessment methodology is going to be through the 

preparation of the documentation for the results of the 

studies. 

That 

Q. Would you provide an outline of your testimony 

here today? 

A. Yes. I would be glad to. The scope of my 

testimony, I have four bullets lined out- And, in part, 

understanding Chairman Woodall's request regarding how 

we approached our studies on the Kofa as well as how 

that might compare with other studies that have been 

done, we've structured my presentation here today to try 

and get at some of that as much as we can. 

So what I will be doing here is going through, 
- ____c_ _- - 

24 

25 

number one, -a discussion the visuxY-studies approach 

and the reasoning for that approach, as well as what the 
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components are to those studies. 

The second thing after that that we would like 

to do, I think, is to then focus a little bit on the 

Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, because there have been 

number of questions with regards to the Kofa. 

And what I will be doing there is taking you 

through the inventory that was conducted, then the 

overview of the conditions. And I think, Chairman 

Woodall, those are the example photographs that we've 

prepared. 

And then, finally, get down and talk a little 

bit about what the impacts are and talk about those in 

context with recreational users. 

Then, finally, and this will probably be a 

little bit more of an informative discussion, informal 

a 

discussion, we'll talk a little bit about the comparison 

with our studies as opposed to other studies that have 

been prepared, realizing that we may not fully 

understand all of the nuances of how those studies were 

conducted. And then, finally, we'll end up with a 

summary with regards to the presentation. 

Q. What visual study methodology did you use to 

assess the impact of the proposal? 

A. The approach that EPG used for this project was 

based on the Bureau of Land Management's process. That 
- _._. . .  _ _  - -___ 
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process is basically described in two separate 

handbooks, one that sort of gets at inventory and the 

other more so at analysis. 

And the reason that we chose this type of an 

approach, number one, was that within the overall 

project study area, the BLM is by far the major land 

controlling agency within the study area. 

Secondly, the predominance of the landscape 

settings crossed by the 500 kV line, especially in 

Arizona, are natural. And the BLM system is a system 

that responds very well to those kind of conditions. 

The other thing is that in doing our  visual 

studies -- and you may have noticed in the application 

that we talk about things like visual image types versus 

scenic quality. 

natural setting, we want to use one consistent approach 

that treats the landscape as a whole. In other words, 

you may cross jurisdictional boundaries from BLM to 

state land to other landscapes; however, in many cases 

that setting is not -- or that demarcation of 

jurisdictional difference is not demarked on the land. 

The point of it is if we're in a 

In other words, I can step on one side, for 

instance, of the Kofa, and I'll look at the landscape 

24 there. And I turn to the other side, and it's all part 

25 of a continuum. And that's a very important point 
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within the context of why we chose one central approach 

for this area. 

Finally, we felt that it would be very 

important to maintain consistency with past visual 

resource study methods that have been used on projects 

that have been approved by this Committee. 

The approach that you see here, if I was to 

give an example, tiers o f f  of  work that was done by the 

Navajo transmission project that later may have been 

refined somewhat for TS-5, so on and so forth. 

So we tend to try to build off of approaches 

that we know have worked in the past and ones that have 

involved projects that, at the end of the day, have been 

approved. 

Q. What factors were included in your assessment? 

A. In any visual resource assessment, you really 

break it down into two components. The first is what we 

call a visual inventory. And the visual study, in 

almost any study that we've ever done, will always l ook  

at two specific things. 

One is the quality of the landscape that is 
being crossed, or what is referred to by BLM as scenic 

quality, and then the second is sensitive viewers. So 

you're looking at the characteristics of the - landscape, .____- 

the quality of that landscape, and you're addressing 
- . - . - __ . - - - - - ___. _ _ _ _ _ _ -  - 
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that. And at the same time, you're going to be 

evaluating who are the sensitive viewers that are in the 

landscape. And in this case, when you get to the impact 

assessment, understanding what the effects of the 

proposed transmission line would be to both the viewers 

and the landscape. 

So with respect to the visual inventory, what I 

would like to do now is talk a little bit about our 

assessment of scenic quality. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Let's go off the record for a 

minute. 

(A brief discussion was held of f  the record.) 

CHMN. WOODALL: Back on the record. 

Proceed, Mr. Palmer. 

THE WITNESS: What I would like to do now is 

talk about the visual inventory. And please bear with 

me. I'm going to try to move through this pretty 

quickly, but at the same time understand that some of 

these concepts may be a little foreign. 

So the visual inventory, as I mentioned, 

consists of both looking at scenic quality and looking 

at sensitive viewers as defined by the BLM. Scenic 

quality is a measure of the visual appeal of an area of 

land. 
_- ---__ - 

And, basically, the premise of this is that all 

Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. www.az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting 6. Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix. A 2  

http://www.az-reporting.com


, 

Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume I11 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

1 2  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

Page 535  

public lands have some form of scenic value, But when 

evaluating scenic quality, it's acknowledged that the 

greater variety that you have in a landscape, the more 

scenic it is. 

So when doing a scenic quality assessment -- 

and for this project what we did is we looked at the 

seven factors that you see listed on this slide -- you 
evaluate -- again, we're looking at variety, so you look 

at the variety of the land form. You look at the 

variety of the vegetation. 

Water is usually, in this country, certainly a 

presence/absence kind of a thing. 

Color refers to either color in the landscape 

or what could  be deemed as some color that may occur in 

more of a kind of ephemeral sort of a way. 

Adjacent scenery, what is it that you're seeing 

within an area that's kind of around you. Scarcity, and 

then, finally, cultural modifications. 

And so each one of these seven factors were 

looked at with respect to the quality of the landscape 
in the area, and these are the standard seven factors 

that you would use for the BLM. 

Back to the ranking of scenic quality, which is 

characterized as either Class A, C l a s s  €3, or Class C _ _ _ -  
. __ __ -~ .- .. 

25 scenery. And the easiest way to define that is Class A 
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are going to be those landscapes where you have variety, 

a greater variety in those elements that we previously 

described, And under most circumstances, those are 

going to be areas that have not been modified. 

So you can bring up the map. 

Pardon us for a minute. 
Can you go to the next slide? 

Again, focusing on the Kofa, given that it's 

been an area of interest, what you see here is the 

boundary of the refuge. This is the proposed 

transmission line in this area, and we'll walk you 

through. 

This is summarized on this slide as -- it's 

widely acknowledged that there are some areas out here 

that are -- I would call them Class A landscapes in 

terms of the variety that they have. 

However, in the context of the corridor that 

we're talking about that was evaluated for the visual 

resource studies -- and this is kind of a standard area 
of consideration -- what we found is that basically most 

of the landscape in that area was Class C. And those 

are going to be these areas which are the lower line 

plains in this area that are shown in tan. And then ~- the 

foothills of what are either the New Water Mountains or 

the Kofa Mountains that sit down in here, these would be 

_____ ____ 
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considered to be Class B. 

For those of you who are familiar with the 

area, if you move over into the Dome Rock Mountains 

within our corridor, you would begin to pick up that 

greater variety in terms of what we would call Class A 

landscape. 

So the other thing that's really important here 

to note is that while we have Class A or Class B and 

Class C landscapes as recognized by the BLM system, or 

any system we've worked with -- and I think you'll see 

this -- while you have natural landscapes in the area, 

in this specific area there has been -- I would call it 

a fairly substantial modification based on the presence 

of the 500 kV line in conjunction with the pipeline and 

the ancillary facilities that accompany it. So we've 

got Class B and Class C landscape in what is a modified 

setting. 

Moving forward to visual sensitivity -- and you 
can take this one off. You can go to the next one. 

Visual sensitivity, as mentioned on this slide, 
reflects the degree of concern for scenic quality and 

the change in views from sensitive viewer locations 

within the project area. This is by definition through 

the BLM. 

level of sensitivity, the things that you will be 

When - you __ look at the . . . . . factors - - - - ._ to .- .. interpret - _______ the ___._. 
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l o o k i n g  a t  are t h e  t y p e s  of u s e r s ,  t h e  amount of u s e ,  

p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t ,  a d j a c e n t  l a n d  u s e  a n d  spec ia l  areas. 

A t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  o n c e  you have i d e n t i f i e d  what 

t h e  s e n s i t i v i t y  of t h e  viewer is, t h e n ,  i n  order t o  

u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  effects  t o  t h o s e  viewers, you have t o  

u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t h e  project  t o  t h e  viewer 

i n  t e r m s  o f  d i s t a n c e  a n d  t h i n g s  like v i e w i n g  c o n d i t i o n s .  

CHMN, WOODALL: Excuse m e ,  M r .  P a l m e r .  I 

u n d e r s t a n d  a l l  of t h e  f ac to r s  o t h e r  t h a n  p u b l i c  

i n t e r e s t .  Could you e x p l a i n  what  i s  meant  b y  p u b l i c  

i n t e r e s t  ? 

THE WITNESS: Yeah. P u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  would be 

i f  you have a l a n d s c a p e  t h a t  i s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  

t o  t h e  p u b l i c  above a n d  beyond, t h a t  would be one  t h i n g  

t h a t  you might  f a c t o r  i n .  You c o u l d  have some 

l a n d s c a p e s ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t h a t  w h i l e  t h e y  may n o t  have a 

l o t  o f  u s e  or  t h e y  may n o t  be a special  area, t h e y  may 

have  a s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  local  community. 

We've worked on o the r  projects,  both p l a n n i n g  

and  -- w e l l ,  what I would c a l l  k i n d  of t r a d i t i o n a l  

p l a n n i n g  and  master p l a n n i n g  where you c a n  ge t  l oca l  

communi t ies  who may have  a n  area t h a t  t h e y  have a 

D a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h a t  unbeknownst -- t o  t h e  c a s u a l  L- - - -~ - - ~- - - ___-___.__ __ ___ -~ __________ 

24 observer i s  n o t  t h e r e .  So w e  t r y  t o  factor  t h o s e  k i n d s  

25 of t h i n g s  i n t o  o u r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of s e n s i t i v i t y .  
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CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: So on the next slide. 

Through our investigations and based on the 

criteria that I just presented, we determined viewer 
sensitivity on the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to be 

high. We also determined that the sensitivity to 

viewers from the wilderness areas associated with this 

area would also be high. 

One of the things, however, that is kind of 

interesting about this area if you go into it is that 

the use in this area, at least in a formally designated 

perspective, is somewhat limited. And I'll explain 

that. 

This is a handout of a little flyer that you 

get when you enter the Kofa. This is the pipeline road 

that you see up through here. And you can see that a 

vast majority of the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge is 

located to tpe south. 

From what we can tell, the majority of the use 

of this area is along the pipeline road. And the two 

formal areas of use that we were able to determine, one 

is right here in a place called the Kofa Cabin, and 

we'll be showing you pictures of those. Another is on 

the western end of the project area, and this is called 

the Crystal Hill area where they have some dispersed 
- . - - _. - _ _  __ - ____ _.. - - - - - - ._ - - - 
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camping. 

Aside from that -- and you do have wilderness 

to the north. What you see is that from this area 

you've got a number of these roads which are in various 

different conditions that go down to primarily water 

features or tanks. And it is at those tanks that one 

would assume you would have the majority of wildlife. 

So the sensitive viewer locations, as you see 

here, again, were primarily from what we would call -- 
were primarily associated with pipeline road or from 

dispersed recreation areas as we did not find evidence 

of a lot of formal areas along the refuge. Although I 

would come back and say at both entries to the Kofa you 

do have some interpretation facilities and so on. 

Q. And this Kofa handout, that can be found as 

Slide 14 of Tab 2 to Applicant's A-8.  

A. Can you go to the next one on that. 

Okay. We have now identified who the sensitive 

viewers are. Remember how we talked a little bit about 

how they perceived things in the landscape? That's the 

second piece to the puzzle here with sensitivity. 

And, basically, what you're trying to do is to 

determine with the introduction of the transmission line 

24 into this setting, how is it going to affect the 

25 viewers? And probably the most commanding set of 
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cr i te r ia  t h a t  you u s e  are  these r i g h t  here, and  t h a t  

deals w i t h  d i s t a n c e  zones .  And d i s t a n c e  zones  are 

t y p i c a l l y  b roken  i n t o  three d i f f e r e n t  areas, t h a t  b e i n g  

z e r o  t o  a h a l f  a m i l e ,  which i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t h e  

f o r e g r o u n d .  

t h e s e  s t u d i e s  t h a t  it i s  w i t h i n  t h a t  area t h a t  you 

r e a l l y  b e g i n  t o  d i s c e r n  t h e  de t a i l  of t h i n g s .  

And you'll n o t i c e  when y o u ' v e  done a l o t  of 

With in  t h e  h a l f  m i l e  t o  three m i l e s ,  w e  c a l l  

t h a t  o u t  as b e i n g  middle-ground area.  And by  

d e f i n i t i o n ,  t h i s  i s  where  objects are t y p i c a l l y  viewed 

i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  p a t t e r n s .  I n  other wordsl y o u ' r e  n o t  

p i c k i n g  up t h e  d e t a i l  as you get i n t o  t h e  middle ground.  

You ' r e  s e e i n g  t h i n g s  more as p a t t e r n s .  

And t h e n ,  f i n a l l y ,  background views, which i s  

beyond t h r e e  m i l e s ,  are o f t e n  viewed as h o r i z o n  l i n e s .  

T h e  BLM u s e s  t h i s  t y p e  of a n  approach t o  c a p t u r e  

d i f f e r e n t  d i s t a n c e  z o n e s .  

Through t h e  work t h a t  we've done  over t h e  

y e a r s ,  there have  been  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  

p e r c e p t i o n  o f  d i f f e r e n t  d i s t a n c e s  a n d  d i f f e r e n t  

t h r e s h o l d s .  

some of t h o s e  s t u d i e s .  And f o r  500 kV l i n e s ,  w e  t r y  t o  

u s e  t h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  come u p  w i t h ,  as best as  w e  can, 

a s c i e n t i f i c  measure  f o r  where t h i n g s  go between these 

d i f f e r e n t  d i s t a n c e  z o n e s .  

A group by t h e  name of J o n e s  & J o n e s  did 

. ._. ____ - _  .. , - _. .- _. _ _ _ _  - -_- - - - 
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The other thing, and you'll see it in the 

slides that we're going to be going through, is at the 

same time that we're trying to keep count of distances, 

we're a l s o  looking at what viewing conditions are like. 

And in this area you're going to find the full gamut. 

There are going to be those where you're going to have 

views that are open. You'll have othe'rviews that may 

be partially screened by different elements. 

the more important, perhaps, aspects is where from a 

viewer's perspective their view to the transmission line 

may be either skylined or backdropped. 

And one of 

So those were t h e  considerations that we took 

into the inventory. We looked at the scenic quality, 

and we looked at the viewers and their sensitivity. 

MEMBER ARWOOD: Madam Chairman, I have a 

question. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Arwood. 

MEMBER ARWOOD: Mr, Palmer, realizing that the 

majority of the land is BLM controlled, which is the 

reason for using the BLM visual study approach, I was 

curious. Is there a visual study approach for refuge 

land? 

THE WITNESS: No. Not to our knowledge, no. 

25 THE WITNESS: Okay. What I would like to do 

I 
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now is, if you can bear with me, we've got a number of 

slides that prior to discussing the results of our 

impact assessment, we thought it would be very helpful 

for the Committee to just take a look at the landscape 

as we've seen it. And we can feel free to talk about 

anything and everything as we kind of take our little 

j ourney . 
Q. (BY MR. ACKEN) Before we go through that, just 

a couple of foundation questions. 

The photographs, have hard copies of these been 

provided? 

A. Yes, they have. 

Q. And where can they be found? 

A .  They can be found in -- there's a separate kind 

of f l y  sheet. What I would recommend you do that might 

be helpful is if you pull out this view location map, 

which is number 17 from your  binder, and then turn 

behind the black divider sheet. And that way, what 

you'll be able to do is you'll be able to follow along 

in addition to having it on the screen with respect to 

where we're at on the refuge. 
CHMN. WOODALL: Excuse me, Mr, Acken. 

Mr. Palmer, how did you come up with these 

particular - . points? A r e  - you getting -- .__ to that? _. . 

THE WITNESS. Yeah. I will get to that. 

' _. 

. .  
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CHMN. WOODALL: The reason I ask is we had a 

member of the public -- I believe his name was 

Mr. Miesner -- and he had recommended a viewpoint about 

every mile randomly selected. Is that what you did? 

THE WITNESS: Well, we certainly have stuff 

that may be within the context of every mile, but I 

think what I attempted to do, or what we attempted to 

do, was to look at a series of different photographs 

that showed different kinds of conditions. 

And, you know, if asked, I think we could 

probably talk about: Is this the same kind of condition 

a mile up the road? P l u s ,  you'll see in a lot of these 

photographs that the distances are such that you're able 

to capture a pretty good understanding of a bigger area 

than where you're actually standing. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you, Mr. Acken. 

Q .  (BY MR. ACKEN) Who took the photographs? 

A. The photographs were taken -- I think the 

predominance, if not a l l  of these, by myself and 

Mr, Mark Schwartz who was the gentleman that was leading 

the technical side of these studies. 

Q. And when were the photographs taken? 

A. The Photoqraphs were taken, I think, probably * - - _____ 4 . .  

24 at the enC-B-FTune' ana-up through the last couple 

25 months. 
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Q .  Thank you. Please proceed. 

A. Okay. What we're going to do is we will be 

starting on 1-10. Go ahead to the -- right up in this 

area. This is where Interstate 10 and the Vicksburg 

Road lead down into the refuge, and then we're going to 

be taking the pipeline corridor over to Highway 95. 

Each one of these viewpoints has been labeled with a 

location, which is, I would say, fairly accurate in 

terms of its location based on using GPS to get 

ourselves centered to where we were at. 

But we felt that this was important in that in 

terms of a viewer experience, as you're heading off  of 

the interstate, if you're to come into the Kofa on the 

eastern side along Vicksburg Road, this isn't that 

interchange. It's at this point in time that you're 

approximately eight miles away from the project, p l u s  or 

minus. So you're not seeing it at this point in time. 

The project setting, we're in an area that's 

called the Ranegras Plain. These would be the New Water 

Mountains here. In the background what you see are the 

Little Horn Mountains. 

Next. 

Number two, we took this in part to show the 

condition of the road as _ _ _  you're . _  - coming - - __- . in . - - - on -- - this side 

of the refuge, Interestingly enough, here's the signage 
- . . . . . - - - .  .- 
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that is talking about the upcoming hearings. 

Along this dirt road you have a small 

distribution line that leads you pretty much up to the 

entry into the Kofa here. 

Next. 

This is the entry of the Kofa from the east 

along Vicksburg Road. It's at this point in time that 

that distribution line actually moves off to the east. 

At this location -- next -- you have got entry signage. 

Next. You have a small ramada. Next. And then you 

have information regarding the rules that regulate the 

Kofa. 

At this point in time, you're probably 

anywhere -- depending upon the actual angle to the line, 

you're somewhere between two-and-a-half to three miles 

away from the transmission line. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Excuse me, Mr. Palmer. Are 

there two Viewpoint 3 ' s ,  entry looking south? 

THE WITNESS: Chairman Woodall, at this one, 

yes. This would be -- can you go back one? 

This little ramada is just to the west side of 

the road at the entry. So if I were to walk over onto 

the road -- next -- this would be the view that I have. __ ____ __ 

24  So this se'rTes df Viewpoint--3- slides basically kind of 

25 characterizes the entry to the Kofa. 
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CHMN. WOODALL: Maybe I'm wrong, but my 

Viewpoint 3 looking south has some pieces of what look 

like corrugated metal. 

THE WITNESS: Okay, Go back another one. 

CHMN. WOODALL: So there is two. Okay. Thank 

you. 

THE WITNESS: What I have done, Chairman, is I 

have stepped -- we have stopped up in this area. So now 

it's kind of this -- this is the bigger area of the 

entry to the Kofa. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you very much. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. And maybe just to digress 

for a minute, if you were to come back -- okay. We're 

saying we're a sensitive viewer here. But if you were 

to come back and digress and look at the scenic quality 

of this area, what you're seeing is this is what we 

would characterize as Class C landscape. Not a lot of 

variety in this area. It's a big plain. It's dominated 

by creosote. You've got some variation in vegetation, 

but not very many. Certainly, the land form, there's 

little variety, if any. 

Next. 

We took this picture to demonstrate kind of 

this one-half mile threshold that we talked about _ _  - .. __ 

25 regarding the foreground. At this point in time we're 
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approximately one-half mile south -- or north of the 

power line. Right here. We're looking to the south. 

And this feature that you see here, I believe, 

is called Coyote Peak. You see the transmission lines 

structure here. One of the interesting things about the 

choice in use of the lattice structure that you see in 

this environment is that -- and we'll talk a little bit 

later about this regarding contrast. While difficult to 

see, there's actually a tower right here. 

Next. 

You can see how in this kind of a landscape -- 

and that's why backdropping is important. When not 

skylined, lattice towers in this environment will tend 

to disappear. 

Next. 

So this is a crossing. This is the Vicksburg 

Road heading south. And what we're going to do is come 

down here, and then we're going to move along the 

pipeline corridor. 

Next. 

This is Viewpoint 7. We're looking due w e s t  

now on the pipeline corridor. And what you see, kind of 

just to get you positioned, these are the foothills of 

24 the New Water Mountains and the extreme northern kind of 

25 foothills of the Kofa Mountains. This area that you see 
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in here on either side, which is non-vegetated, we have 

assumed is probably more than likely the disturbance 

that's been associated with the pipeline itself, which 

for a vast majority of the transmission line corridor 

parallels the pipeline road. 

Q. (BY MR. ACKEN) Mr. Palmer, just to clarify the 

record, this is -- the bottom of that slide says 

Viewpoint 5; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q .  Thank you. 

A. And we're looking west. 

What I'm going to do next -- and we won't spend 

a lot of time with this, but just to give you an idea of 

the relationship of the road to the tower sites. 

If I were to turn to my right -- next -- this 

is a tower that directly flanks me to the right, typical 

of an access road that would be used for that project 

and also used for the proposed project. 

If we go to the next structure down, one of the 

things that's been interesting in the time that we've 

spent out there is that you notice that in a lot of 

cases the desert has reclaimed quite nicely in 

conjunction, and you'll see this with the tower 

- .  - ~ - - 
locations. 

. - 

This was the tower that you were seeing down 
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And this is a picture of looking out from 

4 underneath that structure to the west. These slides 

5 were meant to demonstrate, you know, at least in this 

6 setting, typically what you would find in association 

with those structures. 

We had talked a little bit earlier about the 

10 use areas i n  association with the pipeline road. Well, 

right now at the junction of this trail here, which 

leads down into a couple of areas, one of them is called 

Red Rock Dam, Craven Well, and the Cholla Tank. A n d  so 

l4 for us this was a n  important place to be able to 

15  characterize what you' re looking at. 

And this is a view to the west. Again, you're 
17 seeing kind of the foothills of the Kofa Mountains i n  

the background. 

This view is taken again to the west. A n d  

21 you're looking at kind of the edge of the New Waters 

foothills there. This illustrates along the pipeline 

road, and I think I would be fairly safe in saying that 

the pipeline company has dema~cate~~ttfe-frrcation of the 24 
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1 that you see out there in conjunction with the pipeline 

2 are signage-related things to that, which, again, is 

3 something which you look at in terms of modification to 

4 the setting. 

- .  

The other thing, and we'll zoom in on it, is 

6 that there are several locations along the pipeline 

7 where you have either valves or engine houses. So this 

is meant to demonstrate what that can look like in 

9 conjunction with other modifications to the setting, 

This is in an area, and I had mentioned a 

little bit earlier, where you do have overnight use. 

We're here right now at location number 8. The Kofa 

Cabin, which sits right here, is approximately one mile 

from the road. 

This is a view back to the east from that 

T h i s  is the Kofa Cabin. It's a small 

structure. They have cots in there. We'll talk later 

when we've been out there recently. We can give you an 

idea of at least when we denoted the number of users 

-~ that were there. -. . We _ _  made note . . - of .__ that. 
. . 

But if you -- well, let's just stop for a 
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second. If you were to look at this landscape setting 

that we're in here, this would be typical of a Class C 

landscape. 

Next. 

And then this is actually the view to the power 

line from this location. And I think what is important 

to note here is remember how we talked about you may 

have a sensitive viewer, but the effect to that viewer 

is based on distance and viewing conditions. 

At this location, the transmission line is out 

in this area. It's difficult to see the structure right 

in here. That's one. Then you have a structure in this 

area. And then, finally, there's a structure right out 

in here. And this would be at a distance of, I would 

say, between one -- probably right around a mile, plus 

or minus, that you're looking at. 

Next. 

Continuing west from the Kofa Cabin, this is 

Area 10.  Again, you can begin to see that one of the 

things that's real interesting that you'll notice is 

when you get away f r o m  off access with the towers, what 

you don't see is a lot of disturbance in terms of 

vegetation removal, at least in these particular views. 
24 

25 

. .  Next .  

The other thing that we noticed is that in 
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certain areas it seems as though -- and we saw this the 
last time we were out there where they're painting 

different facilities, these valves and whatnot, that 

there is some restoration work that's ongoing. 

Next. 

This is near an angle point. Again, you have 

some valves and whatnot associated with the preparation 

of the pipeline. 

Next. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Excuse me, Mr. Palmer. The 

proposed line would be -- looking at this photograph -- 
THE WITNESS: It would be in here. 

CHMN. WOODALL: To the left of the existing 

structures? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Absolutely. 

(2. (BY MR. ACKEN) And that was Viewpoint 11? 

A. Yes. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. This area in here, which is 

Viewpoint 12, is kind of interesting. This is at a 

point where we're starting to break out of what we would 

call that lower variety landscape into a landscape 

that's gaining some greater variety. Obviously, with 

changes in terrain, you begin to get a little bit better 

diversity in vegetation and whatnot. So this would be 
- ~ _ . _  - . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . 
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t y p i c a l  of a C l a s s  B l a n d s c a p e .  

This is  l o o k i n g  down i n t o  a n  area called N e w  

Waters P a s s .  But  you c a n  see, h e r e  i s  t h e  road; a g a i n ,  

the  p i p e l i n e  area t h a t ' s  been  dis turbed;  a n d  t h e n  t h e  

t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e .  

Next. 

One of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  w e  wanted t o  do  a t  l ea s t  

i n  t e r m s  of l o o k i n g  a t  what can  be t h e  e f fec ts  t o  

d i  persed r e c r e a t i o n  a t  t h i s  l o c a t i o n ,  which is  l o c a t i o n  

13, what w e  d id  i s  w e  l e f t  t h e  road and  w e  walked  t o  t h e  

n o r t h  up  i n t o  t h i s  area t o  get  i n t o  what would be t h e  

edge of t h e  w i l d e r n e s s  area.  

What y o u ' r e  g o i n g  t o  see h e r e  i s  a pan  g o i n g  

f r o m  t h e  s o u t h e a s t  t o  t h e  s o u t h w e s t  t h a t  b a s i c a l l y  looks 

h e r e  a n d  k i n d  of looks t o  t h e  s o u t h -  

What you can  see h e r e  i s  you have  a s t r u c t u r e  

h e r e .  I t ' s  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p i c k  o u t ,  a n d  t h e n  you 

have  one  r i g h t  h e r e .  You can  see where t h a t ' s  crest ing 

a l i t t l e  b i t  t h a t  h i l l .  Then here you can  see t h e  

c o n d u c t o r s  i n  t h i s  case. 

Next (. 

And t h i s  w a s  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  where w e  l e f t  t h e  

road, went up, p a r k e d ,  a n d  t h e n  t o o k  a s t r u c t u r e  

immedia t e ly  t o  t h e  s o u t h  of u s  i n  h e r e .  And, a g a i n ,  I ' m  

going t o  guess  t h i s  t o  be somewhere 500, 600 t o  1 , 0 0 0  

_____.__ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ___--__ ____-. 
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feet .  

Then, l o o k i n g  f u r t h e r  t o  t h e  r i g h t ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  

n e x t  f a c i l i t y .  You c a n  see t h e  d i s t u r b a n c e  associated 

w i t h  t h e  p i p e l i n e .  T h i s  area back i n  here, which i s  t h e  

real  backbone of t h e  Kofa, t h i s  would be an  area where 

-- a n d  w e  c e r t a i n l y  have  p h o t o g r a p h s  of i t ,  where  you 

have what  w e  would c a l l  A - C l a s s  s c e n e r y .  Very 

p r e s t i g i o u s  f o r  t h e  r e g i o n .  

Next .  

T h i s  i s  c o n t i n u i n g  f o r w a r d  here t o  a n o t h e r  area 

where you have  what t h e y  c a l l  a n  e n g i n e  house  a n d  a v i e w  

back u p  t o  t h e  l i n e .  

Next .  

T h i s  i s  a view which w a s  t a k e n  i n  o r d e r  t o  show 

b o t h  t y p i c a l  views t o  t h e  w e s t ,  which y o u ' r e  s e e i n g  

here, a n d  t h e n  t y p i c a l  v i e w s  back t o  t h e  s o u t h e a s t .  

P a r k e d  t h e  car, stepped o u t ,  a n d  took t h e  p i c t u r e  t o  t he  

t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e  r u n n i n g  t o  t h e  w e s t .  N o w ,  i n  t h i s  

area t h e  proposed line would be t o  t h e  s o u t h .  

Next. 

Same t h i n g  here. So I j u s t  p ivoted  a t  t h a t  

v i e w p o i n t .  

Next. 

And t a k i n g  t h i s  p i c t u r e ,  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  w a s  t o  

r e a l l y  b e g i n  t o  show -- b e c a u s e  y o u ' r e  almost i n  t h i s  
~~ - _ _  - - _ _ ~ _ _  .- .- - ..- - . - - - - _ - . - . 
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case looking towards the western edge of the Kofa, and 

it gives you a pretty good understanding of the setting 

in this area The transmission line is running actually 

right off to my right. 

And if you zoom in here, what you can see is 

here are the structures. And you can also get a sense 

of, in this case, being able to get a little bit of an 

idea of what the access to those structures looks like 

and so on. This is going to be transitioning kind of 

from that B to what is a C landscape. 

The other thing I would point out is in the 

distance, and you're going to -- we'll be traveling here 

in a minute. This is a small residence that is out in 

this area. You also have a telecommunications facility 

that you see from this view. 

Next. 

This is a different view coming down the hill 

in that area -- next -- which shows the absorption. And 

then this was meant to illustrate, once you begin to get 

down lower in elevation, how when you have structures 

skylined you begin to pick them up as opposed to having 

it backdropped. 

This area, quite frankly, has been 

24 substantially disturbed as you can see from the presence 

25 of the pipeline in this area. 
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Next - 
And this is a view looking back from where we 

came. To give you an idea in terms of distances, that 

tower that we're looking at up on that horizon is 

probably between 3,000.to 3,500 foot away. 

Next. 

This is just proceeding with some typical views 

going down the road. This feature that you see here 

that's beginning to come up is an area that's called the 

Livingston Hills. 

Next. 

And, again, just views that show transitioning 

down. 

We also had the opportunity in this next slide 

that we put in, we were out there one day to try to get 

a sense of how seasonally things might change under 

different atmospheric conditions. And this is a case 

where you're looking at the Kofa range in the 

background, and what you see here is a structure. This 

structure is -- we had it at about 700 foot, 700 to 750 

foot off the road. And if I turn to the right, this is 

what I see. 

You can see that in a lot of ways, under these 

kind of conditions with cloudiness, two things happen. 

One is you really lose where things are backdropped, any 
- - . .... .. . - .__ - .~ . - 

Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. www.az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting & Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix, A2 

http://www.az-reporting.com


Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-OOOOOA-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume I11 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

L2 

13 

14 

15 

1 6  

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 5 5 8  

kind of detail, but you probably pick u p  a little bit 

more in terms of the silhouette on the horizon. 

Next. 

This is at Viewpoint 22 right down here. And 

this is an area that, again, has a two-track or a small 

road that leads off to the south. It goes to a place 
called Scotts Well, which is a tank, which is about a 
mile and a half away. And then it goes further down to 

a place called Jasper Springs. 

entry into the residence that I mentioned. 

slide will show that. 

It also serves as an 

This next 

It's a private inholding in this area. This is 

the residence. We did not go down all the way to the 

house because of the no trespassing signs. But if I 

turned around, this would be a view that you would have 

not quite at the residence, but to the power line. 

And I think you can see here that you have a 

structure here, a structure here. Let me see. Yeah. 

And then there's one more structure up in this area. 

Next. 

Now we're just proceeding down the pipeline 

road. This is the Livingston H i l l s  here. This is a 

pan. You can see the transmission line moving across 

here. We have a structure here. We frave a structure 

here- 

____ __ __ 
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Next - 
And then continuing across that structure, and, 

then, I believe, one more. That's right over in here. 

Next. 

This is in the area of Crystal Hill, and what 

you're looking at is this area right in here. And in 

this area, they have got some dispersed -- what I call 
kind of informal camp sites. And then there's a trail 

that leads from this area to the north. 

Q. (BY MR. ACKEN) Is this shown as Viewpoint 25 

and 26? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Thank you. 

A. 25 is going to be a view taken from a point 

along that trail. I took this to kind of show the 

conditions of what that hiking trail was like. 

If you go u p  to- where actually Viewpoint 26 is 

like, this is a real nice panorama that shows once ~ O U  

get above the facilities what you might expect and what 

we call a superior position looking down. A n d  this is 

actually stretching to a point where you're off the Kofa 

with the Dome Rock Mountains here. 

This little drainage is actually called French 

Creek, but you can see you've got the structures here, 
- _ _  _ _  . - - - . . - - - . _____- .. - . 

25 here, here. You have a structure here. 
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Next. 

CHMN. WOODALL: This is still Viewpoint 25; 

correct, Mr . Palmer? 
THE WITNESS: Correct. Yes, it is. 

And then, again, where, you know, they're seen, 

obviously, more so when you're above that immediate 

horizon line, but once you get back in front of the 

Livingston Hills -- next -- you begin to lose them. 

And in this area, I'm just going to point this 

out. It's very hard to see actually. There's a 

structure right in here, and there's a structure right 

kind of down in the saddle area. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Excuse me, Mr. Palmer. I would 

propose that you conclude your remarks with respect to 

Viewpoint 5, and then that we take a break for the court 

reporter. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Very good. 

What I would like to point out here, because 

the next slide that you see after the break will be a 

view that's typical of this area where the camp sites 

are at. You can see them kind of here, how you have a 
web of roads in this area. 

But then, anyway, as you continue on across the 
e - - -. 

24 base of the Livingston Hills, this is probably the 

25 easiest one to pick out. You've got one right there, 
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1 and then, finally, you have one here, and then also you 

2 have one here. 

3 Next. Next. 

4 And then that is heading farther to the east- 

5 The pipeline road continues this direction. S o  we can 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

take a break and resume after this one. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Everyone look at your watch. 

We'll take a break for 10 minutes. Thank you. 

(A recess was taken from 11:30 a.m. to 

11:50 a.m.) 

CHMN. WOODALL: We'll go back on the record at 

this time. 

I've just had an off the record discussion with 

counsel for APS and SRP, Ms. Raffaelli and Ms. Ramaley, 

regarding the administrative subpoena. And I have 

directed them to work with Mr. Layton to see if you can 

1 7  modify the verbiage on the f o r m  of administrative 
18 

19 mentioned, as well as modify the section that I talked 

20  about with respect to the independence of t h e  witnesses. 

21 And I'm hopeful that counsel can come up with 

22 acceptable language, which you will then submit an 

subpoena to add the areas of inquiry that you previously 

23 original f o r  me, Mr. Layton, which I will sign, And 
24 

25 subpoenas issued. Is that something that you can do? 

then I'm expecting that you will. actually - -  
.- ~ have the _. ____ - _____-- _ _  -- . - - .. . - . - 
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MR. LAYTON: Yes, Chairman Woodall. 

CHMN. WOODALL: So when will you get that 

administrative subpoena to me? Probably by the end of 

this week? How about next Monday? How does that work? 

MR. LAYTON: Yeah. That's fine. We should be 

able to do that. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you very much. 

All right. Mr. Acken, 

MR. ACKEN: Thank you, Chairman Woodall. 

When we left off before the break, Mr. Palmer 

was finishing his discussion of the photographs of 

Viewpoint 25. 

So with that, I'll turn it back over to 

Mr. Palmer to describe the rest of these photographs. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. Just to hold on this 

one for a moment, as I had mentioned before, what we had 

done was to climb the hillside to give an overview of 

kind of this valley area that you're looking at. 

Again, just to take a step back, we're talking 

about, in general, Class C landscape with some Class B 

landscape in conjunction. And the next views that 

you're going to see are from down in this area where I 

mentioned you ~ _ _ _  have this relatively ___ informal camping _______ __ 

24 area. 

25 Next. 
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T h i s  i s  a view d i r e c t l y  s o u t h  towards t h e  

L i v i n g s t o n  H i l l s .  T h i s  k i n d  of shows what t h o s e  padded 

areas look l i k e .  And i f  you look immedia t e ly  t o  t h e  

s o u t h ,  you have  a s t r u c t u r e  h e r e .  You c a n  see t h e  

c o n d u c t o r s ,  a c t u a l l y ,  b u t  i f  you move, t h e n ,  t o  looking 

more towards t h e  w e s t  o r  t o  t h e  r i g h t ,  once  you drop 

away f r o m  t h a t  backdrop, t h e n  y o u ' r e  able t o  see t h e  

s t r u c t u r e s  i n  t h i s  area, a l t h o u g h  t h e y ' r e  r e l a t i v e l y  

b e n i g n .  

I t h i n k  w e  f i g u r e d  t h a t  y o u ' r e  l o o k i n g  a t  

t h e s e  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  a r a n g e  of anywhere from a h a l f  a 

m i l e  o u t  t o  a m i l e  i n  t h i s  regard where t h e y ' r e  v i s i b l e .  

T h i s  would be a place where remember w e  t a lked  a b o u t  

v i e w - n g  c o n d i t i o n s .  You have  a v a r i e t y  of t h i n g s  t h a t  

are iappening  i n  here t h a t ,  a s  opposed  t o  t h e  p i p e l i n e ,  

which p r o v i d e  s c r e e n i n g  a n d  p a r t i a l  s c r e e n i n g  t o  t h e  

f ac i l i t i e s .  

Next. 

N o w  w e ' r e  t r a v e l i n g  o u t  a lmost  l e a v i n g  t h e  

Kofa. T h i s  i s  on t h e  p i p e l i n e  road look ing  b a c k  towards 

t h e  area. The campground area would have  been  over i n  

h e r e .  A s t r u c t u r e  h e r e ,  a s t r u c t u r e  t h e r e ,  a n d  t h e n  you 

c a n  see them p r o c e e d i n g  t o  t h e  east .  

. . 
Next.  

MEMBER ARWOOD: Madam Chairman, I have a 
_ _  

Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. www-az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting & Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix, A 2  

I 

http://www-az-reporting.com


Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume I11 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16  

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

Page 5 

question. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Arwood. 

MEMBER ARWOOD: On those picture where we see 

the pipeline road, do the existing structures, are the3 

all on one side of the road? 

THE WITNESS: No. They change from one side tc 

the other. Offhand, I couldn't tell you exactly how 

many crossings. They're not many. They predominantly 

parallel one side, then the other. Yeah. They are moz 

often in one of those situations. 

MEMBER ARWOOD: And predominantly the new 

structures would be -- 

THE WITNESS: To the south. 

MEMBER ARWOOD: -- closer to the road 

predominantly? 

THE WITNESS: To the south. In the area in 

here where you have the transmission line to the north, 

I would say they're going to be closer. 

break into this area right, actually, in here, I think 

probably -- in fact, if we went back to Viewpoint 11, 

yeah. No. We don't need to go back, but from this 

point on, I'm trying to think. Yeah. I believe the 

rest of the way there to the south. 

And once you 

~ _ _ _  - - __ 

2 4  This is The easternentrance to the Kofa. This 

25 is a view looking back towards the Livingston Hills. 
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And, again, the structures that you see up against the 

backdrop mountainside are very difficult to pick out. 

However, probably the closest one that you have is right 

here. There's another one over in here. You also have 

one i n  here where it begins to daylight away from the 

mountain. 

If I turn immediately to the south, this is 

what you see in that area. That structure, I believe, 

is probably something on the order of 7- to 800 feet 

away. 

Next. 

And then, again, you're just panning across. 

You're back out on the plain now. 

One more. 

This is at the road. We're now off  the Kofa. 

This is the one area where you cross under it in this 

area. This would be heading towards 95. You have got 

kind of the New Water Mountains, and then beginning to 

touch a little bit on the Plosmosa Mountains. 

Next. 

And then this is the entrance off of the 

U.S. 95. This would be looking to the west towards -- 

if you were to follow this all the way over Copper 

Bottom Pass. __ 
- .  - -  

Next. 

Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. www.az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting & Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix, AZ 

http://www.az-reporting.com


.i 

1 8 

Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume 111 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  

11 

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

17  

1 8  

1 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24  

25 

Page 566  

You have a 115 kV line crossing in this area 

that you pass under. 

Next. 

And then as you pan in towards the Kofa -- next 

-- this is the entry road that you just came out. 
That concludes the photographs that we have 

taken. What I would like to do now is given that I 

think we all have a pretty good sense of the conditions 

out there, is to talk a little bit about the assessment 

that we used in order to determine impacts. 

Can you move on? Okay. 

I'm going to get caught up in just a second. 

Pardon me. 

Okay. Visual impact. And this is standard, 

again, for us. Basically, we define visual impacts 

based on what we call visual contrast, and that being 

the effect of the introduction of the project onto 

either the scenic quality or the visual -- or the 

sensitive viewers. 

Visual contrast -- and, again, this is through 

the BLM -- is a measure of the degree of perceived 
change that would occur in the landscape, and in this 

case due to the construction and operation of the 

proposed transrnissTon Ihe. 
__ _____- 

. _  

In evaluating contrast, the BLM breaks it into 
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three separate considerations. One has to deal with 

land form, one deals with vegetation, and the other 

deals with structure. 

Next on the right. Now you can take that one 

o f f  for the time being. 

When you take this transmission project and you 

break it into the elements that would affect contrast 

based on the protocol in the BLM land form, contrast 

would be associated with the construction of roads and 

tower pad sites. That's how you modify land forms if 

you're building a transmission line. 

Vegetation contrast would involve the removal 

of vegetation, what they call vegetative manipulation. 

And that, again, would be associated with road 

construction, tower pad sites, and in very limited areas 

from what we understand, if at all, conductor clearance. 

I think you have seen the desert out there. We don't 

have a lot of high-growing vegetation. 

Then, finally, structure contrast. And the 

intention here is to get an understanding of how the 

proposed structure will contrast with other built forms 

in the landscape. S o  what we're looking at here is 

either the existing transmission line or the gas 

. - ____ .- pipeline. . .  -. _- 

25 So we're now introducing the project into the 
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setting to determine what the contrast of that is, and 

that's how we determine impact. 

Next. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Palmer, back on the impacts 

or the contrasts, are those considered to have equal 

weight always, or would it vary depending upon the 

landscape? 

THE WITNESS: I would say that it can vary 

somewhat on the landscape. You're going to be a little 

bit more sensitive to areas where the vegetation 

manipulation may be more heavily. But by and large, we 

try to l o o k  at all of them. 

I think that what we find is that -- and we'll 

talk about this -- is the structure contrast is the area 

where the -- depending upon the viewer orientation, you 

may have a variation in terms of, in this case, a higher 

or lower level of contrast. And I'll explain that. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Are you talking about in terms 

of weighting them like -- depending on, in a particular 

case, structure contrast might be a much more important 

factor than in another? 

THE WITNESS: It could be more important, yes, 

absolutely, in terms of what the impact could be. Yes. 

24 CHMN. WOODALL:-'Xnd wouId you -- €irst of all, 

25 do you do some sort of calculation or computation of 
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weighting these factors or assign a number to them? 

THE WITNESS: No. We didn't do like a real 

sophisticated numbering type of a system with the 

calculations. We have tried that in the past, and I 

think at the end of the day -- and you'll see the 

process that we go through. It's based on experience 

and, I think, looking at it and then making assignments 

based on definitions that I will share with you. 

Next. 

Next on that slide. 

One of the things that we have to take into 

consideration when we're looking at the evaluation of 

impacts that's really important has to deal with 

mitigation. We've been in front of the Committee many 

times where we talk about how mitigation can be utilized 

to reduce visual impact, and in this case it's no 

different than any other project. 

What you're looking to do is to match the 

project up as much as you can with what is out there, 

because in so doing you're limiting the disturbance and 

you're a l so  reducing the contrast. So things like 

matching the structure types, the spans and tower types 

to the extent feasible, and in certain locations having 

the .._____- ability . . - -  for - selective . _. ___ tower - - - placement. - . Let's _ _  - say 

the agency thinks that in a certain area they would like 
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to selectively move a tower. You can do that within the 

tolerance of the engineering if that's something that 

you want to do. 

Obviously, the use of dulled steel structures 

and nonspecular conductors, you have seen the pictures. 

That's a very, very important type of mitigation. And 

then, finally, the use of the existing access. 

Go to the next on the right and next on the 

left. 

So, Chairman Woodall, you asked the question 

about how do you determine these levels. What we would 

like to do now is just walk through a summary, an 

overall summary of contrast, based on our evaluation 

given the project with these different elements. 

With respect to land form contrast, it's been 

identified that no new, additional major access is going 

to be required. I think we've seen the condition of the 

pipeline road. And that in most cases, given the 

landscape that's out there, especially in the flat 

areas, we wouldn't anticipate a lot of modifications to 

the terrain. 

So the grading and modifications to the land 

form in the area in general are anticipated to be 
___ ___. _- 

2 4  limited,-and, again, they would be associated primarily 

25  with access to the proposed new tower pad sites. 
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If you were to look at the design the way that 

2 it's intended at this point, you use the existing roads, 
3 

4 far side of the road in order to construct the next 

and then you go around the towers when they are on the 

So given those sets of assumptions, if you 
7 begin to look at what the contrast levels could be, I 

think -- and if you look -- again, if you look at the 
9 photographs that we've taken, we're thinking that you're 

10 probably in this -- actually kind of between what would 

be a weak to moderate where the contrast can be seen, 

12 but it doesn't take attention to the point of actually 

dominating. 

Next on the right. 

Vegetation is quite similar. Given the 

existing access, vegetation clearing, and primarily in 

areas of desert shrub, the creosote, is going to be, as 

we understand it now, primarily limited to spur road 

construction. So, again, you're going to have places 

where you're going to see it and it may attract 

attention, but it's not going to dominate the 

characteristic landscape overall. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Arwood. 

MEMBER ARWOOD: _ _  - -  I . ... have - - - a question - .. . _. - __ - of - _  - - _____ 

Mr. Palmer. 
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The e x i s t i n g  s p u r  roads, are you s a y i n g  t h a t  

you need  t o  b u i l d  new spur  r o a d s  t o  the  new t o w e r  pads, 

o r  would t h e y  u s e  e x i s t i n g  s p u r  r o a d s ?  

THE WITNESS: They would u s e  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s p u r  

roads i f  -- l e t  m e  p u t  it t o  you t h i s  way. I f  t h e  

t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e  i s  t o  t h e  -- 

MEMBER ARWOOD: T h e  roadside. 

THE WITNESS: Yeah. Okay. I t ' s  t o  t h e  r i g h t  

side, a n d  I ' m  g o i n g  t o  be on t h e  l e f t  s i d e .  You 

p r o b a b l y  u s e  t h e  road t h a t  g o e s  u p  t o  t h a t  o t h e r  t o w e r  

pad s i t e  t o  p u t  t h a t  r o a d  i n .  

side, t h e y  w i l l  u s e  t h e  e x t e n t  of t h a t  road up t o  a 

p o i n t  where t h e y  would t h e n  g o  a r o u n d  a n d  place t h e  

o t h e r  f a c i l i t y .  

If you were t o  t h e  o the r  

Obv ious ly ,  t h e s e  t h i n g s  are t e r r a i n  d e p e n d e n t  

a n d  i t  will v a r y  somewhat. I t h i n k  t h a t  a t  t h e  end  of 

t h e  d a y  you look a t  h o w  much r o a d  do you a c t u a l l y  n e e d  

t o  get t o  t h a t  pad s i t e ,  a n d  you would l i m i t  t h a t  t o  

t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l l y .  

MEMBER ARWOOD: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: Next on t h e  s t r u c t u r e .  

T h i s  o n e  is a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  o n e  i n  t h a t  g i v e n  

t h e  DroDosal t h a t ' s  i n  f r o n t  of u s ,  f irst  of a l l ,  we're ~- & L  __ - __ _- 
24 p a r a l l e l i n g  t he  e x i s t i n g  I-Tfie: The new s t r u c t u r e s  are 
25 g o i n g  t o  match i n  t e r m s  of what i s  called t h e  form, 
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line, color, and texture, the elements that you look at 

2 in the existing towers. The spans and tower heights 

3 would match the existing line to the extent feasible. 

In this case, the overall contrast we would say 

5 would be weak. That could climb up to something that 

6 would be considered a little bit more moderate based on 

a viewing condition. And so these are the three 
8 elements that we're looking at in conjunction now when 

9 we're doing impact assessment. 

Go to the next slide. 

If I were to characterize overall now looking 

kind of from one end to the other of the Kofa, I think 

13 we have determined that you are probably going to be in 

a weak to a moderate to weak condition where the element 

contrast will be seen but does not attract attention or 

16 dominate the view beyond the condition that's out there 

1' given that we have an existing line. 

The proposed 500 line will be designed similar 

19 to the existing line and match existing tower spans, and 

20 it's anticipated to require limited grading and 

21 vegetation removal. 

Next on the right. And you can turn this one 
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type of a method that we were presenting here in terms 
of levels of impact is based on other studies that we've 

done that's very consistent with those in terms of what 

we have found the impacts to be on scenic quality. 
The reason that you do scenic quality impacts 

is that you want to be able to try to characterize the 

effect that a project may have on the environment 

independent of viewers. This gets back to the notion 

that all landscapes have a quality that regardless of 
whether or not they're seen, there's value to it. 

So these are the conditions that we're looking 

at in terms of contrast. These are the scenic quality 

rating units from our perspective in our analysis. 

That's going to put us into this kind of arena in terms 

of impacts from moderate to low to low. 

Next. 

This pretty well summarizes what I just 

described. - 1  think, without a question, if you lo k 

within the region, there's some areas that have some 

real high scenic quality. 

But based on the criteria that's applied using 

the BLM system in terms of A-, B-, and C-class scenery, 

what vou find is that independent of a jurisdictional 
24 

25 

boundary, tha€ these-are iandscapesTha€-m-e would call 

common to -- not common, I refrain from that. They 
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have little variety as you saw through some of the 

pictures, up to some where you have more variety, but 

certainly not what we would call A-class scenery. Some 

of it is higher B-class scenery, but there's other areas 

on the Kofa, if you were to go there, for those of you 

that have been that I think would understand that. 

So the introduction of the 500 kV line adjacent 

to the existing line -- and this is really important -- 

in the modified setting would, from our perspective, 

result in less than significant impacts. 

Next. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Wayne Smith. 

MEMBER SMITH: Mr. Palmer, if this w a s  the 

primary routing, the first routing, would your 

evaluations be much different than they are now with a 

parallel routing? 

THE WITNESS: You know, we've talked about 

that, Mr. Smith, and I would say, yes, they would. The 

fact of the matter is -- well, first of a l l ,  having the 

pipeline corridor there would be to an advantage in 

terms of siting. No doubt, But as opposed to having an 

existing facility out there, that just makes it that 

much better. 

Having not conducted . .  an - analysis independent -. _- of 

that, I could tell you, though, I think with some manner 
.___ - .  - __-- - 
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of certainty, that you would have higher impact if it 

was in an area where you did not have that existing 

500 kV transmission line and the access that's been 

built into it. 

.I 

MEMBER SMITH: Would you say that the original 

line was put in the proper place as far as your 

evaluations go? 

THE WITNESS: You know, quite frankly, I think 

in a lot of ways it's a good location in that you have a 

pipeline corridor. When the original line was 

developed, I believe that the definition of some of the 

wilderness areas and things may have been a little bit 

different. 

But purely from the perspective of having 

access into this area, I can tell you this- This would 

be an alternative that you would look at real hard in 

terms of siting. 

MEMBER SMITH: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: Impact to sensitive viewers. 

And, Chairman Woodall, we may digress a little bit here 

to answer some questions that you had regarding 

recreation. 

We definitely acknowledge the fact and believe 
._____~.____ ____- 

24 in the fact that in this area you have high sensitive 
25 viewers, I preface that by saying that while you have 

Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. www-az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting & Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix, AZ 

http://www-az-reporting.com


Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume I11 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 577 

high sensitive viewers in a way with the presence of the 

existing line, it would be my professional opinion that 

that's been conditioned somewhat. In other words, you 

have sensitive viewers on the Kofa. But if youlve been 

in the Kofa in this area over time, it's an area that 

you understand has been modified. It's just something 

to take into consideration. 

In terms of a request regarding information, 

Mickey and I got in and we tried to get a handle on the 

amount and volume of use in the area. And the numbers 

that you see here are indicative of that. 

And, Mickey, you can jump in if I overstate 

something or understate something, but the interagency 

management plan and the environmental assessment in 1996 

had estimated approximately 500,000 users per year on 

the Kofa, and 500 users per year for the New Waters 

Mountains Wilderness Area. And I believe the recent 

numbers are close to that; correct? Okay. 

CHMN. WOODALL: I think maybe you misspoke. I 

think you meant 50,000. 

THE WITNESS: 50,000. Pardon me. 

CHMN. WOODALL: I was thinking that's a lot of 

bird watchers. 

THE WITNESS: Yeah. What we were able to glean _____ ._ 

from the information that we got most recently from Fish 
__ .. 
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ti Wildlife was that approximately 6,000 cars entered on 

the eastern side of the corridor. Visitors. Okay. And 

7,000 on the western. We were not able to obtain 

information regarding the specifics of why they chose 

that and what their preferences were for the activities 

that they were using. It's a count that simply 

represents that. Whether or not 6,000 came in one side 

and went out the other, we don't know. But it gives you 

a relative understanding, I think, of the volume when 

compared to the rest of the Kofa. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr, Palmer, it says annual 

visitor estimates are approximately 6,000. 

Are you assuming that there's one visitor per 

vehicle or more than that, Mr. Siegel? 

WITNESS SIEGEL: The information was given to 

us by the Deputy Refuge Manager, Susanna Henry. And 

they have not -- you know, this was in response to the 

interest in the trend data on recreation use, what sort 

of trends have occurred over time. 

As it t u r n s  out, the Kofa doesn't publish any 

of that information, but they do have -- they do collect 

some information on recreation use. They use it for 

their internal manaqement plan and work. 

24 So, first of a l l ,  on the 50,000 users per 

25 year -- and, again, that's estimates that are based on 
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these vehicle  c o u n t s  -- t h e y  a c t u a l l y  d o n ' t  have 

estimates o r  a n y  s u r v e y  of a c t u a l  p e r s o n s  u s i n g  t h e  

r e f u g e .  But  t h e y  c o u n t  v e h i c l e s  a t  s i x  l o c a t i o n s  a r o u n d  

t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  of t h e  Kofa N a t i o n a l  Wildlife Refuge.  

MR. ACKEN: Dave, it migh t  be h e l p f u l  t o  p u t  u p  

t h a t  s l ide .  Thank you. 

WITNESS SIEGEL: And t h e y  have ,  i n  terms of 

t r e n d s ,  50 ,000  seems t o  be f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t .  T h e r e  

have been  y e a r s  where i t ' s  been  as l o w  as a r o u n d  4 5 , 0 0 0 ,  

a n d  some y e a r s  i n  t h e  u p p e r  5 0 , 0 0 0 ' s -  The m o s t  r e c e n t  

y e a r ,  I t h i n k  i n  2005, w a s  j u s t  s l i g h t l y  more t h a n  

50 ,000 ,  b u t  I d o n ' t  have t h e  e x a c t  number. I t  s e e m s  t o  

be a round  t h a t .  

Now, t h e  v i s i t o r  -- t o  answer  your  q u e s t i o n ,  

about t h e  estimates. So t h e r e ' s  a n  estimate based on 

vehicle c o u n t .  T h e r e ' s  s i x  -- a c t u a l l y ,  t h e  5 ,977  

v e h i c l e s  t r ipped t h e  c o u n t e r  a t  t h e  Vicksburg  Road 

e n t r a n c e  d u r i n g  t h e  c a l e n d a r  y e a r  2005. And there were 

6 ,988  c o u n t e d  v e h i c l e s  on t h e  w e s t e r n  end ,  which i s  

C r y s t a l  H i l l  Road. W e  w e r e  j u s t  l o o k i n g  a t  those p h o t o s  

of those t w o  p o i n t s .  

Now,  I said vehic les .  Once a g a i n ,  I have t o  

correct m y s e l f ,  Those are estimates based on t h e  number 

of vehicles. There ' s  a r a t i o  a p p l i e d ,  a n d  I d o n ' t  know ____- 

what t h a t  r a t i o  i s .  But i f  there were three p e r s o n s  per 
.. - - - -_ . _ .  _ _  . 
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v e h i c l e ,  t h e r e  were 2 ,000  v e h i c l e s .  S o  t h e  es t imate  

would be 6 ,000  v i s i t o r s  based on  t h e  v e h i c l e  c o u n t .  

S o  t h e r e  were -- you know, t h e y  do n o t  -- I 

h a v e n ' t  been  able t o  f i n d  t h e  fo rmula  t h a t ' s  u s e d  t o  

create t h o s e  es t imates ,  b u t  you would s a y  r o u g h l y ,  you 

know, maybe i t ' s  2- o r  3 ,000  vehicles  t h a t  g e n e r a t e s  

6 ,000  t o  7 , 0 0 0  v i s i t o r s .  

CHMN. WOODALL: I'm somewhat c o n f u s e d  b e c a u s e  

i n  t h e  second b u l l e t p o i n t  you s a y  t h e y  estimated 50,000 

u s e r s  per y e a r ,  and  t h e n  t h e  n e x t  b u l l e t  p o i n t  s a y s  

a n n u a l  v i s i t o r  estimate on v e h i c l e  c o u n t s  are 6 , 0 0 0 .  

S u r e l y  w e  d o n ' t  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e r e  are  l i k e  e i g h t  

p e o p l e  i n  a v e h i c l e .  So can  you e x p l a i n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  

be tween  u s e r s  a n d  -- 

WITNESS SIEGEL: I ' m  s o r r y  it i s  c o n f u s i n g .  

5 0 , 0 0 0  i s  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  r e f u g e .  And t h e r e  are s i x  

e n t r y  p o i n t s  where v e h i c l e s  are c o u n t e d  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  

r e f u g e  a l l  t h e  way f rom n o r t h  t o  s o u t h .  

The 6,000 a n d  7 , 0 0 0  r e f e r  o n l y  t o  those t w o  

p o i n t s  on t h e  n o r t h e r n  e n d  o f ,  basical ly ,  t h e  p i p e l i n e  

road t h a t  g o e s  t h r o u g h  t h e  v e r y  n o r t h e r n  p a r t  of t h e  

r e f u g e .  

CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you. That h e l p s  m e  a 
____ ~ ______ 

24 lot. 

25 WITNESS SIEGEL: I hope so.  Thank you. 
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CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Arwood. 

MEM3ER ARWOOD: Actually, that was my question. 

Q .  (BY MR. ACKEN) Mr. Palmer, just to clarify the 

estimates of 6,000 on the east and 7,000 on the west, 

it's quite possible that those have some double 

counting? 

WITNESS SIEGEL: And I think we would all agree 

that we don't know the method of counting, They could 

be vehicles coming in and out. Those are not all 

visitors either. There's maintenance vehicles. There's 

other -- anything that goes up and back over a traffic 

counter t r i p s  it and registers a count. 

MR. ACKEN: Thank you. 

WITNESS PALMER: The last bullet that you see 

here ac,ually indicates information that we gathered 

when we were out in the field in June when we stopped at 

the Kofa Cabin. We went inside the cabin, and at least 

at that point in time they had like a logbook that 

illustrated the number of people who had utilized that 

facility, or at least signed in. 

Next on the right. 

So similar to what we did for scenic quality, 

what we do in order to determine the impacts is again to 

look at contrast. _ _  NOW, in _ _  this - case, _. - - - .. we're factoring _ -  _ _  - - in 

the viewer. And as I said earlier, our biggest criteria 
~. - - -  

Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. www.az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting & Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix, AZ 

I 

http://www.az-reporting.com


Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume I11 

I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17  

1 8  

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

Page 582  

that we use in conjunction with that is the distance to 

the project. 

pipeline road you have many or most conditions where at 

some point in time or another you're probably in this 
range. Although, one of the interesting things about 

the dynamic of traveling on that road, and I think you 

can see it through the photographs that were taken, is 

that as you move farther away, the contrast obviously is 

reduced. 

It goes without saying that from the 

One of the things that we consider when we're 

looking at an area where, say, for instance, you're 

viewing the transmission line and the contrast in this 

area is weak, if it's weak based on the fact that we're 

not seeing manipulation changes in vegetation, we're not 

seeing any new access from a view, yet when we introduce 

the transmission line the structure is the same, we 

sometimes will take the liberty to elevate an impact 

based on a specific condition. 

And so the range of impact that we would 

anticipate, given different viewing conditions at these 

different distances from sensitive viewers, is what you 

see here. 

Next. - ___._ - ____ ~ ___________ 

24 And that led us to this particular conclusion 

25 with respect to the visual study. That the project 
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would be seen from the Kofa and wilderness areas from 

locations ranging from the immediate foreground along 

the existing pipeline transmission line access road to 

the middle ground and beyond. And that's going to be 

primarily your dispersed recreational users, assuming 

that you have someone in the wilderness area who is 

viewing more than likely down into the corridor. 

I think it's important to note, and I think you 

saw through the slides, that the views, while you may 

look one direction and have a view that you could say is 

independent of the actual facilities, by virtue of the 

viewer experience along that road these views are going 

to be within the context of the existing transmission 

line. And, therefore, when you're seeing that landscape 

from my perspective, it's in a setting that's been 

modified . 
And so that in and of itself with the other 

elements leads to a reduction in overall contrast, and 

it's going to keep those impacts in a range of what we 

would call generally low to moderate. 

Now, having said that, one of the things that 

we do in any visual study -- why don't you go to the 

right -- is we prepare visual simulations that we use to 

try to evaluate different conditions. And this is a l s o  

typical of what the BLM would expect in terms of looking 
. . .. . ._  __ . ~ 
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from key viewpoints. 

Q .  (BY MR. ACKEN) Mr. Palmer, the slides shown on 

the right, where can that be found? 

A. The slide on the right can be found in and 
amongst or at the end of the photographs that we had, I 

believe. The last part of that tab. 

Q. End of Tab 2 of Applicant's Exhibit A-8 .  

A. Okay. 

Right. Okay. 

Can you go back to the -- g o  back. 

S o  this would be typical of an evaluation 

performed using this as a viewpoint- 

along the pipeline road. 

this map. And, actually, if you would like to turn back 

to the maps that w e  have provided that we used on the 

photographic tour, you might just want to pull that out 

to get a sense of where we're at. 

location map, and it's going to be Page 17. 

This is an area 

The view location is shown on 

It's the viewpoint 

What we did is kind of spread these simulation 
B u t  if points around in kind of different conditions. 

you were to use the chart that we have over here in t h e  

way of contrast and looking at this view -- again, 
understanding that the views are dynamic here -- what 
you would say is that by virtue of the way that the 

. -. ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  __  

project has been constructed in this view, you don't see 

changes in land form. You don't see changes, really, 

rizona Reporting Service, Inc. www.az-reporting.com 
Court Reporting & Videoconferencing Center 

(602) 274-9944 
Phoenix, A2 

http://www.az-reporting.com


Southern California Edison 8/21/2006 
L-00000A-06-0295-00130 Case No. 130 Volume 111 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25  

Page 5 8 5  

modifications in vegetation, and you have got structure 

matching. 

However, our contention would be that in an 
area like this, when you begin to get facilities 

skylined, that's where you're running into something 

that is viewer driven, and you're going to take that 

into consideration when looking at elevating this to a 

somewhat higher impact to moderate. 

It's not absolutely scientific, let's say, but 

it's a process that one goes through in terms of looking 

at -- well, I take that back. 

It is in a way scientific in that what you're 

trying to do is take into account the different kind of 

viewing conditions that are along an area that is very 

dynamic in terms of -- as you have seen from the 

photographs and you'll see in the next simulation. 

This is the view from the Kofa Cabin. And it's 

difficult, at best, although you would see the 

structures in this area, but they're very, very small, 

the additional structures. And that's a function of 

viewing this from a greater distance. 

And so in this kind of a situation where you're 

out to a mile, you're,going to have an impact level 

that's going to be running lower, and -- it's going to _ _  be ____ 

based -- really, the factor here is the distance 
-. - . .  
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combined with the fact that it is absorbed in the 

landscape. 

Next. 

T h i s  is a view looking towards the Livingston 

One of the reasons we chose this is you've got a Hills. 

modifi tion in this area that is something that 

need to take into consideration. This is one of 

valves in here. 

But, again, if you look at this, we're pi 

YOU 

the 

obabl 

talking about -- certainly, this first set of towers is 
going to be in the foreground area. 

lot of modification in terms of vegetation and land 

form. You are going to have some skylining, so you're 

going to be kind of in this zone in terms of impact. 

You're not seeing 

Q .  (BY MR. ACKEN) Are those valves associated 

with the pipeline? 

A. Yes, they are. 

Q. Thank you. 

A. Next. 

We'll come back to this particular view, 

because, I think at the end of day when we talk about 

the comparison with other studies that were done, this 

a 

is reflective of the simulation that was used to make __ -~ _____ ~- 

24 the determination in the EIS/EIR, as far as we can tell, 

25 regarding the significance of impacts. 
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From this particular view, you're looking at 

structures here that are about 1,000 feet away. You've 

got -- this is the existing structure. This is the 

existing structure. There's another structure here. 

There's another structure here. 

Again, through our evaluation in looking at 

contrast levels and looking in this range, which is 

certainly the first structure is going to be within that 

' first distance zone, we're looking at something that's 

going to range in this area. And, quite frankly, the 

only thing I think that probably kicks that up to a 

moderate is in areas where it's skylined as opposed to 

backdropped, where in here it becomes, you know, 

somewhat indiscernible. 

The last view that we have in terms of the 

simulation, this is the view looking into the Kofa from 

the entry. And you have a whole series of structures 

that are crossing through here. However, the distance 

in particular that you're looking at is going to make 

those impacts relatively low. 

Now, having said that, if you turn to the side 

-- yes -- you would see those structures and they would 

be in closer, but you're still -- based on the 

evaluation model that was used, this is pretty much 

where you're going to be running in that area depending 
- . -  ___._____ .. . . . - ._ 
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upon how far away. 

When dealing with a roadway, it's different 

than a static position because of the variables that you 

have in terms of the proximity of the line to you. 

Obviously, the closer the line, the higher the potential 

for impact. The worst possible situation you're going 

to have is when they're in close and you're looking at 

them, but by virtue of the -- they're in close and they 
may be closer than the existing structure, but I think 

the premise of our studies is that you have something 

out there that even in that situation you already have 
view that's being dominated by an existing facility 

that's in close. 

Next. Go to the next one on the right. 

So, actually, let's go to the next one. We 

already went through that. Next on the right. 

Chairman Woodall, the other question that was 

posed with respect to our findings was to maybe chat a 

little bit or talk a little bit about some of the other 

studies that were done, understanding that the results 

were somewhat different. 

What you see on the right is a listing of the 

studies, as we understand it, that have been performed 

a 

in this area. The first, the supplemental EIS that was 

done in 1987, followed by the work that we have recently 
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conducted in 2005 and are submitted in the PEA in 2005 

and in the CEC application in 2006, and then the 

recently submitted draft environmental impact report and 

environmental impact assessment. 

And in reviewing what was Page 132 of the 

supplemental EIS, I guess, although we could talk about 

a lot of the elements that it describes, I think in 

essence the variation that we have between that document 

and the call-on significance was that in that evaluation 

it was determined that the visual contrast that impacts 

would be characterized as high because of the change in 

visual contrasts and dominance which would occur. 

So our contrast evaluation led us to the 

results that you saw here today. I could n o t  find in 

that document anything that was, let's say, quantitative 

to understand how they arrived at that conclusion. 

With respect to the draft EIR/EIS -- 
CHMN. WQODALL: Excuse me. Mr. Palmer, the 

first study that you referred to, the 1987 study, was 

that done by Dames & Moore? 

THE WITNESS: No. It was not done by Dames & 

Moore. It was done by a group called Westco. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Thank you. 

Q. (BY MR. ACKEN) Mr. Palmer, are you familiar 
. .  . - - _ _ ~  . ____ . _.. -. 

with the methodology that was used in that 1987 study? 
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A. What I know is that they in the document said 

that they used the BLM system. 

Q. Okay. 

A. With regards to the more recently compiled 

EIR/EIS, I think there's two things. As we went through 

it -- and it's a voluminous document, but two things 

struck us that kind of separated out our approach versus 

lands. 

other, 

crossec 

visual 

theirs. 

Number one, they used the 3LM system on BLM 

Then when they got to the Kofa, as they did on 

let's say, privately owned lands that would be 

, they used what is called the visual sensitivit 
change system. NOW, by and large, those elements 

are somewhat the same, but no doubt there's a difference 

in the approach that was utilized there. 

Our decision to use the BLM conceptually -- 

well, to use the 3LM in areas that represented natural 

settings, again, was to maintain consistency regardless 

of whether we were on the BLM or whether we were on the 

Kofa. Because in some ways, to us, boundary lines are 

not necessarily indicative of different conditions in 

terms of landscape. That was number one. 

The second thing that we gleaned from 

24 evaluating their document was that through the use of 
25 the VSVC system, the study area for visual analysis was 
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defined by numerous viewpoints from which the proposed 

project would be seen. 

Through all of the documentation that we saw, 

the characterization of significant impacts across the 

entirety of the Kofa was based on an evaluation of this 

specific visual simulation for which we just went 

through and explained our rationale for impact versus 

theirs. In that assessment, they use certain other 

criteria, things like view blockage as one of the 

indicators in terms of impact level. And so the 

criteria that they used were different than ours. 

And so the other thing that I think of note was 

that in looking at that evaluation, you can come to a 

conclusion on potential significance; however, at the 

end of the day, like with a lot of visual studies, the 

determination of significance is based on the 

evaluator's perception. 

CHMN. WOODALL: Mr. Palmer, the study that was 

done, the analysis that was done in the draft E I R / E I S  by 

Aspen and BLM, you said they used the BLM study 

methodology through the BLM lands, and then they used 
this second methodology on private lands -- 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

- - CHMN. - _. WOODALL: -_ -- through - the -. .- - Kofa? - _ _  

THE WITNESS: And through the Kofa. 
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CHMN. WOODALL: This second methodology, is it 

something that is set forth in regulation or statute in 

California, or does the California Council of 

Environmental Quality require the use of this analysis? 

Do you know? 

THE WITNESS: N o .  Not to my knowledge. In 

fact, I would say that in our visual study work we have 

never come across this type of an approach before. 

CHMN. WOODALL: So we really don't know why 

they used this particular methodology? 

T H E  W I T N E S S :  Well, one can always make 

conjectures. 

that the state of California has, they talk about things 

like view impairment and sensitive light sources and 

things like that. 

I think that if you look at the criteria 

View blockage, in particular for us, was kind 

of an interesting concept because, trust me, we look at 

things that deal with view blockage, but we talk about 

that primarily from the viewer's perspective in terms of 

whether something is screened or not. 

I think transmission lines by their sheer 

nature, and especially lattice structures, are designed 

such to eliminate that, which I think is evidenced - - _ -  
~ 

24 

25 

through what we've seen-here-today in terms of how they 

look when they are especially backdropped by something. 
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So that the nomenclature that was used is 

different. It's not something that we've seen in any 

recognized system, but that nonetheless was what was 

utilized. 

Q .  (BY MR. ACKEN) As a follow-up to Chairman 

Woodall's question, who developed the methodology that 

was used in the draft E I R / E I S ?  

A. Who developed that? 

Q. Uh-huh. 

A. Aspen did, and I believe a gentleman by the 

name of Michael Clayton. 

Q. Okay. So this was Aspen's own methodology 

developed for use in this project? 

A. Near as we can tell. 

Q. Thank you. 

A. S o  having said that, if you can go to 

slide. I guess I would like to summarize. 

the 

And this may be overly simplistic, bu, I 

next 

hink 

from the standpoint of visual resources, and I think the 

standpoint from our perspective in having done a lot of 

these different projects, I guess I jump to the second 

bullet, which is that the location of the facilities 

combined with the project design and mitigation 

effectively reduce impacts to visual - resources __ - . on - -  the 

Kofa refuge. And I think a lot of that has to deal with 
- - __ - . _._ - __ 
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the fact that you're in a setting that has been highly 

modified by the presence of the existing transmission 

line as well as the pipeline. 

So we have sensitive viewers, yes, but we have 

a corridor that's been modified, and from the standpoint 

of development of a new transmission line is a place 

where placing a new transmission line, and a l l  things 

considered, is a good location. 

(1. Do you have any additional comments for the 

Committee concerning the visual impacts in the Kofa? 

A. I don't know. Maybe it gets back to what 

Mr. Smith was talking about. When we do visual studies 

and when we get involved in doing visual studies, if you 

were to take this back to kind of the feasibility side, 

Mr. Smith, where you're looking at alternatives to try 

and site a power line, the kinds of criteria that you 

would look for in terms of location of the facility 

would be things like -- first of all, you would say, 

well, do we have any existing transmission lines out in 

the landscape? And if you find those existing lines or 

corridors, you like that. 

If you find a 500 kV corridor, in this case 

it's something that you would look at really hard in 

24 terms of siting because you have that place. If you 
25  couple that with the fact that you have got wonderful 
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1 existing access and a setting that has been somewhat 

modified, you're going to look at that real hard. 

S o ,  you know, we're talking about impact 

4 assessment right now. But when you think about it 
5 

6 the landscape, these are the kind of places that you 

7 look to place them. 

philosophically and you look at putting corridors into 

MR. ACKEN: Thank you.  

Chairman Woodall, it's approximately 12:30 .  

10 Would you like us to continue or did you want to take a 

lunch break at this point? 

CHMN. WOODALL: I t h i n k  this would be a good 

time to take a lunch break. Let's do an hour. So we'll 

be back at 1:35. 

(A recess was taken from 12:35 p.m. to 

CHMN. WOODALL: We'll go back on the record at 

this time. 

Mr. Acken, had you concluded with your 

examination of Mr. Palmer? 

MR. ACKEN: With respect to the issues 

associated with Kofa, yes. 

What we would like to do now is have both 

2 4  .____._~ Mr. Siege1 - and Mr. Palmer available. _ _  I . have . - . - a couple . 

more follow-up questions, and then they would be 
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VIA OVERNIGHTMAIL 
AND FACSIMILE 

Friday, December 22,2006 

J. Paul Comes, Refuge Manager 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
356 w. 1‘‘SmXt 
Yuma,AZ 85364 

Dear Mr. Comes: 

I am the Assigned Commissioner on the fkvers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV 2) transmission 
project that is currently being consickmi for approval by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) (Application 05-04-015). The CPUC is the primary public utility 
transmission siting and permitting agency in California, and I am the Assigned 
Commissioncr on every mapr transmission siting case currently before the CPUC. I 
fully mticipatc that the Commission will vote to approve the DPV 2 project at our 
January 25,2007 business meeting. 

I am writing to express my deep concern regatding the November 2006 draft 
CompatibiIity demmination @raft CD) p n p a r a d  by thc Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
(Kofa) staff. Notwithstanding the fact that DPV 2 would parallel the path of an existing 
500 kV tranmiSSion line thraugh the Kofii @PV l), the Draft CD concludes that the 

therefme ‘‘eliminated from furthcr oonsidct.catio~.” CD at 13. These proposed 
dcttrminations concern and puzzle me fw several reasons. 

2 pject i s  incompatible with the purposes and mission of the Kofa and is 



Commissioner Dian M. Grueneich 

also reviewed the administrative draft of the Final EIR/EIS. The Final EISEIR reviewed 
a route for the DPV 2 project that goes through the Kofa and found that the mute through 
the Kofa was the environmentally p r c f d  mute when compared against threc other 
mutes desigmd to avoid the Kofa All of the alternatives reviewed in the Final EIR/EIS 
would have more impact on the wildlife than the pmpsed alignment of DPV 2 through 
the Kofa, which would run directly next to the existing DPV 1 transmission line.’ 

DPV 2 Is a Critical Addition To crrlifonria and R e g b d  Transmission 
Infrmtnrckuc. DPV 2 is the first of several transmission lines that the CPUC will be 
permitting in the next few years in order to address nearly two decades of 
underinvestment in California’s transmission inhtructcm. While California survived 
the July 2006 heat storms, the transmission system was strained, and we may not be so 
fortunate next time. New infrastructure is needed both to a d h s s  growing demand in 
new areas of dx: state, and to bolster the aging infrastructure we currently rely upon. In 
summary, California’s transmission situation is critical and DPV 2 will go a long way to 
address that situation. DPV 2 will strengthen electrical ties between California and 
Arizona, relieve congestion on existing lines, provide benefits to both California and 
MZOM electricity consumerss, and expand California’s and Arizona’s abilities to access 
other sources of energy. Pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), the 
Department of Energy released a study in August, 2006 that identified Southern 
California as one of only two “Critical Congestion Areas” in the United States (DOE 
Study). DPV 2 will address that concern. 

Kofa Only Recently Indicated That There Was A Robkm With Siting DPV 2 In 
The &me Corridor As DPV 1. It is my understanding that Southem California Edison 
Company (SCE) has been in contact with Kofa staff since 2003 regarding the proposed 
DPV 2 project and that Kofa staff never indicated any concern with siting DPV 2 parallel 
to the existing DPV 1 until the last half of this year. In order words, during the past 2 95 
yeam, Kofa staff never r a i d  any objections. Certainly, given the fect that Regional 
Director of U.S. E& & Wildlife granted a Certificate of Right-of-way Compatibility for 
DPV 2 in 1989, SCE had no rc~son to believe that a similar &termination would not be 
made in 2006. It is my understanding that SCB did not 1- until the last 2 months that 
Kofa staff might claim that a change in law cuuld arguably render DPV 2 incompatible 
with thc 
environmental review process, rwd within months of CPUC approval of the line, is 
distmssing. 

AltcmativeRapttea Am& K d 9 A r e N o t E n v i m y W e d  And WW 

of the Kofa. This evident change in position, at the end of thc 

p m j e c u ~ ~  many 
al review time. Forcing 

-. __ _____. - 

LM staff will f~corjnmtnts addnseing the numerous 
the conclusions of the Final EHUEIS, and so I will not beiabar those 

pint6 hen. 
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necded mcasurcs to reduct transmission congestion, such as DPV 2 , should not be 
delayed. 

In conclusion, California cannot wait any additional time to begin construction so that 
this line can be brought into sentice. As demonstrated by the DOE Study, this is a matter 
of Federal interest. I believe that you have the authority, based upon the lack of 
significant impacts associated with this environmentally preferred route, to find that DPV 
2, similar to DPV 1, is compatible with the pqose  of the Kofa - the conservation and 
management of wildlife. Consequently, I respectfully request that you exercise this 
authority and modify the Draft CD to find DPV 2 compatible with the purpose of the 
Kofa, and that you then timely issue a right of way permit in reliance on the existing 
EIWEIS. 

I thank you, in advance, for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

DianM. di !&.U nei h 

Commissioner 

cc: viius.w 
Dr. Benjamin Tuggle, Director of Southwest Region, US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Todd Jones, US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Jeannie Wagntr-Grovcn, Manager of Refuges, US Fish h Wildlife Service 
Lindsey Smythc, Kofa Biologist 
Kevin Kolevar, Dimtor of Ekctric Delivery and Energy Reliability, 
US. DcpartmGnt of Energy 

Brian pN;snck, Deputy Cabinet Secretary, Office of Govemor Schwmenegger 
Yakout Mansour, CEO, California Wpen&nt System Operator Corporation 
Ron Litzinger, Senior Vice President, Southern California Edison 
Les Star& Director of Federal Regulatory and hgislative Affairs, 

Adnrinist~ativc Law Judge CharlotteTerKeurst 
Billie Blanchad, CPUC CEQA Analyst 

SouthernCaliforniaEdison 

vfat-mrll: 
Service List for A.QS-04-015 
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Power lines poor 
partner for Kofa 
bighorn sheep 
Dec. 24,2006 12:OO AM 

Stark mountains rise abruptly out of the desert flats at the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge. The beautiful, forbidding landscape is a haven for one of Arizona's most 
striking animals, the desert bighorn sheep. 

The importance of maintaining this pristine desert area was obvious even in the 
early decades of Arizona's statehood, when population pressures had barely begun 
to squeeze wildlife. The refuge, near Quartzite and about 10 miles south of Interstate 
10, was officially established in 1939. 

Now a California utility wants to build a transmission line across 24 miles of Kofa. 
The proposal calls for 85 towers, each 150 feet tall. 

It's part of a project, labeled Devers-Palo Verde No. 2, to transport power from the 
Harquahala generating plant, near Palo Verde in Arizona, to the California market. 

Southern California Edison already has one 500-kilovolt line through the refuge, 
constructed a quarter-century ago. This would follow the same right-of-way, and the 
company contends that it would add little to the existing impact. 

But Arizona is a far different place from the days when the original line was 
approved. The threats to our wildlife have grown, and we're more aware of the 
impacts of development. 

Those are among the reasons that a large part of Kofa, more than three-quarters of 
its 665,400 acres, was designated as wilderness in 1990. 

The US. Fish and Wildlife Service, which administers Kofa, has issued a draft 
decision on whether building another transmission line is compatible with the wildlife 
refuge. 

The conclusion: No. 

And there are strong reasons behind it. 

The original transmission line introduced an industrial use, permanent and 
irreversible, into what is supposed to be a natural landscape. The proposed project 
would basically double the impact, further degrading the character of the refuge. 

The cumulative effect on wildlife is undear, but the potential is womsome. Migratory 
birds, which use Kofa as a corridor, are vulnerable to hitting transmission lines, and 
one study indicates that as many as 20,Omyear c o m m r o m  tiie addition of a 

- -. - 

line. The construction of spur roads to access the towers could cause problems for 
reptiles like desert tortoises and Gila monsters. 

Kofa's bighorn sheep herd has been dedining for unknown reasons, dropping from 
815 in 2000 to an estimated 390 this year. Any additional disturbance or 
fragmentation of their habitat could compound the problem. 

EXHIBIT 
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Southern California Edison representatives say the company will take steps to offset 
the impact of the power line, including avoiding construction during the lambing 
season. 

They point out that an environmental impact statement for the project identified the 
Kofa route as the preferred alternative. Other possible routes in Arizona would 
destroy larger areas of desert habitat in areas administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

That leads to a more basic question: Should this line be built in Arizona at all? 

The state line-siting committee and the Arizona Corporation Commission will make 
that decision in 2007. 

Among the points they'll consider is whether the extra demand from California would 
drive up electricity prices for Arizona consumers, and whether our own population 
needs the generating capacity at Harquahala. 

The immediate issue, though, is Kofa. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is taking 
comments on its draft decision through Friday. 

The mission of America's system of refuges is to conserve wildlife and plant 
resources for the benefit of present and future generations. Transmission lines aren't 
part of the definition. 

To read the draft compatibility determination, go to 
www.fws.gov/southwest/refuges/arizona/kofa.htmI. Comments may be sent by 
m a i l  to Debbie-Pike@fws.gov or by fax to (928) 783-8611. 
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OPINION GRANTING A CERTIFICATE OF 
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

I. Summary 

This decision grants a certificate of public convenience and necessity 

(CPCN) to Southern California Edison Company (SCE) to construct the 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) transmission line project. This project includes 

two major transmission lines. The first will be a second 500 kilovolt (kV) 

alternating current transmission line between southern Arizona near the Palo 

Verde nuclear generating plant, and SCE’s existing Devers substation located in 

North Palm Springs in Riverside County, California. This Devers-Harquakala 

transmission line will be approximately 230 miles long, depending on final 

routing choices. Approximately 102 miles of this line will be located in Arizona 

and the remainder in California. 

To allow the power to reach SCEs load centers, the Commission also 

authorizes SCE to construct the 41.6-mile Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission line, 

an alternative to the West of Devers portion of the DPV2 project proposed by 

SCE. Devers-Valley No. 2 will be a second 500 kV transmission line between the 

Devers substation and SCE’s Valley substation located in the unincorporated 

community of Romoland in Riverside County. 

The DPV2 project1 will increase the transfer capability between southern 

California and Arizona by 1,200 megawatts (MW), providing greater access to 

1 Because Devers-Valley No. 2 is an integral part of the system upgrades necessary to 
increase the transmission transfer capability between southern California and Arizona, 
we use the term ”DPV2” to refer to the combined Devers-Harquahala and 
Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission lines. 
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sources of low-cost energy in the Southwest. Parties have provided coiwincing 

evidence that DPV2 will provide economic and other benefits to California 

ratepayers. 

The Commission authorizes SCE to construct the Devers-Harquahala line 

from either the existing Harquahala Generating Company switchyard located 

approximately 49 miles west of Phoenix, Arizona, as proposed by SCE, or a new 

Harquahala Junction switchyard that would be constructed about five miles east 

of the Harquahala switchyard at the point where the existing Harquahala- 

Hassayampa transmission line and SCE’s existing Devers-Pdo Verde No. 1 

(DPV1) transmission lines diverge. Because terminating DPV2 at Harquahala 

Junction is less costly and is the environmentally preferred alternative, we 

instruct SCE to pursue good-faith efforts to reach a commercially reasonable 

agreement and seek the additional authorizations needed for construction of 

Harquahala Junction. If Harquahala Junction does not receive the needed 

approvals in Arizona or is otherwise not feasible, SCE may terminate DPV2 at 

the Harquahala switchyard. 

The route for DPV2 between the Harquahala area and the Devers 

substation will parallel the existing DPVl route, except that it may diverge from 

DPVl to eliminate or reduce impacts in the Alligator Rock Area of Critical 

Environmental Concern (ACEC)2 in Riverside County. The Alligator Rock - 
North of Desert Center alternate route segment would avoid the Alligator Rock 

ACEC and is environmentally preferable to the proposed route paralleling DPVl 

An ACEC is an area within the public lands managed by the United States 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (ELM) that BLM designates for 
protection of historic, cultural, scenic, fish and wildlife, or other identified resources. 

- 3 -  



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/sid 

through the ACEC. The proposed route segment through the ACEC and most of 

the North of Desert Center alternative are on federal land controlled by BLM. 

We authorize SCE to construct tlie North of Desert Center alternative if BLM 

authorizes this route. Otherwise, SCE may build DPV2 on a route segment 

through the Alligator Rock ACEC area that is acceptable to BLM, if the route 

segment received full consideration in the Final Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) or if it deviates from one of 

the reviewed se,gments solely within BLM land and BLM undertakes 

supplemental environmental review. 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission line will be constructed adjacent to 

SCE’s existing Devers-Valley No. 1 transmission line and primarily within 

existing SCE easements. SCE initially proposed upgrades to approximately 

48 miles of existing 230 kV transmission lilies, which SCE called tlie West of 

Devers portion of tlie proposed project. However, we conclude that tlie West of 

Devers upgrades are not feasible and that tlie Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative is a 

viable and acceptable alternative. 

The Commission also authorizes SCE to construct certain upgrades to 

other electrical transmission and telecommunications facilities related to tlie 

Devers-Harqualiala and Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission liiies. 

We adopt a maximum costs for DPV2 of $545,285,000 in 2005 dollars, 

which is decreased by $24,080,000 if the Devers-Harquahala line is terminated at 

~ 

3 Pub. Util. Code 5 lOOS.S(a) provides that “Whenever the commission issues to an 
electrical.. .corporation a certificate authorizing the new construction of any addition to 
or extension of the corporation’s plant estimated to cost greater than fifty million dollars 
($50,000,000), the commission shall specify in the certificate a maximum cost 
determined to be reasonable and prudent for the facility.” 

- 4 -  



A.05-04015 ALJ/ CFT/sid 

Harquahala Junction. The maximum authorized cost is increased by $8,282,000 if 

the Alligator Rock - North of Desert Center route segment is used. 

The Final EIR/EIS for the DPV2 project, prepared jointly by the 

Commission pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)4 and 

BLM pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), finds that the 

authorized project has several significant unmitigable environmental impacts. In 

order to reduce the environmental impacts to the extent feasible, we adopt the 

mitigation measures SCE proposes (called "Applicant Proposed Measured') and 

additional mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR/EIS with one 

modification. However, some impacts will remain significant even after the 

implementation of mitigation. The approved mitigation measures are contained 

in Attachment A to this decision. The Commission also adopts the mitigation 

monitoring plan proposed in the Final EIR/EIS. SCE must comply with the 

adopted mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring plan as a condition of 

accepting its CPCN. We mod@ the Final EIR/EIS in two other respects and 

certify that it has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

Upon balancing the substantial economic, operational, and other benefits 

of the DPV2 project against the unavoidable environmental risks, we find that 

the DPV2 project should be approved, with the modifications and conditions 

contained in this decision. In Section VII, we include a statement of overriding 

considerations for the authorized DPV2 project, as required by CEQA. 

Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq. 
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If. Background 

A. Procedural History 

SCE first submitted an application to construct a second transmission 

line between the Devers substation and the Palo Verde nuclear plant in 1985, and 

in Decision (D.) 88-12-030 the Commission granted a CPCN approving the DPV2 

project as then proposed, conditioned upon submission of transmission service 

contracts associated with the project and other requirements. In 1997, the 

Commission granted SCE’s request to abandon plans to construct the DPV2 

project. 

Beginning in 2003, the regional Southwest Transmission Expansion 

Planning (STEP) group evaluated a number of potential transmission upgrades. 

Through a consensus process, the group developed a general expansion plan that 

includes the DPV2 project. The Board of the California Independent System 

Operator (CAISO) approved the DPV2 project on February 24,2005. On 

September 7,2006, the CAISO Board approved the Harquahala Junction and 

Devers-Valley No. 2 modifications to the proposed project. 

On April 11,2005, SCE filed Application (A.) 05-04-015, its current 

application for a CPCN for the DPV2 project, accompanied by its Proponent’s 

Environmental Assessment (PEA). The Commission opened Investigation 

(I.) 05-06-041 on June 30,2005, to consider appropriate principles and 

methodologies for assessment of the economic benefits of proposed transmission 

projects, including DPV2, that are submitted for Commission approval. A joint 

prehearing conference was held in A.05-04015 and 1.05-06-042 on July 20,2005. 

The assigned Commissioner issued a joint scoping memo for A.05-04-015 and 

1.05-06-041 on August 26,2005. The scoping memo categorized this proceeding 

as ratesetting and stated that hearings were necessary. The scoping memo also 
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provided that evidence regarding DPV2 would be received in two phases. 

Phase 1 in A.05-04-015 and 1.05-06-041 received evidence regarding the economic 

methodology used to assess cost-effectiveness and DPV2-specific need issues. 

Phase 2, in A.05-04-015 only, addressed environmental, routing, updated cost 

estimates, and other issues related to DPV2. 

As provided in a September 27,2005 ruling by the Administrative Law 

Judge (ALJ), parties filed comments and reply comments on Phase 1 issues. An 

ALJ ruling dated October 28,2005 provided further guidance regarding the 

scope of Phase 1 testimony and evidentiary hearings. 

Three days of evidentiary hearings were held in Phase 1 on 

January 10-12,2006, The following parties filed opening briefs in Phase 1: the 

CAISO, SCE, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company (SDG&E), Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), The Utility 

Reform Network (TURN), Bay Area Municipal Transmission Group (BAMx),~ 

and Global Energy Decisions, Inc. (Global Energy). All of these parties except 

BAMx also filed reply briefs. Following the receipt of late-filed exhibits and 

opening and reply briefs, Phase 1 was submitted on March 24,2006. 

Evidentiary hearings were held in Phase 2 on July 10,2006. SCE and 

DRA filed opening briefs in Phase 2. SCE filed a reply brief. Following the 

receipt of late-filed exhibits6 and opening and reply briefs, Phase 2 was 

5 BAMx is an uilincorporated association of publicly owned utilities located 111 the 
Greater Bay Area. Members include the City of Santa Clara, Alameda Power and 
Telecom, and City of Palo Alto Utilities. 

6 Consistent with an October 31,2006 e-mail ruling by the ALJ, SCE’s motion to submit 
late-filed Exhibit 43 is granted. 
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submitted on November 13,2006. In opening briefs, no party requested final oral 

argument before the Commission, as allowed by the scoping memo. 

A joint State-federal environmental analysis of the proposed DPV2 

project has been undertaken pursuant io CEQA and NEPA. The Commission, as 

the State lead agency under CEQA, and BLM, as the federal lead agency under 

NEPA, retained outside consultants to conduct the environmental review. The 

Commission’s Energy Division oversaw the consultants’ work on behalf of the 

Commission. 

In November 2005 and January 2006, the CornMission’s Energy 

Division and BLM staff held eight scoping meetings in California and Arizona to 

collect public input for the scope and content of the joint EIR/EIS and for 

alternatives and mitigation measures to consider. In addition, six consultation 

meetings were held with agencies and local jurisdictions to discuss the proposed 

project. A Scoping Report for the CEQA process was issued in December 2005 

and an addendum to the Scoping Report was issued in February and March 

2006. The draft EIR/EIS was issued on May 4,2006. The Commission’s Energy 

Division and BLM staff held six public workshops on the draft EIR/EIS and the 

ALJ held three public participation hearings in June and July, 2006. The Final 

EIR/EIS was published on October 25,2006.7 

On November 9,2006, the Commission issued D.06-11-018 in 

1.05-06-041. 111 that decision, we adopted general principles and minimum 

requirements for economic evaluations of proposed transmission projects that 

7 As provided in an October 31,2006 ALJ ruling, the three voluines of the draft EIR/EIS 
have been entered into the record in A.05-04-015 as Exhbits 35,36, and 37. The three 
volumes of the Final EIR/EIS are Exhibits 40,41, and 42. 
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may be submitted in CPCN proceedings. While we considered the 

methodologies parties used in their economic evaluations of DPV2 in 

D.06-12-018, we did not address the economic value of DPVZ. In today’s 

decision, we consider all of the relevant factors that affect the cost-effectiveness 

of DPV2. We assess the parties‘ economic evaluatioiis of DPV2 on their merits, 

recognizing that our guidaiice adopted in D.06-11-018 was not available when 

the evaluations were prepared. 

The DPV2 project would traverse State and federal land in California 

and Arizona. The Arizona Corporation Commission must issue a Certificate of 

Environmental Compatibility before SCE can coiistruct the project. In addition, 

BLM must determine whether to grant a Right of Way Grant on BLM- 

administered land in California and Arizona. SCE will also be required to obtain 

pennits from several other State, federal, and local jurisdictions, including a 

Compatibility Determination from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) regarding proposed construction through the Kofa National Wildlife 

Refuge (Kofa). 

6. Scope of Proceeding 

Jn its application, SCE asserts four justifications for the DPV2 project, 

which can be summarized as follows: 

1. That DPV2 would be cost-effective for California 
electricity customers because it would allow for greater 
access to low-cost, surplus generation in Arizona. 

2. That DPV2 would enhance competition among the 
generating companies that supply energy to California 
and would facilitate SCE’s resource procurement 
approach approved in D.04-12-048. 
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3. That the additional transmission infrastructure provided 
by DPV2 would support and induce the development of 
future energy suppliers selling energy into the California 
energy market and that DPV2 would increase liquidity in 
the market and, thus, help mitigate market power. 

4. That DPV2 would provide resource reliability benefits, 
flexibility in operating California’s transmission grid, and 
additional import capacity that may be needed during 
unanticipated conditions. 

111 the scoping memo, the assigned Commissioner found that the scope 

of A.05-04-015 includes the following as to the proposed project using SCE’s 

preferred route and configuration, alternative routes and configurations, the No 

Project alternative considered pursuant to CEQA requirements, and non-wires 

alternatives : 

Need for the project (Pub. Util. Code 5 10018) including, 
but not limited to, the four justifications submitted in 
SCE’s application. 

Consideration of the following factors contained in 
5 1002: 

1) Community values; 
2) Recreational and park areas; 
3) Historical and aesthetic values; and 
4) Influeiice on the environment. 

Consideration, pursuant to General Order (GO) 131-D, 
of whether the project promotes the safety, health, 
comfort, and convenience of the public. 

* All cites to code sections refer to the Public Utilities Code unless specified otherwise. 
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Consideration, pursuant to GO 131-D, of measures to 
reduce the potential exposure to electric and magnetic 
fields (EMF) generated by the proposed facilities. 

Consideration, pursuant to CEQA, of significant effects 
of the project on the environment; alternatives to the 
project; the manner in which significant environmental 
effects can be mitigated or avoided; and whether 
economic, social, or other conditions make it infeasible to 
mitigate significant effects on the environment. 

How SCE would comply with § 625. 

Impacts on the transmission grid and other transmission 
users. 

Cost-effectiveness and cost allocation. 

Project costs. 

Specification of a “maximum cost determined to be 
reasonable and prudent” pursuant to $, 1005.5(a). 

I l l .  Project Benefits 

In this section, we address the economic and other benefits that parties 

attribute to DPV2, and compare those benefits to project costs. We conclude that 

DPV2 will provide sigpificant economic benefits for CAISO ratepayers, and that 

it would also provide operational and other benefits. We find that potential 

alternatives to DPV2 are insufficient and are unable to provide the economic and 

other benefits of DPV2. 

A. Economic Evaluation of DPV2 

S a ,  the CAISO, and DRA submitted economic evaluations of the 

proposed DPV2 project. Other parties made recommendations regarding the 
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cost-effectiveness of DPV2 based on review of the submitted economic 

evaluations or commented on specific aspects of the methodologies employed in 

the economic evaluations. 

I. Benefit Perspectives 

SCE, the CAISO, and DRA evaluated he benefits of the proposed 

DPV2 transmission project by comparing estimates of total costs that would be 

incurred without the proposed project and total costs if the proposed project is 

built. 

As described in D.06-11-018, the benefit perspective of CAISO-area 

ratepayers is of primary importance in the Commission’s evaluation of a 

proposed transmission project, since it reflects the effects on customers of the 

utilities within our jurisdiction.9 All three parties reported the net impact of the 

DPV2 project 011 CAISO ratepayers. The CAISO also presented benefit results for 

the entire Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) region (the WECC 

or Societal perspective). SCE provided limited information regarding potential 

economic impacts in Arizona and the WECC region. 

As noted in D.06-11-018, there are thee  general categories of costs or 

benefits arising from operation of a transmission project: (1) the change in total 

production costs, or energy benefits, (2) changes in other quantifiable economic 

benefits and costs not derived from production cost analyses, and (3) foreseeable 

project consequences whose expected economic effects cannot be monetized. We 

address these three types of costs and benefits with respect to DPV2 in Sections 

9 As noted in D.06-11-018, while CAISO ratepayers include some non-jurisdictional 
entities, considera tion of all CAISO ratepayers is an analytical coiwenience with ininor 
effects on the economic evaluation. 
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IILA.3, III.A.4, and III.B, respectively. We evaluate construction and operational 

costs of DPV2 in Section III.A.5. 

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 (transmission surplus). Since the Societal WECC-wide 

perspective represents a largely closed system with few imports or exports, the 

Societal benefit computed as the DPV2-caused net WECC-wide change in 

consumer surplus, producer surplus, and congestion revenues closely 

approximates the overall change in energy production costs due to operation of 

DPV2. 

Energy benefits from the CAISO Ratepayer perspective are the net 

result of the increase in consumer surplus and changes in the utility-retained 

0 meneration producer surplus and the Participating Transmission Owner (PTO) 

congestion revenues in the CAISO area. The producer surplus and congestion 

revenues received by CAISO-area utilities ultimately benefit CAISO-area 

consumers, because the utilities' generation and congestion revenues reduce 

revenues that would otherwise be sought from consumers to cover costs. 

In D.06-11-018, the Commission declined to adopt a threshold 

benefit-cost ratio or payback period that a transmission project proposed for its 

economic benefits would be required to achieve in order to be granted a CPCN. 

As we explained in that decision, transmission projects such as DPV2 may have 

other benefits and costs in addition to those that can be quantified in a benefit- 

cost ratio. In Sections 1II.D and VII, we consider and weigh all relevant factors, 

including environmental impacts, in reaching a decision on SCE's CPCN request. 
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2. Overview of Parties’ Economic Evaluations of 
DPV2 

a) SCE 
The results of SCEs economic evaluation of DPV2, as contained 

in its PEA and Exhibit 6, are summarized in Table 1. To allow comparison of 

DPV2 costs and benefits, SCE calculated the 2005 present value of DPV2 revenue 

assumed 10.5% marginal cost of capital. SCE projects that DPV2 will provide 

benefits to CAISO ratepayers of almost $460 million in excess of its costs, with a 

resulting benefit-cost ratio of 1.71. 

Table 1 

SCE‘s Economic Evaluation of DPV2 
Proponent’s Enviroiimental Assessment 

(CAISO Ratepayer Perspective) 
/\Tot Pmcnnt T731110 c3(1nE; \ /f i l l inn) 

Energy benefits $1,063.3 
lncreased transmission 
revenues $ 28.4 

Reduction in franchise 
fees and uncollectibles $ 13.0 

Total benefits $ 1,104.7 

DPV2 costs $ 645.6 

Benefit-cost ratio 1.71 

Ln addition to energy benefits, SCE reports that CAISO-area 

transmission owner revenues will increase due to the DPV2-caused increase in 

revenue requirements, which would increase rates for C A E 0  wheeling service 
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and Existing Transmission Contracts, and thus would decrease the revenues 

required from CAISO ratepayers. SCE also includes the effect of DPV2-caused 

reductions in energy costs on revenues needed for franchise fees and 

uncollectibles. 

An earlier economic evaluation of DPV2 that SCE submitted to 

the CAE0 on March 17,2005 contained more detail than the economic 

evaluation submitted in the PEA. As summarized in Table 2/ the March 17,2005 

study provided disaggregated CAISO Ratepayer benefits, which indicate the 

extent to which SCE forecasts that utility-retained generation and PTO 

congestion revenues would decrease as a result of DPV2’s operation. 

Table 2 

SCE’s Evaluation of DPV2 Energy Benefits 
March 17,2005 Report to CAISO 

(CAISO Ratepayer Perspective) 
(Net Present Value, $2005 Million) 

Consumer surplus $1,850 

URG producer surplus ($ 685) 
PTO congestion revenue I$ 96) 

Net energy benefits $ 1,069 

In its March 17,2005 economic evaluation, SCE modeled DPV2 

operation for the years 2009 through 2014, and reported energy results for those 

years from the WECC-wide or Societal perspective and the perspective of 

Arizona customers, in addition to the CAISO Ratepayer perspective. With the 

assumptions underlying SCE’s evaluation, the results in Table 3 indicate that 
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Arizona customers would not benefit from DPV2 during the modeled years. 

SCE did not report lifecycle benefit-cost ratios from these additional 

perspectives. We address these impacts further in Section 1IT.D. 

Table 3 

SCEs Evaluation of DPV2 Yearly Energy Benefits 

March 17,2005 Report to CATS0 

($2004 Million) 

WECC CAISO 
(Societal) Ratepayers Arizona 

2009 (6 months) $11 $45 ($ 7> 
2010 21 87 ( 11) 
2011 21 92 ( 11) 
2012 21 89 ( 12) 
2013 26 118 ( 16) 
2014 25 111 ( 17) 

SCE forecasted DPVYs impact on energy costs using the Global 

Energy (formerly Henwood) production cost model using a "transportation" 

power flow simulation. In a transportation model, generator and load locations 

are aggregated into zones, and power is simulated to flow along contract paths 

between the zoiies, with each path potentially representing multiple 

transmission lines. Flows between zones are restricted by modeler-specified 
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limits and do not reflect the effects of loop flow. A transportation model 

calculates prices on a zone-wide basis. 

SCE used a stochastic approach to assess DPV2's energy benefits 

over a wide range of load forecasts, natural gas prices, and available 

hydroelectric generation. SCE assigned probability distributions to these key 

factors, based on documented historical variations, and simulated system 

operations under 100 different combinations of future conditions based on values 

chosen from the probability distributions using Monte Carlo (random sampling) 

techniques. SCE then calculated energy benefits as the probability-weighted 

expected value of benefits based on results of the 100 system simulations. 
~ 

SCE calculated electricity prices and resulting consumer and 

producer surpluses based on projected spot market prices equal to marginal 

costs in each modeled zone. SCE did not reflect that, in some market conditions, 

generators may be able to sell power at prices in excess of marginal costs, i.e., 

that they may successfully mark up their bids above marginal costs and receive 

higher revenues in an exercise of market power. 

b) C A E 0  

The results of the CAISOs economic evaluation of DPV2 are 

summarized in Table 4. The CAISO finds DPV2 to be cost-effective, with the 

CAISO Ratepayer beiiefit-cost ratio likely to be in the range between 

1.25 and 3.34. This range arises because of uncertainty regarding congestion 

revenues between the CAISO control area, with its planned market redesign 

based on locational mar,oinal prices (LMP), and Arizona. 
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Table 4 

CAISO Economic Evaluation of DPVZ 

(Levelized Annual $2008 'Million/ Y ear) 

CAlSO 
Societal Modified Ratepayer CAISO Ratepayer 

Perspective Societal (LMP Orgy) (LMP + Contract Path) 
Levelized Benefits: 
Energy $56 $ 84 $57 $198 
Operational 20 20 20 20 

System Loss 2 2 1 1 

Capacity 12 12 6 6 

Einissions 1 1 1 1 

Total Benefits $91 $ 119 $54 $225 
Levelized Costs $67 $ 67 $67 $ 67 
Benefi t-Cos t Ratio 1.35 1.77 1.25 3.34 

As indicated in Table 4, the CAISO presents economic results for 

two versions of the Societal perspective and two versions of the CAISO 

Ratepayer perspective. Unlike SCE and DRA, the CAISO forecasts the extent to 

which producers may exercise market power to bid up prices above system 

marginal costs. The two versions of the Societal perspective differ in their 

treatment of the effects of DPVZ in mitigating the abilitv of generators to exert 
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market power. Ln the CAISO’s basic Societal perspective, the reduction in 

market power-derived producer profits that the CAISO forecasts due to DPV2 is 

viewed as a negative benefit and offsets much of the projected consumer benefits 

from reduced energy costs. What the CAISO calls the Modified Societal 

perspective does not consider that portion of producer surplus arising from the 

exercise of market power to be a valid benefit and, thus, reflects the related 

increase in consumer surplus as a benefit. Because of the societal value in 

reducing producer monopoly profits, we determined in D.06-11-018 that, for 

evaluations that include strategic bidding above system marginal costs, the 

Modified Societal perspective, rather than the CAISOs Societal perspective, is 

the appropriate perspective to use in evaluating the societal benefits of a 

proposed transmission project. 

To evaluate potential energy benefits of DPV2, the CAISO used 

the PLEXOS Direct Current Optimal Power Flow network model. A network 

model simulates electrical flows on individual transmission lines based on 

electrical principles and line characteristics, and models loop flow. Such a model 

optimizes the dispatch of generators to provide least-cost supply and permits 

calculation of LMP, consistent with the C A E 0  market redesign planned for the 

end of 2007. 

The CAISO based its calculations for what it calls the CAISO 

Ratepayer (LMP Only) test on the modeling assumption that an LMP-based 

market structure would be applicable throughout the WECC. However, most of 

WECC employs contract-path scheduling, with no plans to implement an LMP- 

based market structure. The CAISO acknowledges that, as a result, its CAISO 

Ratepayer (LMP Only) calculation overestimates CAISO-area utilities’ loss of 
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congestion revenue due to DPV2 and thus underestimates CAISO ratepayer 

benefits. 

Because of the inaccuracy in its modeling of WECC-wide 

operations, the CAISO also reports an adjusted CAISO Ratepayer (LMP + 

Contract Path) benefit perspective. This adjusted calculation excludes much of 

the congestion revenues between southern California and the Southwest 

indicated by the CAISO’s LMP-based modeling. This exclusion results in 

substantially lower pre-DPV2 congestion revenues for CAISO utilities, and 

consequently a much lower negative benefit in the form of reduced congestion 

revenues when DPV2 is added. Recognizing some shortcomings to this 

adjustment as well, the CAISO believes that ”the true answer lies somewhere 

between the CAISO benefits computed with and without this adjustment.’’ 

The CAISO developed low, medium, and high forecasts for load 

growth, hydro conditions, gas prices, and the degree of market power exhibited 

in producers’ bids. To analyze the effects of uncertainty on the energy benefits of 

DPV2, the CAISO performed system simulations for 17 representative (out of 81 

possible) combinations of the identified variations in these market conditions. It 

assigned probabilities to each of the 17 scenarios and used the results to calculate 

probability-weighted benefit-cost ratios. The CAISO also analyzed energy 

benefits for eight contingency scenarios representing certain outages and other 

contingency events, for which it did not assign probabilities and whose results it 

did not include in the calculated benefit-cost ratios. 

In addition to energy benefits, the CAISO quantifies and includes 

in the reported benefit-cost ratios several non-energy benefits of the DPV2 

upgrade as indicated in Table 4, principally operational benefits and capacity 

value. The CAISO assumes that the annual benefits for each of these areas of 
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1 ratio of 1.31. 

non-energy savings would not change over time in real terms and would not 

depend on market conditions such as demand, gas prices, or hydro conditions. 

c )  DRA 

DRA’s economic evaluation of DPV2, prepared with the 

assistance of its consultants including Woodruff Expert Services (WES), is 

summarized in Table 5. DRA forecasts that, with two successive sets of 

adjustments to SCEs base case analysis, DPV2 will provide net energy benefits 

of $261 million in excess of DPVYs costs, with a CAISO Ratepayer benefit-cost 

Energy benefits 

DPV2 costs 

Benefi t-cost ratio 

Table 5 

DRA Economic Evaluation of DPV2 

(CAISO Ratepayer Perspective) 
(Net Present Value, $2005 Million) 

Deterministic WES Reference 
Reference Case Case 

$ 595 $907 

$646 $646 

0.92 1.31 
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DRA used the same system model and database used by SCE. 

DRA reviewed SCEs economic evaluation of DPV2, but did not address the 

C A E 0  evaluation in its testimony.10 DRA critiques several methods and 

assumptions used by SCE, describing some that underestimated and others that 

overestimated the value of DPVZ. To address some of these concerns, DRA 

prepared a two-step analysis. First, DRA prepared what it called a Deterministic 

Reference Case, which used SCEs base forecasts for loads, gas prices, and hydro 

conditions but changed certain modeling conventions. As the second step, DRA 

updated SCEs gas price forecast to the higher forecast current at the time of 

DRA’s assessment. DRA calls this deterministic simulation the WES Reference 

Case. 

DRA considered uncertainty by evaluating eight sensitivity and 

contingency cases involving extreme outage events or alternative assumptions 

regarding gas prices and supply conditions. To assess the impact of forecast risk 

on the estimated value of DPV2, DRA used what it called an Uncertainty Margin 

method to conclude that the level of forecast risk can be relatively high without 

jeopardizing the conclusion that DPV2 is likely to provide net benefits. 

DRA also undertook what it calls a tipping point analysis to 

identify which parameters, assumptions, or relationships drive the conclusions of 

its economic evaluation of DPV2. It identified four variables as tipping points: 

modeling conventions, the natural gas price differential between Arizona and 

California, the oil-line status of the Palo Verde nuclear units, and the wholesale 

~ 

10 On January 3,2006, SCE and DRA submitted a joint recommendation in which, 
among other things, they recornmended that the Conunission find that DPVZ is needed 
based on its cost-effectiveness, and SCE withdrew its Phase 1 rebuttal testimony. 
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cost of natural gas. DRA calculates that, in order for DPVZ to be cost-effective, 

the wholesale Topock (Arizona) gas price must exceed $5 per million British 

thermal units (mmBtu), the gas price differential between Arizona and California 

must exceed $0.50 per mmBtu, and Palo Verde must operate. Alternatively, DRA 

finds that DPV2 would be cost-effective if gas prices exceed $6.40 per mmBtu, 

even if there is no California-Arizona price differential. 

DRA cautions that the WES Reference Case, while providing 

DRA’s best estimate of DPV2’s value, is limited by several identified 

uncertainties that could be better quantified, but only with significant additional 

effort. DRA is also concerned that some important uncertainties regarding 

modeling methods and assumptions may not have been identified, and cautions 

further that paradigm shifts in the energy market could render the DPV2 project 

uneconomic. 

d) Other Parties 

TURN presented testimony in Phase 1 that primarily addressed 

economic methodology issues that we have resolved in D.06-12-018. In its 

opening brief in Phase 1, TURN states that it agrees with SCE, the CAISO, and 

DRA that the proposed DPV2 project is likely to be a cost-effective investment 

for CAISO ratepayers. TURN finds comfort in the fact that DPV2 economics 

underwent substantial review by different parties using different methods and 

all concluded that DPV2 would be beneficial. 

PG&E, SDG&E, Global Energy, and BAMx made 

recommendations in Phase 1 regarding the methodology to be used for economic 

evaluations of transmission projects. However, none of these parties took a 

position on the cost-effectiveness o€ DPV2. 
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3. DPV2 Energy Benefits 

In this section, we address several areas of concern regarding the 

parties' economic evaluations of DPV2. We also describe the CAISO's and 

DRA's examination of several unlikely but potentially significant contingency 

scenarios. 

a) System Modeling 

As we discussed in D.06-11-018, while the CAISOs view is that 

only network models provide an acceptable level of accuracy, both the network 

and transportation approaches as employed in evaluating DPV2 have strengths 

and weaknesses. 

A network model such as the CAISO used in its DPV2 evaluation 

may provide more accurate forecasts of physical flows and locational prices in an 

LMP market and may idenbfy the resulting congestion and its economic 

implications with more accuracy compared to a transportation model. However, 

because most of WECC outside of California uses contract path scheduling, the 

CAISO makes an "LMP + Contract Path" adjustment to its modeling results to 

approximate the market paradigm between the Southwest and southern 

California. While this adjustment has some similarities to SCE's and DRA's 

contract path approach, the CAISO still forecasts generator dispatch and power 

flows based on its network simulation. The "LMP + Contract Path" adjustment 

is, as the CAISO acknowledges, a simple approximation. 

The CAISO's "LMP +- Contract Path" measure of DPV2 energy 

benefits to CAISO ratepayers is over three times as large as that derived in the 

"LMP Only" calculation, as indicated in Table 4 above. As the CAISO suggests, 

the actual benefits may fall somewhere in this range. Thus, the potentially 

greater accuracy of the CAISOs detailed modeling of power flows appears to be 
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overshadowed in the benefit-cost assessment by the degree of imprecision in the 

CAISOs calculation and allocation of congestion costs between Arizona and 

southern California. 

In comparison to a network model, a simpler transportation 

model such as SCE and DRA used is computationally faster and allows a more 

complex analysis of uncertainty. A transportation model generally can permit 

more sophisticated modeling of generator operation Despite CAISO concerns, 

SCE and other parties assert that, with care, a transportation model may be 

calibrated and validated regarding the effects of power flow complexities such as 

loop flow on system dispatch, prices, and congestion costs. 

SCE describes that it established transfer limits on modeled 

interzonal transmission paths between Arizona and southern California to 

approximate how real world power flows on these paths would be limited. SCE 

used a Southern California Import Transmission nomogram, which quantifies 

the aggregate allowable electricity flows on the paths into southern California, 

depending on the amount of generating capacity operating in southern 

California and the status of the Palo Verde nuclear units. SCE described that, in 

addition to transportation modeling, it used separate power flow analyses to 

demonstrate the physical feasibility of DPV2 operation. 

It is not possible to determine, based on the record before us, the 

extent to which modeling differences affected the parties’ results. None of the 

parties benchmarked their modeling efforts to historical experience. Further, the 

CAISO and SCE/ DRA evaluations used different input databases and simulated 

different market scenarios. The CATS0 used a database developed by the Seams 

Steering Group - Western Interconnection (SS-WI) with modifications to reflect 

SCE’s system more accurately, whereas SCE and DRA used a database 

~ 
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developed by SCE based on its recent procurement plans. While the CAISO and 

DRA reported inputs and results for each of the scenarios they simulated, SCE 

presented only expected value results obtained from its probability-weighted 

aggregation of the 100 simulations it undertook. 

The most useful comparison available in the record that 

illuminates the effects of modeling differences is for the year 2013, which all 

parties modeled. SCE’s stochastic results, DRA’s Deterministic Reference Case, 

and the CAISO’s ”medium conditions and no bid markup” base case are roughly 

comparable, The resulting 2013 energy benefits from the CATSO Ratepayer 

perspective are summarized in Table 6. The fact that the energy benefits found 

by DRA fall almost exactly at the midpoint of the CAISOs ”LMP Only” and 

”LMP + Contract Path range of benefits supports the CAISO’s view that market 

results will lie somewhere between its two estimates. Because SCEs stochastic 

process captures the higher value of DPV2 under extreme market conditions, we 

would expect the energy benefits reported by SCE to be significantly larger than 

the energy benefits that DRA found using base case conditions. The results 

summarized in Table 6 are consistent with this expectation. 

Table 6 

DPV2 Energy Benefits in 2013 

(CAISO Ratepayer Perspective) 
($2013 Million) 

SCE stochastic results $146 
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C A E 0  base conditions: 

LMP Only $ 40 

LMP + Contract Path $137 
DRA Deterministic 
Reference Case $ 88 

As TURN suggested, this limited illumination of differences in 

the parties' production cost modeling efforts confirms that there is value in 

having both network and transportation models employed in evaluating DPVZ 

The fact that the relationships among the energy benefits found by the parties axe 

logical provides some assurance both that the CAISO's "LMP Only" and "LMP + 
Contract Path" estimates bracket actual energy benefits and that the more 

simplistic transmission modeling underlying the SCE and DRA analyses may be 

reasonably reliable. We have greater confidence in the results of the parties' 

evaluations because SCE, CAISO, and DRA modeling efforts produce consistent 

estimates of energy benefits. 

b) Natural Gas Price Forecasts 

Both the overall level of natural gas prices and the California- 

Arizona differential in delivered gas prices affect the Ievel of DPV2 energy 

benefits. Additionally, the relative efficiencies of power plants in California and 

elsewhere will influence the extent to which out-of-state gas generation may 

displace California generation. The gas price level matters because, if  gas-fired 

generators in Arizona have an efficiency (heat rate) advantage over those in 

California, the higher fuel efficiency will yield greater economic savings when 

fuel prices are high. Also, the greater the California-Arizona differential in 

delivered gas prices, the larger the energy savings will be. 

Natural gas price forecasts for 2013 utilized or reported in this 

proceeding are summarized in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

Natural Gas Price Forecasts 

($/mmBtu in 2013) 

Source Vintage 

CAISO DPV2 
evaluation Aug. 2004 

SCE DPV2 
evaluation (Global Oct. 2004 
Insight) 

SCE Global lnsight 
gas price update Oct. 2005 

DRA DPV2 
evaluation (WES Nov. 2005 
Reference Cilse) 

D I U  gas price 
update Jan. 2006 

Arizona 
VOP@Ck) 

$5.71 

$5.27 

$6.26 

$7.23 

$9.53 

California- 
Southern Arizona 
California Differential 

$6.08 $0.37 

$5.64 $0.39 

$6.72 $0.46 

$7.62 $0.39 

In the system simulations undertaken by the CAISO, variations 

in gas prices had a greater effect on DPV2 energy benefits than anv other market 

condition considered. The CAISO used a base-case natural gas price forecast 

published by the California Energy Commission (CEC), and developed "very 

low" and "very high' forecasts representing the lower 5% and upper 95% 

confidence levels. The effect of these gas price variations on DPV2 energy 

benefits is shown in Table 8, for base-case load forecasts and hydro conditions. 

As expected, the effect of gas prices on DPV2 benefits is not symmetrical, with 
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high gas prices having a greater effect on DPV2 benefits than would low gas 

prices. 

Table 8 

CAISO Evaluations of DPV2 Energy Benefits 
with Varying Levels of Natural Gas Prices 

(Base-case Load Forecasts and Hydro Conditions, No Market Power) 

($ Million Nominal) 

Socie tal 

2008 benefits: 
Low gas prices $ 6.76 
Base gas prices 42.83 
High gas prices 85.81 

2013 benefits: 
Low gas prices $20.68 
Base gas prices 55.50 
High gas prices 102.45 

CAE0 CAE0 Ratepayer 
Ratepayer (LMP + Contract 

(LMP Only) Path) 

($2.41) $ 17.07 
19.81 70.83 
48.79 141.49 

($ 2.89) $ 50.81 
40.05 137.07 

91.68 240.63 

SCE used natural gas price forecasts developed by Global Insight. 

Compared to the CEC forecasts used by the CAISO, the Global Insight forecasts 

contain slightly lower gas prices and a higher California-Arizona price 

difference. Because lower gas prices would tend to make DPV2 look less 

economic while a larger California-Arizona price difference would tend to make 

DPV2 look more economic, the extent to which gas price assumptions contribute 

to the differences in SCE and CAISO results is unclear. 

SCE developed a gas price probability distribution function 

based on historical gas price fluctuations to model uncertainty in future gas 
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prices. DRA takes issue with the variations in gas prices that SCE modeled, 

because SCE included the California energy crisis period in the historical gas 

price data used to estimate future volatility. DRA submits that the events during 

that period, including market manipulation, suggest that the period’s data are 

not representative of reasonable future market outcomes. DRA undertook a 

statistical analysis in which it excluded gas price data from the energy crisis 

period, and found almost 40% lower volatilities in Topock winter gas prices and 

about 50% higher correlations in winter prices among the gas pricing basins, 

compared to the relationships SCE assumed in its modeling. DRA did not 

quantify the impact on DPV2 economic results. 

In its WES Reference Case, DRA used a November 2005 forecast 

of gas prices at Topock for 2009 and 2010. As can be seen from Table 7, DRA’s 

gas price forecasts are higher than those used by the CAISO and SCE, and the 

Arizona-California price differential used by DRA is higher than that used by the 

CAISO and the same as the one used by SCE. Because of these differences, 

DRA’s gas price forecasts would tend to make DPV2 look more economic than 

would the forecasts used by the CAISO and SCE. 

SCE provided an October 2005 update to the Global Insight 

natural gas price forecast, which is included in Table 7. The natural gas prices in 

this update are higher than those used by the CAISO and SCE, but less than the 

prices used by DRA in their economic evaluations. The Arizona-California price 

differential in this forecast is $0.46 per mmBtu, higher than the differentials used 

in any of the economic evaluations. DRA provided a late-filed update to its 

assumed gas price for 2013, using January 16,2006 Topock futures prices for 2009 

and 2010. While no party updated its economic evaluation of DPV2 using these 

updated gas price forecasts, it is clear that these higher gas prices would increase 
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the value of DPV2 substantially as long as the Southwest has surplus generation 

with attractive fuel efficiencies. 

c)  Mitigation of Market Power 

All parties agree that the increased transfer capability added by 

DPV2 would reduce generators’ ability to wield market power through strategic 

bids above system marginal costs, with resulting ratepayer benefits. Parties 

disagree regarding the extent to which forecasts of these market power 

mitigation benefits should be relied upon in determining the likely economic 

benefits of DPV2. 

SCE and DRA did not model strategic bidding or estimate the 

ability of DPV2 to mitigate generators’ market power. These parties express 

skepticism about the ability to quantify market power mitigation benefits with 

any degree of reliability. Global Energy states that it would be desirable to 

analyze the benefits of reducing market power if cost-based studies without 

strategic bid markups show insufficient project benefits, but submits that the 

CAISO’s approach must be refined and undergo further testing before it can be 

accepted. 

The CAISO simulated generators’ exercise of market power via 

strategic bid markups, using an empirical approach in which it correlated 

historical market prices above marginal costs with two measures of market 

concentration. In Table 9, selected results illustrate DPV2 benefits that the 

CAISO forecasts due to mitigation of market power. To facilitate comparison, 

this table presents only CAISO scenarios that include base-case forecasts of load, 

gas prices, and hydro conditions, so that the differeiices reflect solely the 

CAISOs modeling of market power. A comparison of the No Market Pricing, 

i.e., marginal cost-based pricing, and Medium Market Pricing results indicates 
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annual societal and CAISO ratepayer benefits ranging between $15 million and 

$56 million due to the modeled reduction in producers’ market power. 

Table 9 

CAE0 Evaluations of DPV2 Annual Energy Benefits 
with Varying Levels of Market Pricing 

(Base-case Load, Gas Price, and Hydro Conditions) 
($ Million Nominal) 

Modified CAISO Ratepayer 
Societal t L W  M Y )  

2008 benefits: 
No market pricing $42.89 $19.81 
Medium inarket pricing 58.85 37.87 
High market pricing 71.12 54.82 

2013 benefits: 
No market pricing $55.54 $40.05 
Medium market pricing 77.43 54.88 
High market pricing 93.86 65.22 

CAISO Ratepayer 
(LMP + Contract Path) 

$ 70.83 
98.74 

124.50 

$137.07 
193.50 
237.23 

As we would expect, the CAISO reports that the highest DPV2 

benefits due to market power mitigation would occur if there are high loads, 

high gas prices, and dry hydro conditions. The CAISO forecasts that DPV2 

would provide large market power mitigation benefits under this combination of 

extreme conditions, with annual energy benefits generally ranging between 

$54 million and $321 million more with medium market pricing than if no 

market power is assumed. 
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We agree that a transmission project such as DPV2 can provide 

important benefits due to the resulting reductions in market concentration and 

generator market power. As we recognized in D.06-11-028, the CAISO has made 

substantial advances in its efforts to forecast strategic bidding and the ability of a 

transmission upgrade to reduce generators’ market power. However, we 

questioned the maimer in which the CAISO used historical data to predict future 

generator bidding behavior. Among our concerns, the anticipated CAISO LMP- 

based market, along with strengthened market power mitigation and 

monitoring, and resource adequacy and capacity requirements, will differ 

substantially from the historical circumstances that underlie the CAISO’s bidding 

algorithms. We also questioned the reasonableness of the CAISO’s use of 

statistically derived market-wide price-cost markups to approximate individual 

generators’ bid-cost markups. Another concern we expressed in D.06-11-018 is 

that the CAISO did not verify adequately the predictive ability of its market 

power model. 

Our concerns regarding reliance on the CAISO’s estimations of 

benefits due to DPV2’s mitigation of market power are compounded by the 

difficulties in modeling congestion revenues between the CAISO control area 

and Arizona. As can be seen in Table 9, the CAISO forecasts much higher market 

power mitigation benefits in the CAISO Ratepayer (LMP + Contract Path) 

calculation than in the CAISU Ratepayer (LMP Only) calculation. The 

compounding effects of the uncertainties regarding the CAISO’s estimates of 

both congestion revenues and market power mitigation increase our reluctance 

to rely on the estimates of market power mitigation benefits submitted by the 

CAISO for DPV2. Nevertheless, the C A E 0  results illustrate the value of DPV2 

in reducing producers’ ability to elevate prices due to market power. 
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d) Treatment of Generation Units Owned or 
Controlled by CAISO-Area Utilities 

As modeling simplifications, SCE and the CATS0 assume in their 

economic evaluations of DPV2 that all energy will be bought and sold at spot 

market prices, and that no new generation will be owned or controlled by CAISO 

utilities. DRA bases its economic evaluation of DPV2 on modifications to SCE‘s 

base case and, thus, also incorporates these assumptions. However, DRA is 

concerned that both of these simplifications tend to overestimate DPV2 benefits. 

The assumption that all energy is bought and sold at spot market 

prices credits DPV2 with price reductions for all energy sold, to the extent that 

DPV2 reduces spot market prices. DRA points out that, in reality, much of the 

utilities’ energy needs are met by cost-of-service generation and by power 

contracts whose costs to ratepayers may be either partially or entirely insensitive 

to spot market prices. 

We agree with SCE that calculating DPV2 benefits as if existing 

utility-owned generation is sold at spot market prices does not bias the 

calculated CAISO Ratepayer energy benefits. While the assumption of spot 

market prices for all utility-owned generation is incorrect, in the calculation of 

CAISO Ratepayer benefits tlie resulting (and also erroneous) increase in the 

utilities’ producer surplus is passed on to ratepayers. Thus, the erroneous 

increases in consumer and producer surpluses due to utility-owned generation 

offset each other, with no net effect on the calculated CAISO Ratepayer benefit. 

DRA is correct that, to the extent that CAISO-area load is served 

bv new utility-owned generation, or through existing or new spot price-hedging 

contracts with merchant generators or noli-CAISO area utilities, the assumption 

that DPV2 will decrease spot market prices for such power would overestimate 

energy benefits to CAISO ratepayers. This is because, unlike existing utility- 
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retained generation, the resulting erroneously assumed increase in producer 

surplus is not included in the calculation of CATS0 Ratepayer benefits and thus 

does not offset the erroneous increase in consumer surplus. The CAISOs 

inclusion of market power mitigation benefits for DPV2 amplifies these 

overestimations of DPV2 benefits in the CAISOs evaluation. 

We recognize the inherent difficulties and imprecision in 

forecasting the nature of future energy sources and the pricing terms by which 

energy will be sold to CAISO-area utilities. Without knowing the extent to 

which these modeling simplifications overestimate DPV2 benefits, we consider 

this uncertainty along with other factors in assessing the likely economic benefits 

of DPV2. 

e) Extrapolation of Energy Benefits After the 
Study Period 

In calculating the value of DPV2 energy benefits, SCE, the 

CAISO, and DRA extrapolated benefits for the last year simulated and then 

discounted the future benefits to produce either a present value (SCE and DRA) 

or a levelized annual value (the CAISO). SCE and DRA modeled WECC system 

operation and DPV2 energy benefits from June 1,2009, the anticipated in-service 

date, through December 2015, and then calculated energy benefits beyond 2015 

assuming that annual benefits remain constant in real inflation-adjusted dollars. 

Although DPV2 is projected to commence operations in mid- 

2009, the CAISO conducted its analysis of DPV2 for 2008 and 2013 because the 

SSG-WI database used in the CAISOs assessment had been developed for the 

years 2008 and 2013. The CAISO assumes a 1% real (adjusted for inflation) 

escalation rate for energy benefits after 2013, for the remainder of the assumed 

economic life. 
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We are not convinced that DPV2 energy benefits are likely to 

escalate at 1% in real terms each year after 2013, as assumed by the CAISO. The 

CAISO justifies this assumption based on expected above-inflation escalation of 

commodity prices and an anticipated replacement of coal by gas as the marginal 

electricity source that determines market prices. However, DRA and SCE 

forecast that, with operation of DPV2, the surplus energy from the Southwest 

that will displace higher-cost California generation will already be almost 

exclusively gas-fired, not coal-fired, during the studied 2009 - 2015 period. 

Additionally, continuation of DPV2 energy benefits beyond the study period is 

based in significant part on expectations that current locational differences in gas 

prices and gas-fired generator efficiencies are likely to continue, and that there 

will continue to be generation surplus in the Southwest and particularly in 

Arizona. On balance, we find that SCE’s and DRA’s view that annual DPV2 

energy benefits are likelj7 to remain constant in real terms is the more realistic 

assumption. 

As indicated in a sensitivity calculation performed by the CAISO, 

use of an assumption that annual DPV2 benefits will remain constant in real 

terms after 2013, rather than escalate faster than inflation, would decrease the 

levelized energy benefits and benefit-cost ratios that the CAISO calculated for 

DPV2 by about 9%. 

f) Contingency Analyses 

The CAISO and DRA evaluated the economic impacts of several 

potential market conditions whose likelihood of occurrence may be too low and 

uncertain to warrant inclusion in benefit-cost ratios. Although individually 

unlikely, these contingency events could have a significant effect on the cost- 

effectiveness of DPV2 if they do occur. Such contingency analyses are useful in 
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that they shed light on the extent to which DPV2 may provide insurance value 

for high-impact, low-probability events. They also examine downside risks that 

unexpected market developments may render DPV2 uneconomic. 

For DPV2, the CAISO analyzed eight contingency scenarios 

representing major transmission or generation outages or additions. In these 

contingency cases, the C A M  used base-case (medium) demand, gas price, 

hydro, and market @id markup) conditions. The impacts of these contingencies 

on calculated 2013 energy benefits are summarized in Table 10, 

Table 10 

CAISO Evaluation of DPV2 Energy Benefits in 2013 
Under Specified Contingency Conditions 

(Base-case Load, Gas Price, and Hydro Conditions) 
($2013 Million) 

CAISO CAISO Ratepayer 
Societal Modified Ratepayer (LMP + Contract 
Perspective Societal (LMP only) Path) 

Base-case conditions 

Add 1,200 MW of gas-fired 
combined cycle at Palo 
Verde 

Add 2,400 MW of gas-fired 
combined cycle at Palo 
Verde 

Mountainview plant out of 
service 

Mohave coal plant in 
service 

San Onofre nuclear plant 
out of sewice 

$ 58.83 $ 77.43 $ 54.88 $ 193.50 

85.01 114.52 127.58 291.87 

91.39 

58.85 

73.68 

85.82 

122.45 184.03 338.52 

92.95 77.95 267.30 

96.21 104.22 242.96 

134.10 145.74 380.68 
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Pacific DC intertie out of 
service 63.80 84.73 51.92 214.81 

10% lower transfer 
capability for Paths 49 61.53 $0.65 99.59 123.99 
and 66 

I 
Retirement of 3 units in SCE 
control area 56.51 74.11 43.75 191.39 

Because the two versions of CAISO Ratepayer benefits reported 

by the CAISO only bracket expected benefits with some inaccuracy, the reported 

Societal and Modified Societal benefits are more instructive in our consideration 

of the CAISOs contingency scenarios. The Societal benefit provides an 

indication of WECC-wide energy savings with no market power mitigation 

attributed to DPV2, whereas the difference between the CAISO’s Societal and 

Modified Societal results indicates market power reduction benefits that the 

CAISO attributes to DPV2. 

The first two of CAISOs contingency scenarios consider the 

construction of new combined cycle plants in Arizona whose power could be 

transported over DPV2. It is expected that new gas-fired plants could be 

constructed with sigpificaiit cost savings in Arizona. With assumed California- 

Arizona gas cost differences, these contingency scenarios indicate that access to 

this relatively inexpensive generation would provide significant energy benefits, 

with the first 1,200 MW plant increasing DPV2’s Societal benefits by about 45%. 

It is informative, however, that DPV2 would provide only marginal additional 

energy benefits if 2,400 MW rather than 1,200 MW of new gas capacity is 

constructed in Arizona. 

in three contingency scenarios, the CAISO considers generation 

reductions in SCEs service area, with the identified plants being out of service 
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for the entire year. The additional benefits of DPV2 if the Mountainview plant is 

out of service appear to lie in its ability to thwart generators’ exertion of 

additional market power, since the Societal benefits that exclude market power 

remain almost unchanged from the CAISO’s base-case results. DPV2 would be 

more valuable during a complete outage of the San Onofre units. 

In two scenarios, the CAE0 considers transmission limitations. 

The value of DPV2 as insurance against an outage of the Pacific DC intertie or a 

reduction in the transfer capability of Path 49 (east of the Colorado River) and 

Path 66 (the California-Oregon intertie) appears limited. 

DRA evaluates eight sensitivity and contingency cases, based on 

the Deterministic Reference Case that is a modification of SCE’s base case. DRA 

reports the impacts of these contingencies on energy benefits for CAISO 

ratepayers for each year between 2009 and 2015. The average annual impacts of 

each of these contingencies are summarized in Table 11. 

Table 11 

DRA Evaluation of DPV2 Energy Benefits 
Under Specified Contingency Conditions 

(CAISO Ratepayer Perspective) 
(2009 - 2025 Average, $2004 Million) 

Deterministic Reference Case $56.4 

Palo Verde out of service 37.2 
No Arizona-California gas price 
differential 48.7 

Stirling solar installation 93.8 

Postponement of California 
retirements 58.0 
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Alternative Arizona expansion 57.1 

Sail Onofre out of service 90.8 

DRA's Palo Verde outage scenario assumes that all three Palo 

Verde nuclear units are out of service for the entire study period. DRA reports 

that this would reduce DPV2 energy benefits to CAISO ratepayers by about one- 

third, compared to the otherwise identical Deterministic Reference Case, as 

power flows out of California to the overall benefit of Arizona ratepayers. DRA's 

"no gas price differential" scenario assumes that there is no gas price differential 

between Arizona and southern California. This would reduce CAISO ratepayer 

benefits by about 14%. 

In the Stirling Solar scenario, DRA assumes that a 1,000 MW 

Stirling solar dish installation interconnects at the potential Midpoint substation 

near Blythe. DRA reports that this would increase DPV2 energy benefits by 

about 66%, largely because the solar installation would provide most of its 

output during daytime peak hours when the value of power will be high and 

surplus generation in Arizona is likely to be low. 

DRA's California Retirement Postponement case assumes that 

3,108 MW of California generation that is slated for retirement between 2006 and 

2015 is not retired during the study period but instead remains in service. DRA 

finds that this would produce a very slight increase in DPV2 energy benefits. 

In the Alternative Arizona Expansion case, DRA replaces 

800 Mw of generic coal plant addition that SCE assumes will be added in 

Arizona in 2013 and 2014 to maintain needed reserve margins. DRA replaces 

this capacity with 850 MW of gas-fired peaking and cycling capacity, to assess 

whether new peaking and intermediate capacity in Arizona would be more 

beneficial than addition of baseload generation. This produces a very slight 
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increase in projected DPV2 benefits. Finally, like the CAISO, DRA evaluates a 

scenario in which both Sail Onofre units would be out of service for the study 

period. DRA’s analysis indicates that DPV2 energy benefits to CAISO ratepayers 

would increase by 61 % with the San Onofre outage. 

The CAISO and DRA contingency analyses complement the 

evaluations of more likely market conditions, and enhance our ability to assess 

the value of DPV2. More exploration of conditions that could adversely affect 

DPV2’s cost effectiveness would have been helpful. However, the studied 

contingency events confirm that the energy benefits of DPV2 may be enhanced 

considerably if the availability of surplus energy in the Southwest is iiicreased or, 

to a lesser extent, if supply is removed from California. 

4. DPV2 Non-energy Benefits 

SCE and the CAI% attribute certain non-energy benefits to DPV2 

that they include in the reported benefit-cost ratios. SCE reports (see Table 1 in 

Section III.A.2.a) that inclusion of DPV2 in transmission revenue requirements 

will increase SCE’s transmission revenues from wheeling and Existing 

Transmission Contracts by $28.1 million on a net present value basis. SCE also 

reflects that the energy savings realized due to DPV2 will reduce ratepayer 

charges for franchise fees and uncollectibles, a forecasted net present value 

savings of $13.0 million. 

The CAISOs economic evaluation includes significant noli-energy 

benefits, which are shown in Table 4 in Section III.A.2. b. The largest lion-energy 

benefit reported by the CAISO arises due to system operational savings. The 

CAISO projects that DPV2 wiIl avoid the need to start and run at minimum load 

substantial amounts of high-cost generating capacity in southern California that 

would be needed otherwise to protect against outage contingencies for major 
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transmission lines or nuclear units. The CAISO explains that the resulting 

$20 million levelized annual benefit arises largely from avoidance of Minimum 

Load Compensation Payments to the uneconomic generators. 

The CAISO also reports capacity benefits totaling $6 million per year 

for CAISO ratepavers and $12 million per year from the Societal perspective. 

These benefits reflect the CAISO’s assessment of the value of the 1,200 MW of 

firm import capability added by DPV2. The CAISO assumes that capacity prices 

are capped at the cost of new peaking units. Based on its assessment that capital 

and fixed operating costs for a peaking unit are significantly less in Arizona than 

in California,l* the CAISO assumes that the cost benefit of constructing peaking 

capacity in Arizona would be split equally between the buyers and sellers of 

capacity. The CAISO decreases the maximum savings benefit by an additional 

one-third to provide “a more conservative estimate’’ of the capacity cost savings 

attributable to DPV2, and obtains a total $12 million annual benefit. 

The CAISO finds that operation of DPV2 will yield a net reduction 

in transmission losses, producing $1 million of levelized annual benefits to 

California ratepavers ($2 million on a Societal basis). The CAISO also reports a 

reduction in nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions costs, based on lower emissions by 

new combined cycle plants in Arizona compared to emissions of older plants in 

California. The CAISO calculates $1 million of levelized benefits, based on the 

11 For simple cycle combustion turbines, the CAISO estimates that capital and fixed 
operating costs would be about 30% higher in California than in Arizona. This 
conclusioi-t is based on assumptions that California has 43% higher labor costs, 67% 
higher land costs, and, accounting for most of the differential, air emission and water 
control technology costs that are more than triple the costs in Arizona. 
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emissions reductions and the assumption that the value of NOx credits will be 

higher in California than in Arizona. 

We have concerns regarding the capacity value that the C A E 0  

attributes to DPVZ. While there currently is excess summer peak capacity in the 

Southwest, forecasted growth in that region is such that most, if not all, of the 

excess capacity would be needed to meet summertime needs in the Southwest by 

the time DPV2 is operational. In its updated evaluation of DPV2, SCE forecasts 

that no existing Arizona capacity would be available to provide firm capacity to 

California when DPV2 comes online. The WECC forecasts a regional reserve 

margin for the Southwest of 21% in 2008, declining to 19% in 2013. Thus, it 

appears likely that DPV2 would be able to deliver 1,200 MW of firm summer 

peak capacity to California only if additional capacity is built in Arizona for that 

purpose. 

If additional capacity were to be built in Arizona to provide firm 

capacity to California, it is unclear whether peakers or combined cycle plants 

would be more economical. The DRA and SCE evaluations indicate that, while 

Arizona’s existing capacity may be needed to meet local s u m e r  peaks by the 

time DPV2 comes online, Arizona is projected to maintain significant excess gas- 

fired capacity in winter that can be used to provide economical energy to 

California. The Southwest is expected to continue to have surplus low-cost 

generation in winter because winter peaks there are low compared to summer 

peaks. Because of this, both SCE’s and DRA’s analyses indicate that the bulk of 

DPV2’s energy benefits would accrue in winter months, particularly in on-peak 

hours of winter months. Thus, a potential builder of new generation in Arizona 

would need to consider this competition for seasonal energy production in 

deciding whether to build new generation for export to California. 
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We recognize that difficulties in siting new generation in California, 

combined with cost differentials that may exist, may motivate generators to 

construct outside of California to meet California capacity needs. However, for 

the above reasons, we believe that it is speculative to assume that new power 

plants will be coiistructed in Arizona such that the full 1,200 MW transfer 

capability of DPV2 will be used to deliver firm summer peak capacity to 

southern California. 

In summary, the CAISO’s forecasts of the value of the non-energy 

benefits of DPV2 may be reasonable. However, we are not coiivinced that the 

full capacity benefit the CAISO attributes to DPV2 will be realized. 

5. OPV2 costs 

a) Costs of Proposed Route and Authorized 
Route AI te rna tives 

SCE provided cost estimates for its proposed route for the DPV2 

project and for several alternative routes considered during the proceeding. No 

other party contested or presented evidence regarding S a ’ s  cost estimates. As a 

result, we accept SCE’s cost estimates for the DPV2 route alternatives authorized 

in this decision. 

SCEs cost estimate for its proposed route for DPV2 is 

$577,663,000 in 2005 dollars, including pension and benefits, and administrative 

and general overheads. This cost estimate must be adjusted to reflect the 

authorized project route and route segments. 

We find in Section IV that the West of Devers 230 kV upgrades 

included in SCE’s proposed project are not feasible, and we authorize SCE to 

construct the Devers-Vallev No. 2 500 kV line instead. Use of Devers-Valley 

No. 2 instead of the 230 kV upgrades reduces SCE’s DPV2 cost estimate to 
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$545,285,000. We authorize SCE to terminate the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV line 

at either the Harquahala power plant, as reflected in SCE's proposed project, or 

at a new Harquahala Junction that would shorten the route by five miles. SCE 

estimates that construction of Harquahala Junction would reduce costs by 

$24,080,000. In the vicinity of the Alligator Rock ACEC, we authorize SCE to 

construct DPV2 either adjacent to DPV1, as in SCE's proposed route, or using the 

Alligator Rock- North of Desert Center alternative. SCE estimates that the 

Alligator Rock- North of Desert Center route segment would add $8,952,000 to 

the cost of DPV2, including Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 

(AFUDC). While not provided by SCE, we estimate based on the amount of 

AFUDC in other SCE cost estimates that a comparable cost estimate for the 

Alligator Rock- North of Desert Center se,ment excluding AFUDC would be 

approximately $8,284,000. 

b) Specification of Maximum Reasonable Cost 

While the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

ultimately will decide how much of the costs for this project SCE may recoup in 

transmission rates, we have jurisdiction pursuant to § 1005.5(a) and the 

responsibility to specify in the CPCN a "maximum cost determined to be 

reasonable and prudent" for the DPV2 project. 

We adopt a maximum cost for DPV2 pursuant to 5 1005.5(a) of 

$545,285,000 in 2005 dollars, including pension and benefits, and administrative 

and general overheads. This maximum authorized cost is decreased by 

$24,080,000 if the Devers-Harquahala line is terminated at Warquahala Junction. 

The maximum authorized cost is increased by $8,284,000 if the Alligator Rock - 

North of Desert Center route segment is used. These costs are in 2005 dollars. 

As SCE requests, in assessing compliance with these cost caps, SCE may deflate 
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actual expenditures to their equivalent value in 2005 dollars using the Handy- 

Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs. 

SCEs cost estimates are based on preliminary design work. SCE 

requests that the Commission authorize it to seek additional cost recovery based 

on changes in cost estimates due to the adopted mitigation measures and 

mitigation monitoring program, final design criteria, and other factors. 

We believe that SCE included sufficient allowance for 

contingency costs - almost 15% -to accommodate final design changes, as well 

as the adopted EMF mitigation, eiiviroiunental mitigation, and mitigation 

monitoring program. The contingency budget may also be sufficient to 

accommodate possible routing changes in the Kofa and Alligator Rock areas, as 

discussed in Section W.A. If, upon completion of the final, detailed engineering 

design-based construction estimates for the authorized project, SCE concludes 

that the costs will be materially (i.e./ 1 % or more) lower than the maximum cost 

we adopt, SCE should submit its updated cost estimate with an explanation of 

why we should not revise the maximum cost downward to reflect the new 

estimate. If S a ' s  filial estimate exceeds the maximum cost we have adopted, 

SCE should seek an increase in the approved maximum cost pursuant to 

9 1005.5(b), at which time we will assess whether the cost increases affect the 

cost-effectiveness and need for the DPV2 project. 

c) Effect of Route Alternatives on Cost- 
effectiveness of DPV2 

SCE, the CAISO, and DRA based their economic evaluations of 

DPV2 on the project route proposed by SCE in its application. At the ALJ's 

request, SCE submitted late-filed exhibits indicating how construction cost 

changes associated with route alternatives would affect the parties' economic 
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evaluations of DPV2.12 Because construction of the Devers-Valley No. 2 500 kV 

alternative would be less expensive than SCEs proposed 230 kV upgrades west 

of the Devers substation, this route alternative would increase the benefit-cost 

ratios for DPV2 by about 3.3%. Similarly, termination of DPV2 at Harquahala 

Junction in Arizona would be less expensive than the SCE-proposed termination 

at the Harquahala power plant, and would increase benefit-cost ratios by about 

5.0%. SCE did not provide benefit-cost results for the Alligator Rock-North of 

Desert Center route alternative, but we estimate that this more-expensive 

alternative would reduce benefit-cost ratios by about 1.5%. 

6. Discount Rates 

Consistent with our determination in D.06-11-018, it would be 

appropriate to use SCE’s most recently adopted weighted cost of capital as the 

discount rate in evaluating the benefits of DPV2. In D.05-12-043, the 

Commission adopted an 8.77% rate of return for SCE for 2006. In D.06-08-026, 

we granted SCE’s request to waive a test year 2007 cost of capital application, so 

that the authorized 8.77% rate of return is also applicable during 2007. 

SCE and DIU discounted future DPV2 benefits and costs to 2005 

using a 10.5% nominal discount rate, stated to be SCEs most recently established 

incremental cost of capital. The CAISO discounted future DPV2 benefits and 

costs at a real discount rate of 7.16%, stated to equal SCE‘s weighted cost of 

capital. Assuming the long-term annual inflation rate of 2.28% used in SCE’s 

assessment, this would equate to a nominal discount rate of 9.44 % . 

12 We address DPV2 project costs in Section III.A.5 and DPV2 route alternatives in 
Section IV of this decision. 
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Based on the yearly DPV2 energy benefit and cost results that SCE 

reported in Exhibit 6, use of an 8.77% discount rate rather than a 10.5% discount 

rate would increase the CAISO Ratepayer perspective benefit-cost ratio that SCE 

calculated from 1.71 to 1.88, an increase of about 10%. The record does not 

contain comparable yearly results for the DRA and CAISO evaluations of DPV2. 

However, witlt use of an 8.77% discount rate, we would expect a similar 

percentage difference in the benefit-cost ratios found by DRA. It appears that the 

impact of an 8.77% discount rate on the benefit-cost ratios found by the CAE0 

would be less than 5%, since tlte discount rate it used was closer to the currently 

authorized rate of return. 

7. Load Forecasts and Baseline Resource Plans 
As we noted in D.06-11-018, tlte applicant’s resource plan and 

assumptions about transmission and generation resources in other portions of 

the study area are important components of the economic evaluation of a 

proposed transmission project. 

In its economic evaluation of DPV2, SCE used the system database it 

maintains for the Commission’s long term procurement proceeding, but updated 

its forecasts for loads, natural gas prices, and available hydro generation. SCE 

included increased energv efficiency, demand response, and renewable resources 

sufficient to meet the State’s reitewables goals. SCE determined that generation 

should be retired based on published retirement dates, if a plant reaches a life of 

55 years, or if retirement is planned due to air quality restrictions. DRA used 

SCE’s resource plan and load forecast assumptions in its own economic 

evaluation of DPV2. 

The CAE0 modeled the transmission and generation system using 

the SSG-WI database, which the CAISO modified in consultation with SCE to 
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improve its representation of the SCE system. The CAISO describes that it added 

generation resources to the SSG-WI database to reflect renewable5 goals in each 

state, and added new gas-fired generation, primarily combined cycle plants, in 

each of the WECC areas as needed to maintain at least a 15% planning reserve 

margin. The CAISO also states that it added a few new thermal units that were 

economically attractive after renewable and capacity adequacy standards were 

met. 

No party takes issue with the load forecasts and resource plans used 

in the economic evaluations of DPV2. DRA calls attention to one difference 

between the baseline resource plans developed by SCE and the CAISO: the 

CAISO included series capacitor upgrades sponsored by the Salt River Project, 

referred to as the East of River (EOR) 9,000+ project. SCE’s (and therefore 

DRA’s) assessment did not include these upgrades. The effect of this exclusion is 

that the SCE and DRA assessments reflect a lower baseline transfer capability, 

potentially translating into higher energy benefits attributed to the 1,200 MW 

increase in transfer capability due to DPV2. However, DRA did not make a 

recommendation regarding whether SCE should have included the EOR 9,000+ 

upgrade in its baseline resource plan. In their economic evaluations of DPV2, no 
~ party assumed that construction of DPV2 would affect the resource plans in 

other respects. 

B. Nonquantified DPV2 Benefits 

Some potential economic benefits of DPV2 are difficult to quantdy. 

Each of the three economic evaluations of DPV2 discusses certain potential 

benefits in qualitative terms. Most of the potential benefits discussed 

qualitatively by one party were addressed quantitatively by another party in its 

evaluation of expected energy benefits (mitigation of market power), lion-energy 
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benefits (operational and capacity values, value of reduced emissions and 

transmission line losses), or contingency value (effects of new generation east of 

Devers, emergency generation or transmission outages, and gas price 

fluctuations). 

In addition, parties credit DPV2 qualitatively with potential benefits to 

the extent it allows earlier retiremeits of aging power plaiits, encourages fuel 

diversity, allows reserve sharing, and/or increases voltage support for Southern 

California. The parties’ discussion of these potential additional benefits of DPV2 

is useful in extending our attention beyond the limits of the quantitative analysis. 

We consider these factors in our consideration of DPVTs economic value, even 

though their potential benefits have not been measured. 

C. Alternatives to DPV2 and the No Project 
Alternative 

Our evaluation of whether SCE should be granted a CPCN to construct 

the DPV2 project would not be complete without consideration of alternative 

resources that could be added or other actions that could be taken in lieu of the 

proposed project. Additionally, in accordance with CEQA requirements, the 

Final EIR/EIS evaluates the No Project alternative. In essence, the No Project 

alternative examines impacts if the proposed project, or a variation thereof, is not 

approved and built. 

1. Alternatives to DPV2 

In D.04-12-048, the Commission directed SCE and the other iivestor- 

owned utilities to follow the loading order in the Energy Action Plan (EAP). The 
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updated EAP TI13 requires that the investor-owned utilities integrate all cost- 

effective energy efficiency into their resource plans. EAP II also requires 

inclusion of reasonable amounts of demand response and the procurement of 

renewable generation to the fullest extent possible. The Renewable Portfolio 

Standard ( R E )  program as originally established required 20% of electricity 

sales to come from renewable sources bj7 2017, but that 20% goal has been 

accelerated from 2017 to 2010. 

In D.04-12-048, the Commission found SCE's long term procurement 

plan to be reasonable, subject to revision to include energy efficiencv targets as 

adopted in D.04-09-060 and demand response programs proposed for 

implementation in Rulemaking 02-06-011. 111 its economic evaluation of DPV2, 

SCE includes the resources that are in its long term procurement plan, with 

increased energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable resources 

sufficient to meet the State's RPS goals. We agree with SCE and the CAISO that 

additional development of energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable 

b meneration beyond the targets already set is not a feasible or cost-effective 

alternative to DPV2, as discussed more fully below. 

In this proceeding, DRA and the CAISO assess possible 

development of combined cycle generation in southern California as an 

alternative to DPV2. The Final EIR/EIS suggests that new combined cycle plants 

could be built near the Devers, Etiwanda, and/or Valley substations. 

EAP 11, a policy statement issued jointly by the Commission and the CEC, established 
a set of priorities for the energy policy for the State. See 
http: i j~~t,7.cpuc.c+.g017 /~z::BL:rwx u,l REPORT/ m m . h  tm. 
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DRA compares tlie addition of five 250 MW gas-fired combined 

cycle generators in California to construction and use of DPV2 to tap surplus 

0 meneration from existing gas power plants in Arizona. DRA reports that 

ratepayers could finance construction of the California plants under 10-year 

power purchase agreements for approximately the same present value cost as the 

cost of building DPV2. DRA calculates that, with the new California gas 

generation, CAISO ratepayer benefits would be only 61 % of the ratepayer 

benefits produced by accessing surplus Arizona energy via DPV2. DRA 

concludes that tlie alternative of investing additional capital in new California 

generation appears to be less preferable than building DPV2. 

The CAISO compares the cost of building a new combined cycle 

plant in California with the cost of building a comparable new plant in Arizona 

to provide power to California using DPV2. Tlie CAISO estimates that 

construction and operating costs for a combined cycle plant built in Arizona 

would be about 10% less than costs for a California plant, It finds that baseload 

power from such a plant in Arizona, delivered to California via DPV2, would be 

about 4% more expensive than power from a new gas plant in California, due to 

allocation of a share of DPV2 costs. The CAISO cautions, however, that its 

California combined cycle cost estimate does not iiiclude transmission or gas 

interconnection costs, which it could be substantial. 

Tlie CAISO submits that California needs to add 5,000 MW or more 

in the next five years due to load growth and generation retirement. In its 

opinion, both additional generation in southern California and inter-regional 

transmission upgrades including DPV2 should be pursued. SCE concurs with 

the CAISO that both generation and transmissioii options are needed, and 

submits that non-transmission alternatives could not meet all of tlie project 
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objectives and/or could not be counted on to develop fast enough or in enough 

magnitude to avoid need for the DPV2 project. 

We agree with SCE and the CAISO that there is need to pursue a 

range of resources, including inter-regional transmission, in-state generation, and 

other alternatives. In D.06-07-029, the Commission found that, in order to 

maintain adequate capacity and reserves throughout the state, 3,700 MW of new 

generation must come on line beginning in 2009. The required new resources are 

in addition to the expected investment in energy efficiency and renewable 

generation, and are in addition to planned transmission upgrades. As the 

CAISO points out, new or refurbished generating units are likely to be needed in 

southern California for reliability and operational purposes, but siting 

opportunities may be limited. At the same time, an expanded transmission 

system would increase access to competitively priced energy, provide more 

flexibility in operating the grid, and increase grid reliability. We conclude that, 

even with the emphasis on energy efficiency, demand response, renewable 

resources, and distributed generation, investments in both transmission and 

conventional power plants also will be needed. 

As SCE and the CAISO describe, several potential transmission 

projects that could increase transmission transfer capability between California 

and the Southwest were evaluated. The STEP process screened alternative 

transmission upgrades and undertook technical and economic studies to develop 

a coiisensus expansion plan, which includes both DPV2 and upgrades to series 

capacitors for DPVl and the Southwest Power Link. Based on SCEs and the 

CAISOs showings, we find that the range of potential transmission alternatives 

has been considered carefully and that DPV2 is the preferred new transmission 

alternative to provide access to lower-cost energy in the Southwest. 
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2. The No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project alternative considered in the Final EIR/EIS, 

DPV2’s 1,200 MW of transfer capability would not be added, and the existing 

transmission grid and power generating facilities would continue to operate. To 

serve the expected continued growth in electricity consumption and peak 

demand within California, additional electricity would need to be generated 

within California or imported into California by existing transmission facilities. 

In the No Project alternative, there could be supply-side actions, including 

accelerated development of coiiveiitional, renewable, and distributed generation, 

or other major transmission projects. Additional energy conservation or load 

management could also be pursued. 

The Filial EIR/EIS states that the continued operation of existing gas- 

fired turbine generators and construction of new generation and transmission 

lines would have long-term environmental impacts including substantial air 

emissions and ongoing noise near the generators, and visual impacts depending 

on the locations of new transmission lines and generators. The Final EIR/EIS 

does not find that the No Project alternative would be environmentally 

preferable to the Environmentally Superior configuration of the DPV2 project. 

As we discuss above, because of both the magnitude of resource 

additions that are needed and the operational, system reliability, and other 

benefits that transmission upgrades such as DPV2 would provide, the No Project 

scenario is not a desirable alternative to the DPV2 project. 

D. Discussion 

The Commission must take into account a wide range of factors 

consistent with 35 1001,1002,1005.5, GO 131-D, and other statutory and 

regulatory requirements in evaluating whether to authorize DPV2. As we 
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explain in this section, there is adequate record support that SCE should be 

granted a CPCN for the DPV2 project. 

As we describe above, SCE, the CAISO, and DRA performed separate 

economic evaluations of the DPV2 project, using different methodologies, 

assumptions, and scenarios. All three parties reach similar coiiclusioiis that 

DPV2 would be cost-effective for CAISO ratepayers, with DPV2 likely to provide 

significant economic benefits in excess of its costs over a wide range of market 

conditions. SCE reports a likely benefit-cost ratio of 1.71 from the CAISO 

Ratepayer perspective (Table 1). The CAISO finds that the benefit-cost ratio from 

the CAISO Ratepayer perspective will be between 1.25 and 3.34, and that the 

benefit-cost ratio from a Societal perspective is either 1.35 or 1.77, depending on 

whether forecasted market power mitigation benefits are included (Table 4). 

DRA’s evaluation iii its WES Reference Case finds a CAISO Ratepaver benefit- 

cost ratio of 1.31 (Table 5). 

In addition to quantified economic benefits, the parties cite several 

other benefits as further support for their recommendations that the Commission 

authorize SCE to construct DPV2. In assessing need for the project, we must 

weigh the significant economic and other benefits that are expected to accrue 

against the undesirable environmental effects that DPV2 may cause. 

In concluding that DPV2 should be authorized, the parties focus on the 

economic benefits that would accrue because of the 1,200 MW increase in the 

transfer capability between California and Arizona. Access to Southwest 

generation is limited currently by congestion over the transmission interfaces 

between southern California and the Southwest. The increased access that DPVZ 

would provide to less expensive generation in Arizona and elsewhere in the 
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Southwest would allow higher-cost generation in California to be replaced and 

would reduce the cost of energy to CAISO ratepayers. 

In Section III.A.3.a, we describe differences among the parties’ 

production cost modeling of the energy benefits of DPV2. As we found in 

D.06-11-018, both the network model used by the CAISO and the transportation 

model used by SCE and DRA in th s  proceeding have strengths and weaknesses. 

While a network model such as used by the CAISO has the potential for greater 

accuracy in LMP-based markets, such a model has difficulties in modeling 

dispatch and congestion costs on inter-regional transmission projects like DPV2. 

This limitation reduces the precision of the CAISO’s estimates of DPV2 energy 

benefits. As reflected in Table 4 above, the CAISO was only able to bracket 

expected CAISO ratepayer benefits with a wide range of uncertainty. At the 

same time, concerns have been raised regarding SCE‘s validation of the more 

simplified transportation modeling used in SCEs and DRA’s evaluations of 

DPV2. In light of these concerns, we conclude that there is value in the use of 

both network and transportation models in evaluating DPV2. As TURN 

suggests, we have greater confidence in the results of the parties’ evaluations 

since SCE, the CAISO, and DRA modeling efforts produce comparable and 

consistent results. 

In Section III.A, we have identified several aspects of the economic 

evaluations that, individually, may tend to bias DPV2 benefit estimates either 

positively or negatively. There are several ways in which parties may have 

underestimated the likely value of DPV2. 

First, natural gas prices have increased, particularly from the levels 

used in the SCE and CAISO economic evaluations. DRA found that DPV2 would 

be cost-effective if Arizona gas prices reach $5.00 per mmBtu in 2010 with a 
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California-Arizona gas price differential in excess of $0.50 per mmBtu, or if gas 

prices reach at least $6.40 even with no California-Arizona price differential. 
I 

Second, SCE and DRA did not reflect that some producers may be able 

to markup bids above marginal costs in an exercise of market power. We agree 

that, by increasing the amount and diversity of suppliers with access to the 

California market, DPV2 will enhance competition and reduce the potential for 

generators to exert market power. While we are not convinced that the CAISOs 

market power estimations are reliable, it is clear that DPV2 would provide some 

amount of market power mitigation, with benefits to CAISO ratepayers. 

In its WES Reference Case, DRA evaluated DPV2 benefits using only 

base-case market conditions. Due to asymmetry in how energy costs are 

influenced by variations in system conditions, consideration of the effects of 

volatility in factors such as loads, gas prices, and hydro conditions llkely would 

yield a higher expected value of DPV2 energy benefits, compared to an 

evaluation of benefits looking only at expected market conditions. As an 

example, high gas prices have a greater effect on DPV2 benefits than would low 

gas prices, as illustrated in Table 8. 

Additionally, the CAISO and DRA benefit calculations do not recognize 

that wheeling customers and entities with Existing Transmission Contracts 

would contribute to DPV2 cost recovery, or that revenue requirements for 

franchise fees aid uncollectibles would decline due to energy cost reductions 

attributed to DPV2. Similarly, SCE and DRA evaluations do not include 

economic benefits arising due to operational benefits, emissions savings, or 

reduced transmission losses, as found by the CAISO. 

Another source of potential underestimation of DPV2 benefits is that 

the discount rates that SCE, the CAISO, and DRA used are all higher than SCE’s 
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cost of capital. Consistent with D.06-11-018, use of a discount rate equal to 

8.77%, the cost of capital authorized most recently for SCE in D.05-12-043, would 

increase benefit-cost ratios as reported by SCE and DRA by about 10%. An 8.77% 

discount rate likelv would increase DPV2 benefit-cost ratios reported by the 

CAISO somewhat less than 5%. 

Other choices in the parties’ economic evaluations may tend to 

overestimate the value of DPVZ. As discussed in Section IIT.A.3.d, the SCE, 

CAISO, and DRA evaluations assume that all energy is bought and sold at spot 

market prices, and that no new generation will be owned or controlled by CAISO 

utilities. These simplifying assumptions overestimate the value of DPVZ in 

decreasing spot market prices, to the extent that CAISO-area load will be served 

bv new utility-owned generation, or by new or existing spot price-hedging 

contracts with merchant generators or non-CAISO area utilities. 

As another concern, we are not convinced by the CAISOs assumption 

that annual DPV2 benefits will increase by 1 % in real terms (adjusted for 

inflation) each year after 2013. As we describe in Section III.A.6, the more 

realistic assumption that annual DPV2 energy benefits will remain constant in 

real terms after 2013 would decrease the CATSOs benefit-cost ratios for DPV2 by 

about 9%. 

Nor are we persuaded that the capacity benefits that the CATS0 

attributes to DPV will be realized, for reasons we discuss in Section III.A.6. With 

the expectation that generation capacity that meets the Southwest’s summertime 

peak needs will continue to allow sipificant amounts of economical surplus 

energy to be available to California during non-peak periods, it is not clear that 

DPVZ will provide sufficient incentives to cause additional generation to be built 

east of Devers to provide firm capacity to California. 
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Finally, we note that the cost of DPV2 may change depending on 

routing choices and other factors, which would have a direct impact on the 

project‘s cost-effectiveness. As described in Section III.A.5, construction of the 

authorized Devers-Valley No. 2 route alternative is expected to increase benefit- 

cost ratios for DPV2 by about 3.3%. Termination of the DPV2 project at 

Harquahala Junction could increase benefit-cost ratios by about 5.076, whereas 

use of the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center route alternative could reduce 

benefit-cost ratios by about 1.5%. 

Based on the parties’ economic evaluations of DPV2 submitted in this 

proceeding, we conclude that DPV2 would provide significant economic benefits 

for CAISO ratepayers. It is our judgment that the described concerns about 

individual aspects of the parties’ economic evaluations, taken together, 

strengthen rather than weaken this conclusion. 

The benefit-cost ratios reported by SCE, CAISO, and D M  do not 

include certain potential benefits of DPV2 that do not lend themselves to 

economic quantification. DPV2 would expand the interstate regional 

transmission network and increase its reliability. With DPV2, the CATS0 would 

have more flexibility in operating California’s transmission grid and more 

options to respond to transmission and generation outages. Additionally, as 

indicated bv several contingency scenarios reported in this proceeding, DPV2 

would provide insurance value as an economic hedge against low-probability, 

high-impact events that could affect the availability and price of energy to 

southern California, including unexpected transmission and generation outages 

or increases in natural gas prices. 

DRA voices a concern that the parties’ economic evaluations do not 

reflect the possibility that there may be an unanticipated long-term trend away 
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from recent system conditions, which DRA calls a paradigm shift. We agree that 

there is a risk that DPV2 would prove uneconomic due to unanticipated shifts in 

market conditions. However, DPV2 would also provide insurance value against 

other unexpected events that could greatly increase costs to CAISO ratepayers. 

The record contains limited information regarding potential economic 

impacts of DPV2 in Arizona and other areas outside of California. SCEs 2004 

economic evaluation shows negative energy benefits for Arizona (Table 3), such 

that Arizona electricity costs could increase slightly with DPVZ’s operation. 

However, SCE‘s evaluation assumes that no additional generation is built in 

Arizona to take advantage of the 1,200 MW of transfer capability added by 

DPV2. Nor does SCE’s evaluation recognize that, with DPV2, the increased 

ability to pool resources could provide benefits to Arizona as well as to 

California. The increased transfer capability could be used to provide emergency 

support to Arizona as well as to California during unanticipated conditions such 

as the loss of a major generating facility or of another high-voltage transmission 

line, or during natural disasters. DRA’s contingency scenario assessing a Palo 

Verde outage indicates the benefits of DPVZ to Arizona in that event. 

In Section IKC, we determine that energy efficiency, demand response, 

and renewable generation do not hold sufficient near-term promise to provide a 

feasible or cost-effective alternative to DPV2. Nor would they offer the 

operational and other system benefits expected due to DPV2. New transmission 

and generation options, in addition to demand side resources, should be pursued 

to meet the need for new energy supply in southern California. We agree with 

SCE and the CAISO that DPV2 is the preferred new transmission project to 

increase transfer capability between southern California and Arizona. 
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As we describe in Section IV below, even with the mitigation measures 

made a condition of the CPCN, the DPV2 project would have significant 

unmitigable effects on visual resources, wilderness and recreation resources, 

cultural and paleontological resources, agriculture, noise levels, and air quality. 

Weighing the economic and other benefits that we expect DPV2 to provide and 

the identified eiwironmental effects, we conclude that the substantial benefits 

expected due to DPV2 outweigh the environmental impacts of the project. We 

conclude that the DPV2 project is needed and in the public interest, and that we 

should grant SCE a CPCN to construct the DPV2 project, subject to the routing 

modifications and mitigation measures adopted in this decision. 

IV. DPVZ Route Alternatives 

In its application and PEA, SCE identified several alternative routes for 

portions of the DPV2 project. During the EIR/EIS scoping process, the 

Commission and BLM environmental team identified additional alternatives, 

including minor routing adjustments, entirely different transmission line routes, 

alternative energy technologies, and non-wires alternatives. Alternatives were 

then screened according to CEQA and NEPA guidelines to determine the 

alternatives to carry forward for analysis in the EIR/EIS. The environmental 

team rejected 26 alternatives that did not meet CEQA and NEPA criteria for 

analysis. The Final EIR/ETS provides a detailed analysis of seven alternatives to 

portions of the Devers-Harquahala segment of the proposed project, and one 

alternative to the upgrades proposed west of the Devers substation. 

Based on comparison of the environmental impacts of the proposed project 

and alternatives, the Final EIR/ EIS identifies the environmentally superior 

alternatives and the BLM Agency Preferred alternatives as follows: 
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The eastern portion of the DPV2 project would begin at the 
new Harquahala Junction switchyard; 

The proposed project route from the Harquahala Junction 
switchyard to east of Alligator Rock; 

The Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center alternative to 
west of Alligator Rock; 

The proposed project route from west of Alligator Rock to 
Devers substation; 

The Midpoint substation proposed by SCE and the Midpoint 
substation identified as part of the Desert Southwest project 
are equally environmentally superior/ preferable; and 

The proposed West of Devers upgrades unless determined 
to be infeasible, in which case the Devers-Valley No. 2 
alternative would be constructed. 

The Final EIR/EIS evaluated the environmental impacts of the proposed 

project and alternatives, classifying the impacts as Class I (significant and 

unavoidable or unmitigable), Class I1 (significant but mitigable to less than 

significant), Class 111 (adverse but less than significant), and Class rV (beneficial). 

The Final EIR/EIS found that the DPV2 project would have significant 

unmitigable impacts on visual resources, wilderness and recreation resources, 

cultural and paleontological resources, agriculture, noise levels, and air quality. 

In describing potential environmental impacts of the DPV2 project, we focus on 

the significant unmitigable (Class I) impacts, since we expect that the adopted 

mitigation measures will eliminate other potentially adverse environmental 

impacts of DPV2 or allow them to be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
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In the following subsections, we address route segments and related 

alternatives, including the Desert Southwest transmission project as a potential 

alternative to the portion of the Devers-Harquahala line between a new Midpoint 

substation and the Devers substation. We then describe broader environmental 

impacts that arise due to multiple route segments or the DPV2 project as a whole. 

A. Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Line 

1. Description of Proposed Route 

As proposed in SCEs application, the 230-mile Devers-Harquahala 

500 kV transmission line would be constructed between the switchyard at the 

Harquahala generating station near the Palo Verde nuclear generating plant in 

Arizona and SCE‘s Devers substation in North Palm Springs, California. For 

most of the route, this new line would parallel SCE’s existing 500 kV DPVl 

transmission line. Approximately 102 miles of the line would be located in 

Arizona and the remainder in California. The Arizona portion of the Devers- 

Harquahala line would be located in a relatively undeveloped area of the 

western Sonoran Desert. A large portion of the proposed route in California is 

located within the Colorado Desert, which is the western extension of the 

Sonoran Desert. The region consists of mostly native desert habitats. 

The Harquahala generating station is approximately 17 miles 

northwest of the Palo Verde generating station and approximately 49 miles west 

of Phoenix, Arizona. Departing from the Harquahala switchyard, the proposed 

DPV2 line would proceed easterly for approximately five miles to SCE’s existing 

DPVl route. The route would then turn north to parallel DPVl through the 

southern end of the Big Horn Mountains, across the Harquahala Plain through 

the northern end of the Eagletail Mountains, through the Ranegras Plain, and 

across the northern portion of Kofa. The route would then traverse the La Posa 
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Plain and the northeastern corner of the Yuma Proving Grounds, then proceed 

through the central portion of the Dome Rock Mountains and cross the Colorado 

River and the Arizona-California state line. 

There is one location where the DPV2 circuit would be placed on 

existing DPVl towers rather than on new towers parallel to the DPVl line. In 

Copper Bottom Pass in the Dome Rock Mountains, SCE proposes to place the 

DPV2 circuit on 13 existing 500 kV double circuit structures built as part of 

DPVl. SCE explains that double circuit construction was used in the narrow 

Copper Bottom Pass since there is not room for two single circuit lines. The 

double circuit towers are already strung with two circuits, with one circuit used 

for DPVl and the second currently unused circuit proposed to be used for DPV2. 

In California, the DPV2 route would continue to parallel DPV1, 

generally along 1-10, between the town of Blythe at the California-Arizona border 

to the Devers substation, all in Riverside County. The route would proceed 

westerly from Blythe into the Palo Verde Valley. SCE describes a new Midpoint 

substation approximately 10 miles southwest of Blythe as an optional component 

that may be constructed jointly with the Desert Southwest transmission project 

proposed by Imperial Irrigation District (IID). The route would cross the 

Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC and, near Desert Center, the Alligator 

Rock ACEC. It would skirt the southern edge of Joshua Tree National Park and 

continue to parallel DPVl to the Devers substation. 

SCE proposes to construct a new optical repeater facility three miles 

west of Blythe, California within the DPV2 right of way. SCE also proposes to 

construct two series capacitor banks adjacent to existing DPVl series capacitor 

banks, one in Arizona approximately 55 miles west of the Harquahala 

switchyard and one in California approximately 64 miles east of Devers. SCE 
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proposes to install Special Protection Scheme relays at tlie Devers substation in 

California and the Palo Verde, Hassayampa, and Harquahala substations in 

Arizona. Other modifications would also be needed within the Harquahala and 

Devers substations. SCE also proposes to construct telecommunications systems 

related to the proposed project, including a new telecommunications facility on 

Harquahala Mountain adjacent to an existing facility of similar design. 

2. Route Alternatives Near Palo Verde 
Generating Station 

As proposed in SCE’s application, the Devers-Harquahala line 

would begin at the switcliyard of the Harqudiala generating station, and would 

depart the Harquahala switchyard to the east paralleling the existing 

Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV line. Three route alternatives analyzed in the 

Final EIR/EIS involve different ways to terminate the DPVZ project in this area. 

The Harquahala Junction alternative would entail construction of a 

new switching station east of the Harquahala generating station, at the point 

where the existing Harquahala-hassay ampa and DPVl transmission lines 

diverge (a location called “Harquahala Junction”), which would become the 

eastern termination point of the DPV2 project. This alternative would avoid the 

need to construct the five-mile segment of the proposed project from the 

Harquahala switchyard to the new Harquahala Junction. SCE estimates that tlie 

Harquahala Junction alternative would cost $14.6 million less than termination of 

DPV2 at the Harquahala switchyard, due primarily to avoidance of five miles of 

transmission line construction. 

The Harquahala- West alternative would begin at the Harquahala 

generating station switchyard. Rather than departing the Harquahala 

switchyard to the east, this alternative would depart the switchyard to the west 
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and traverse west for approximately 12 miles to the El Paso natural gas pipeline 

corridor. The transmission line would proceed northwesterly along the pipeline 

corridor for approximately nine miles to the intersection with the DPVl 

transmission line. This route would be 14 miles shorter than the proposed route. 

In the Palo Verde alternative, the DPV2 line would terminate at 

the Palo Verde nuclear generating station switchyard instead of the Harquahala 

generating station switchyard. This alternative would avoid the need to 

construct the 5-mile segment between the Harquahala generating station 

switchyard and the Harquahala Junction, but would add construction of 

14.7 miles of new transmission line parallel to DPVl from Harquahala Junction 

to the Palo Verde switchyard. 

The Final EIR/EIS concludes that the Harquahala Junction 

Switchyard alternative is environmentally preferred because it would require the 

least distance of transmission line construction outside of existing corridors and 

it would eliminate effects to agricultural lands. 

SCE has an option agreement with the Harquahala Generating 

Company that would allow it to acquire the Harquahala switchyard and the 

existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV transmission line. SCE reports that it 

has been discussing an arrangement with Arizona Public Service and the 

Harquahala Generating Company whereby the three companies would share the 

Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV transmission line. This joint arrangement 

would allow Arizona Public Service to connect its planned TS-5 transmission line 

at the Harquahala Junction. 

SCE should terminate DPV2 at a new Harquahala Junction or the 

Harquahala switchyard, subject to approval by the Arizona Corporation 

Commission and any other needed authorizations. Because this alternative is 
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less costly than the proposed project and is also the environmentally preferred 

alternative, SCE should pursue good-faith efforts to reach a commercially 

reasonable agreement and seek the additional authorizations needed for 

construction of Harquahala Junction. If Harquahala Junction does not receive 

the needed approvals in Arizona or is otherwise not feasible, SCE may terminate 

DPV2 at the Haxqualiala switchyard. 

3. Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
The proposed DPV2 route would traverse Kofa for approximately 

24 miles, paralleling the DPVl line approximately 2 miles south of Kofa’s 

northern boundary. The Final EIR/EIS finds that, within Kofa, tlie proposed 

project would result in significant unmitigable (Class I) visual impacts and 

significant impacts on Kofa’s recreational value. 

In the EIR/EIS process, a preliminary environmental review was 

undertaken for three alternative route segments that potentially could reduce 

impacts in Kofa. As a result of greater impacts to recreation and to visual and 

biological resources, all three alternatives that would avoid Kofa were eliminated 

from full consideration in the EIR/EIS process. The Final EIR/EIS found that the 

route through Kofa is the most environmentally preferred. 

We take official notice that the USFWS has issued a preliminary 

Determination of Incompatibility regarding tlie construction of DPV2 through 

Kofa as proposed by SCE. If the USFWS rejects the proposed route for DPV2 

paralleling DPVl through Kofa, that route will become legally infeasible. We 

authorize SCE to construct a route in the Kofa area that is acceptable to the 

USFWS and other permitting agencies, subject to a showing that the routing 

modification is not detrimental to the cost effectiveness of DPV2. Consistent 

with 5 1005.5(b), SCE may seek an increase in the maximum cost for the DPV2 
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project that we find reasonable in Section III.A.5 of this decision, if an alternative 

route in the Kofa area is expected to cause DPV2 costs to exceed the adopted 

maximum cost. 

4. Alligator Rock Area 

BLM has designated the Alligator Rock ACEC for protection of its 

archeological features. The Final EIR/ EIS identifies three potential reroutes in 

the Alligator Rock area that may reduce impacts to cultural and biological 

resources in the Alligator Rock ACEC. 

a) Proposed Project Route 

The proposed route for DPV2 would traverse the Alligator Rock 

ACEC for approximately 6.8 miles, paralleling the existing DPVl transmission 

line. The Final EIR/EIS finds that this proposed route segment would have 

significant unmitigable impacts on visual and recreational resources in the 

Alligator Rock ACEC, in addition to more general si,onificant impacts on air 

quality and cultural resources, which are discussed in Section 1V.C. While the 

new transmission structures would be similar to those of the adjacent DPV1, the 

new structures would cause additional skylining14 and view blockage of the 

Chuckwalla Mountains in the background. The new line would also increase the 

structural complexity and industrial character visible from several access roads 

within the Alligator Rock ACEC. With the amount of industrial development 

intensified, DPV2 would further degrade the landscape and character of the 

Alligator Rock ACEC, leading to a si,onificant diminishment of its recreational 

value. 

14 Skylining occurs when a transmission tower is seen ~ i t h  only the sky belund it, 
making it highly visible. 
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b) Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center 
AI tern at ive 

The Alligator Rock - North of Desert Center alternative route 

segment would avoid traversing the Alligator Rock ACEC. This 11.8-mile 

alternative would diverge from the proposed DPV2 route approximately 

five miles east of Desert Center. It would head northwest, cross 1-10, and 

proceed north of Desert Center. The segment would then turn southwest and 

would parallel 1-10 for 3.6 miles before crossing 1-10 again and rejoining the 

proposed route. It would be primarily on BLM land, and on private land for 

three miles near its western end. 

While this alternative route segment would have significant 

impacts on air quality and cultural resources (as would the proposed project and 

all alternatives), it would eliminate the proposed route’s significant impact to 

wilderness and recreation, and it would reduce potential effects on highly 

valuable cultural resources because it would avoid the Alligator Rock ACEC. 

This alternative would create a different significant visual impact resulting from 

introduction of a new 500 kV transmission line into a rural landscape lacking 

similar structures of industrial character, with view blockage of sky and portions 

of the Chuckwalla Mountains and Alligator Rock in some locations. 

c) Alligator Rock-Blythe Energy 
Transmission Route Alternative 

This 4.6-mile alternative route segment would diverge from the 

proposed project route approximately 3.5 miles east of Desert Center. While 

within the Alligator Rock ACEC, this alternative would follow its northern edge 

near 1-10. This alternative would follow the Blythe Energy transmission line 

route proposed by Blythe Energy LLC and would be close to an existing El Paso 

natural gas pipeline access road. 

- 69- 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/sid 

As with the proposed project and all alternatives, this alternative 

would have significant impacts on air quality and cultural resources, although 

the impacts on cultural resources potentially would have less value than those in 

the heart of the ACEC. The alternative would create different significant visual 

impacts and would alter the natural landscape of an undeveloped portion of the 

ACEC to an industrial use, changing the character of the Alligator Rock ACEC 

and significantly diminishing its recreational value. 

d) Alligator Rock-South of 1-1 0 Frontage 
Ai ter na tive 

This 9.77-mile alternative route segment would follow the route 

proposed for the Desert Southwest transmission project (see Section IV.A.6 

below). It would diverge from the proposed DPV2 route approximately 

3.5 miles east of Desert Center and would follow the Alligator Rock - Blythe 

Energy route alternative to the point where that alternative turns southwest, just 

east of Alligator Rock. After passing between the northern end of Alligator Rock 

and 1-10, this alternative route would continue in a westerly direction 

immediately south of 1-10 before rejoining the proposed DPV2 route. For 

approximately two miles, it would be constructed within a new right of way 

inside the northeastern boundary of the ACEC. 

This alternative would have significant impacts on air quality 

and cultural resources, as would the proposed project and other alternatives, 

although the affected cultural resources potentially could have less value than 

those in the center of the ACEC. This alternative would create different 

significant visual impacts and, while affecting a smaller area within the ACEC, 

would significantly diminish its recreational value. 
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e) Discussion 

The Final EIR/EIS concludes that the Alligator Rock- North of 

Desert Center route segment is environmentally preferred because it would 

minimize biological, cultural, and wilderness area impacts, even though it would 

be closer to populated areas and would require two crossings of 1-10. 

SCE favors placing DPV2 adjacent to DPVl through the Alligator 

Rock ACEC. SCE states that it has good information on the site features 

associated with Alligator Rock and believes that all significant features can be 

avoided with careful construction monitoring. SCE states that no comparable 

information exists for the North of Desert Center alternative, and that SCE has 

not surveyed the North of Desert Center route and has not acquired right of way 

for the route. SCE notes that, in any event, BLM must grant a permit for the 

DPV2 route in the Alligator Rock area, since all alternatives lie wholly or 

partially on BLM lands. 

Because the Alligator Rock - North of Desert Center alternative, 

which crosses both BLM and private land, is the environmentally preferred 

alternative, SCE should construct the North of Desert Center alternative if BLM 

authorizes this route in its Record of Decision. It is reasonable to grant SCE the 

flexibility, if BLM does not authorize the Alligator Rock - North of Desert Center 

route segment, to build DPV2 on a route segment through the Alligator Rock 

ACEC that is authorized by BLM, if the se,oment received full consideration in 

the Final EIR/EIS, or if it deviates from one of the reviewed route se,oments 

solely within BLM land and BLM undertakes the environmental review needed 

under NEPA. 
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5. Desert Southwest Transmission Project and 
Midpoint Substation 

The Desert Southwest transmission project proposed by IID would 

include a 118-mile 500 kV transmission line generally paralleling DPVl and 

DPV2 between Blythe and SCE’s Devers substation. 

a) Desert Southwest Project as Proposed by 
IID 

The Desert Southwest project would originate at a new Keim 

substation near the Blythe Energy Project power plant. Either a double-circuit 

500 kV line or two parallel 500 kV lines would be constructed from the Keim 

substation to a new Midpoint substation to be located where the line(s) intersect 

the existing DPVl line. The Desert Southwest route from the Midpoint 

substation to Devers generally would be parallel to and immediately north of 

SCEs right of way for DPVl and DPV2. It would diverge from the DPVl 

corridor only in the vicinity of the Alligator Rock ACEC, as described above in 

the Alligator Rock -South of 1-10 alternative. 

IID and BLM prepared a joint EIR/EIS regarding the Desert 

Southwest project. On September 15,2006, BLM issued a Record of Decision 

allowing IID a right of way to use public lands to construct the Desert Southwest 

project, with the portion between the Blythe area and the Devers substation as a 

separate stand-alone transmission line adjacent to the DPV2 right of way. In its 

Record of Decision regarding the Desert Southwest project, BLM approved the 

Desert Southwest route that IID proposed in the vicinity of Alligator Rock, 

described in Section IV.A.4.d above. The Desert Southwest EIR/EIS did not 

consider an alternative north of 1-10 in the vicinity of Alligator Rock comparable 

to the North of Desert Center alternative that the Final EIR/EIS for DPV2 found 

eiwironmentally superior. 

- 72- 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/ sid 

The Final EIR/ EIS evaluates the Desert Southwest transmission 

project as a potential alternative to the portion of DPV2 between a new Midpoint 

substation and Devers. In this scenario, the Midpoint-to-Devers portion of the 

Desert Southwest project would carry up to 1,200 MW of load from the Blythe 

Energy Project and Arizona. The Final EIR/ EIS also considers separately the 

cumulative environmental impacts if both DPV2 and the Desert Southwest 

project are built as separate 500 kV transmission lines. 

Overall, the environmental impacts of the Desert Southwest 

project as an alternative to DPV2 would be very similar to those of the 

comparable portion of the proposed DPV2 project with the Alligator Rock- 

South of 1-10 alternative. The Final EIR/EIS concludes that the proposed DPV2 

project is environmentally preferred over the Desert Southwest project because it 

would require less ground disturbance and construction of fewer substations. 

b) Possible Integration of DPV2 and Desert 
Southwest Transmission Projects 

SCE and TID are in discussions to integrate the DPV2 and Desert 

Southwest transmission projects, so that only one 500 kV line would be 

constructed between a new Midpoint substation and Devers. SCE states that, if 

SCE and ITD reach agreement, the cost to SCE would not exceed the cost of a 

stand-alone project and DPV2’s cost-effectiveness would not be affected 

adversely. The transfer capability of DPV2 would be expanded from 1,200 MW 

to 2,340 MW, probably through upgrading series capacitors on the line. SCE 

would still turn over 1,200 MW of transfer capability to the CAISO, as SCE has 

proposed in A.05-04-015, and the remainder of the transfer capability would be 

managed by ITD. 
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SCE describes that, if a joint DPV2-Desert Southwest project 

arrangement is reached with IID, the joint project arrangement would be a FERC- 

jurisdictional contract. SCE states that it would file a Permit to Construct 

application for the new Midpoint substation, as required by GO 131-D. SCE 

believes that the analysis in the joint EIR/EIS for the Desert Southwest project 

prepared by BLM and IID satisfies California's environmental requirements for 

the new substation, so that there would be no need to conduct any additional 

environmental review. 

Neither SCE's PEA nor the Final EIR/EIS for DPV2 addressed 

environmental impacts that would occur if  DPV2 were integrated with the 

Desert Southwest project with system upgrades that would increase the transfer 

capability of DPV2 above 1,200 MW. We view possible integration of DPV2 and 

the Desert Southwest project as speculative at this time, and find that the Final 

EIR/ EIS addressed the Desert Southwest project adequately. However, we note 

that an increase in the transfer capability of DPV2 may have impacts such as 

increases in corona noise and EMF that were not addressed in the Final EIR/EIS. 

We do not authorize SCE to construct the Midpoint substation at this time. If 

SCE and IID reach agreement regarding integration of DPV2 and the Desert 

Southwest transmission project, SCE must address environmental and other 

impacts of the proposed upgrade to DPV2 in any filing requesting Commission 

authorization to construct the Midpoint substation. 

B. Transmission Upgrades West of Devers 
Substation 

1. Proposed Project 

The "West of Devers" portion of the proposed DPV2 project would 

include upgrades to approximately 48 miles of 230 kV transmission lines west of 
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the Devers substation. SCE would replace two existing 230 kV lines with a new 

double-circuit 230 kV line and would reconductor a third 230 kV h e  between 

the Devers substation and the San Bernardino Junction at the western end of Sail 

Timoteo Canyon. SCE would also reconductor a 230 kV transmission line 

between San Bernardino function and the Vista substation, and a 230 kV 

transmission line between San Bernardino Junction and the San Bernardino 

substation. SCE also proposes to install Special Protection Scheme relays at the 

Devers substation, the Padua substation in San Bernardino County, and the Vista 

substation in Riverside County. 

The Final EIR/EIS concludes that the proposed 230 kV upgrades 

would have significant unmitigable impacts on cultural resources and air quality, 

which we discuss in Section 1V.C as general impacts of the DPV2 project. At the 

same time, the proposed replacement of two existing 230 kV lines with a single 

double-circuit 230 kV line would improve views at viewpoints including Cedar 

Hollow Road in the City of Beaumont, Stargazer Street and Rose Avenue in the 

City of Beaumont, and the Oak Valley Golf Course in the City of Beaumont. 

Noise levels along the 230 kV lines would decrease because of the increased 

capacities of the new conductors and the reconfiguration of towers, 

Some of the existing 230 kV transmission lines west of Devers 

that SCE proposes to upgrade cross over lands of the Morongo Band of Mission 

Indians (Morango Tribe) pursuant to existing right-of-way agreements that 

expire beginning in 2010. SCE reports that the Morango Tribe has informed SCE 

that continued use of the existing 230 kV transmission corridor after the current 

right-of-way agreements expire is not acceptable, but that the Morango Tribe is 

willing to negotiate regarding a new right-of-way corridor some distance from 
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the existing 230 kV transmission lines, SCE expects that this new transmission 

corridor would cross less of the reservation and more privately-owned land. 

Because of the Morango Tribe’s opposition to the 230 kV 

upgrades over its land, SCE concludes that such upgrades are not feasible. SCE 

now recommends that the Commission authorize construction of the Devers- 

Valley No. 2 alternative. 

2. Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 

The Final EIR/EIS evaluates the Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative, a 

new 41.6-mile 500 kV line that would be constructed immediately adjacent to 

SCE’s existing Devers-Valley No. 1’s 500 kV transmission line, and primarily 

within existing easements. The route is adjacent to residential areas in the City of 

Banning and also in unincorporated portions of Riverside County including the 

Cabazon Estates area and the communities of Juniper Flat and Romoland. The 

route would traverse 4.7 miles of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains 

National Monument (administered by BLM), approximately 1.9 miles of the San 

Bernardino National Forest, and the Potrero ACEC. It would cross the Pacific 

Crest National Scenic Trail, and the towers would be visible from the Sail Jacinto 

Wilderness Area. 

Before the Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission line could be 

constructed, the Forest Service in the United States Department of Agriculture 

would have to determine whether it would be consistent with management 

direction in the governing Forest Plan. Based on Forest Service and BLM 

determinations, this alternative could require amendments to the San Bernardino 

National Forest Land Management Plan, the National Monument Proposed 

Management Man, and an existing memorandum of understanding among BLM, 

the Forest Service, and the Pacific Crest Trail Association. 
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The Final EIR/EIS finds that the Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative 

would have significant unmitigable visual impacts because of the increased 

structural contrast, skylining, and view blockage along the corridor, and also 

from nearby areas including State Route 243, Mapes Road, and the community of 

Beaumont. The new transmission towers would increase significantly the 

amount of industrial development and diminish significantly the character and 

recreational value of the traversed and adjacent recreational resources. The Final 

EIR/EIS concludes that impacts to the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto National 

Monument, the Pacific Coast Trail, the San Bernardino National Forest, the San 

Jacinto Wilderness Area, and the Potrero ACEC would be sigmficant and 

unmitig able. 

3. Discussion 

The Final EIR/EIS states that the West of Devers 230 kV upgrades 

are environmentally preferred over the Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative but that 

the Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative would be feasible to construct. The Final 

EIR/EIS concludes that, if the proposed West of Devers upgrades are found to be 

infeasible, the Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative would meet project objectives and 

would allow the entire DPV2 project to be constructed. 

Because the Morango Tribe has informed SCE that the proposed 

upgrades to SCE's existing 230 kV transmission lines west of Devers are not 

acceptable, we agree with SCE that the West of Devers portion of SCE's proposed 

DPV2 project is not feasible. While it appears that the Morango Tribe may be 

amenable to an alternative transmission corridor across its land, such an 

alternative route has not been identified at this time. We do not know how long 

negotiations could take or, if SCE were to reach agreement with the Morango 
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Tribe, whether the agreed-upon transmission corridor over tribal land would be 

found acceptable after subsequent environmental review, 

It is reasonable to authorize construction of the Devers-Valley No. 2 

alternative. This would allow completion of the economically advantageous 

DPV2 project within the schedule proposed by SCE. With anticipated continued 

load growth in southern California, additional transmission upgrades west of 

Devers may be needed in the future. With authorization of the Devers-Valley 

No. 2 route, SCE and the Morango Tribe may continue to negotiate a new right- 

of-way agreement independent of DPV2. 

C. General Environmental Impacts 

I. Impacts on Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources 

The Final EIR/ EIS identifies several known archaeological sites 

eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) 

that could be affected by DPV2 construction and operation, with additional 

potentially eligible cultural resource sites located within or adjacent to the 

transmission corridor. The Final EIR/EIS notes that some areas of direct impact, 

such as roads and temporary laydowii areas, have not been specified or surveyed 

and that adverse effects to individual sites cannot be identified precisely until 

final tower locations are determined, detailed engineering plans for all project 

roads and facilities are completed, and final eligibility of cultural resources for 

the National Register has been assessed. Also, there is potential to encounter 

undiscovered cultural and paleontological resources, as well as buried Native 

American human remains. The Final EIR/EIS proposes several mitigation 

measures that would allow many direct impacts to be avoided through minor 
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design modifications. The Final EIR/ EIS concludes, however, that significant 

impacts may be unavoidable during project construction or operation. 

2. Corona Noise Impacts 

The Final EIR/EIS reports that addition of a second 500 kV line in 

the DPVl and Devers-Valley No. 1 corridors would increase permanent noise 

levels and that the increased noise would create a significant and unmitigable 

impact at times along portions of the right of way. Specifically, the Final EIR/EIS 

finds that corona noise levels during wet weather and heavy line loads would 

violate Riverside County noise policies for residential and other noise-sensitive 

land uses within 25 feet of the 500 kV right of way.15 SCE disputes this finding 

and asserts that it should not be required to mitigate DPV2's noise impacts. 

Riverside County Noise Element Policy N.l.l specifies that 

residential and other noise-sensitive land uses should be protected from hgli 

levels of noise by restricting or relocating noise sources, and Policy N.1.3 

establishes a 65 CNEL16 level as the appropriate trigger level for mitigation. The 

Final EIR/EIS describes that corona noise levels during wet weather and heavv 

line loads along the proposed Devers-Harquahala segment would increase to 

15 As described in Section IV.B.l, the 230 kV upgrades in SCE's West of Devers 
proposal would decrease noise levels along the 230 kV rights of way. 

16 The CNEL, or community noise equivalent level, measures the aggregated sound 
level occurring over a 24-hour period in decibels (dBA), with a 5 dBA penalty added to 
evening sounds (between 7:OO p.ni. and 1O:OO pm.) and a 10 dBA penalty added to 
night-time sounds (between 1O:OO p.m. and 700 am.). 
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about 65.7 Ldnl7 at the edge of the right of way. It concludes that the Riverside 

County noise policy would be violated during those times for residential uses 

within 25 feet of the right of way. While noise studies were not provided for the 

Devers-Valley alternate route, the Final EIR/ EIS concludes that the Riverside 

County noise policy would likely be violated similarly during wet weather and 

heavy load conditions along the Devers-Valley corridor. 

The Final EIR/EIS identifies that the proposed Devers-Harquahala 

500 kV line would be located approximately 100 feet from two or three 

residences in the Palo Verde Valley west of Blythe in California and also would 

be adjacent to residences in the communities of Thousand Palms and North Palm 

Springs. The Devers-Valley 500 kV route is adjacent to residential areas in the 

City of Banning and in unincorporated portions of Riverside County including 

the Cabazon Estates area, the community of Juniper Flats, areas south of 

Banning, and areas near the community of Romoland. The Final EIR/EIS did not 

identdy any structures within 25 feet of the right of way, but the identified noise 

impacts are presumed to occur in the outdoor areas of the residential properties. 

SCE contests the finding in the Final EIR/EIS that the DPV2 corona 

noise level would conflict with the Riverside County noise ordinance. SCE states 

that the method relied upon in the draft EIR/EIS is based on the L.5 noise level 

(the volume of sound exceeded 5% of the time). SCE reports that, for recent 

utility projects, Riverside County has applied the CNEL process based on the L50 

noise level (the volume of sound exceeded 50% of the time) rather than the L.5 

l7 The Ldn, or day-iught sound level, is a metric sindar to CNEL, but it is less stringent 
because it omits the 5 dBA penalty that the CNEL measurement applies to evening 
sounds. 
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noise level. SCE submits that use of the DPV2 project’s L50 noise level of 54.7 

dBA results in a CNEL noise level of 61.4 dBA, below the 65 dBA threshold in the 

Riverside County noise ordinance. While SCE has raised questions regarding the 

manner in which Riverside County interprets its noise ordinance, we are not 

convinced that the finding in the Final EIR/EIS regarding the significant impact 

of whether corona noise associated with DPV2 should be rejected. 

The Final EIR/EIS states that there are few options for mitigating 

corona noise as it is a function of conductor design and configuration. The Final 

EIR/EIS describes that SCE would be expected to properly handle the conductor 

during construction to avoid damage that could undermine the load-carrying 

capability of the line and exacerbate the corona effect. The Final EIR/EIS does 

not recommend that SCE be required to purchase or relocate residences, or 

undertake any other actions to mitigate corona noise impacts. 

SCE asserts that the Final EIR/EIS misrepresents that SCE plans to 

use APM L-7, an applicant-proposed mitigation measure, to mitigate corona 

noise. APM L-7, included in SCE’s PEA, states as follows: 

Link 10 crosses an (unoccupied) single-family dwelling 
unit at Milepost 5.3. Two additional single-family 
dwelling units and one mobile home would be impacted 
due to the alignment of Link 10 at Milepost 6.2. 
Mitigation measures would include purchase of the 
parcel and relocation or, if practical, adjusting the 
transmission line alignment and placing towers to avoid 
the affected dwelling units. 

SCE explains that it suggested APM L-7 as a land-use mitigation 

measure only because DPV2 may cross over 4 residential parcels, such that SCE 

may have to purchase the properties or exercise its powers of eminent domain. 

SCE did not mean that it would relocate homeowners to mitigate corona noise. 
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SCE asserts that the Commission should not require SCE to relocate homeowners 

due to corona noise and, further, that such homeowners may not want to be 

relocated. 

We are persuaded that APM L-7 is relevant to noise impacts only to 

the extent that, because SCE plans to purchase or relocate dwelling units that 

DPV2 would cross over otherwise, the identified noise problem would no longer 

exist for those dwelling units. We see no need to clarify APM L-7 in this regard, 

as SCE suggests. 

3. Air Quality Impacts 

Assessment of air quality impacts requires that emissions for the 

entire DPV2 project be evaluated within each of the affected jurisdictions and/or 

air basins. As a result, the Final EIR/EIS presents its air quality assessment by 

jurisdiction rather than by project segment. 

The Final EIR/ EIS describes expected dust and exhaust emissions 

during DPV2’s construction and operation. With mitigation measures, dust and 

exhaust emissions during construction would remain below the significance 

thresholds in areas within the jurisdiction of the Maricopa County Air Quality 

Department, the Air Quality Division of the Arizona Department of 

Environmental Quality, and the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. 

While most of the proposed DPV2 route through the South Coast 

Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in southern California is in remote 

areas, the western part of the route is in more highly developed areas. Ln this 

urban context, SCAQMD experiences more severe baseline air quality 

nonattainment than the other jurisdictions affected by the proposed DPV2 

project. The Final EIR/ EIS reports that, even with the recommended mitigation 

measures, construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD daily regional 
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significance criteria and, thus, would cause significant and unavoidable (Class I) 

impacts in the SCAQMD. The Final EIR/EIS makes comparable findings 

regarding construction impacts of the Alligator Rock, Devers-Valley, and Desert 

Southwest alternatives, which would be located wholly (Alligator Rock and 

Devers-Valley alternatives) or partially (Desert Southwest) within the SCAQMD 

jurisdiction. 

The Find EIR/ETS describes that power generated during DPV2 

operation would cause emissions from power plants. The CAISO forecasts that, 

with DPV2, NOx emissions from power plants in Arizona would increase by 

200 tons per year and that NOx emissions in California would decrease by 590 

tons per year, for a net decrease of 390 tons per year. Similar changes in 

emissions of other criteria pollutants related to power generation would also 

occur. The CAISO's assessment is based on 2005 conditions at existing power 

plants that the CAISO determined to be underutilized in the absence of DPV2. 

The precise location and quantity of the emissions would change over time 

depending on the ultimate sources of power flowing into DPV2. 

The Final EIR/ EIS describes that the identified increase in power 

plant emissions in Arizona represents an increase of 0.05% of Arizona statewide 

2001 NOx emissions and would be within permitted emission levels that have 

been licensed previously by local air management agencies. The Final EIR/EIS 

concludes that the increase in power plant emissions in Arizona would be an 

adverse but less than significant impact of DPV2. The forecasted decrease in 

California power plant emissions would be a beneficial impact of the proposed 

project. 
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V. EMFlssues 

The Commission first established EMF policies in D.93-11-013. In our 

recent review of EMF issues, the Commission stated in D.06-01-042 that, ”at this 

time we are unable to determine whether there is a significant scientifically 

verifiable relationship between EMF exposure and negative health 

consequences.” We affirmed in D.06-01-042 that the Commission’s EMF policy is 

one of prudent avoidance, with application of low-cost/no-cost mitigation 

measures to reduce EMF exposure for new and upgraded utility transmission 

and substation projects. The Commission has adopted a benchmark of 4% of 

total project cost for low-cost EMF mitigation measures, with flexibility to allow 

expenditures above the 4% benchmark if justified by a project’s unique 

circumstances. In D.06-01-042, the Commission stated that, as a guideline, low- 

cost EMF mitigation measures should reduce EMF levels by at least 15% at edge 

of the utility right of way. 

The Final EIR/ EIS provides information regarding EMF associated with 

DPV2. It does not consider magnetic fields18 in the context of CEQA or NEPA 

and the determination of eiivironmental impacts because there is no agreement 

among scientists that EMF creates a potential health risk and because there are 

no defined or adopted CEQA or NEPA standards for defining health risk from 

EMF. 

18 Because electric fields are shielded effectively by materials such as trees and walls, 
the emphasis in the Coinniission’s consideration of EMF is on exposure to magnetic 
fields. 
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A. EMF Along Routes Under Consideration 

Along the edge of the right of way for the existing DPVl line, magnetic 

fields currently range from 8.3 milliGauss (mG) in Riverside County near 

Thousand Palms to 72.9 mG in Copper Bottom Pass in the Dome Rock 

Mountains in Arizona. With the addition of DPV2 along the Devers-Harquahala 

segment, field levels are expected to be reduced between 0.8 and 37.9 mG on the 

side of the right of way where the existing DPVl line is located. On the side of 

the right of way where the new line would be installed, magnetic field levels 

would increase up to 30.0 mG. 

Alternative route segments evaluated for the Devers-Harquahala line 

are all 500 kV and, if the alternative is adjacent to an existing 500 kV circuit, they 

would involve field levels similar to those for the proposed Devers-Harquahala 

route. For alternatives that would require a 500 kV line in a new corridor, 

magnetic field levels would range between 11.2 and 46.5 mG at the edge of the 

right of way. 

For the 230 kV transmission lines proposed to be upgraded west of the 

Devers substation, existing magnetic fields at the edge of the right of way range 

from 4.1 mG in Grand Terrance to 38.5 mG in the Loma Linda area. If the 230 kV 

upgrades were constructed, field levels would be reduced at the edge of the right 

of way between 1.0 and 18.2 mG below the existing levels. 

The Devers-Valley No. 2 500 kV alternative would be constructed 

adjacent to the existing Devers-Valley No. 1 500 kV line. Baseline magnetic fields 

range between 14 and 63 mG at the edge of the right of way. With installation of 

the second transmission line, magnetic fields would increase between 22 and 28 

mG on the side where the new line would be instdled and fields would decrease 

between 16 and 19 mG on the side where the existing line is located. 
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B. EMF Management Plan for DPV2 

SCE states that it has incorporated low-cost and no-cost measures to 

reduce magnetic fields along the proposed DPV2 route. For the 500 kV 

Harquahala-Devers line, SCE proposes to optimally phase the DPV2 line with 

DPV1, as a no-cost EMF mitigation measure. With optimal phasing, adding the 

DPV2 line to the DPVl corridor will increase magnetic fields on the side of the 

right of wav adjacent to the new line and decrease magnetic fields on the other 

side of the right of way as described above. However, the proposed optimal 

phasing would reduce the fields compared to what they would be if DPV2 were 

constructed without this EMF reduction measure. 

For the 230 kV upgrades proposed west of the Devers substation, SCE 

proposes to optimally phase the 230 kV lines, as a no-cost EMI; mitigation 

measure, and to optimally phase adjacent 55 kV lines between San Bernardino 

substation and San Bernardino Junction as a low-cost measure estimated to cost 

$270,000. As described above, these no-cost and low-cost measures would 

reduce the magnetic fields on both sides of the 230 kV right of way. 

The ALJ requested that SCE develop information regarding the 

feasibility of low-cost mitigation of magnetic fields associated with the 500 kV 

Devers-Harquahala line and the 500 kV Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative to the 

230 kV West of Devers upgrades. In particular, SCE was asked to determine how 

much taller the 500 kV towers would need to be in order to reduce magnetic 

fields by 15% at the edge of the right of way closer to the new transmission line, 

which is the side where DPV2 would increase the magnetic fields. The request 

was limited to those locations where there are residences within 200 feet of that 

edge of the right of way. 
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In response to the ALJ request and based on information compiled for 

the environmental review, Energy Division identified 60 residences within 200 

feet of the right of way on the side closer to the new 500 kV transmission lines, 

with 5 residences located along the Devers-Harquahala segment and the 

remaining 55 residences located along the Devers-Valley segment. SCE reported 

that achievement of a 15% reduction in the magnetic field at the edge of the right 

of way near these residences would require a 20-foot increase in the height of 

about 33 towers, at an estimated incremental cost of $1.4 million. Since tower 

designs have height limitations, SCE cautions that, if any proposed tower height 

is already taller than about 170 feet, the additional 20-foot height increase may 

require a different tower design, with potentially significant cost increases. 

SCE recommends that the Commission not require this low-cost EMF 

mitigation, but instead allow the tower and conductor heights to match the 

adjacent 500 kV transmission lines. SCE submits that constructing new towers 

taller than the existing towers would increase visual impacts and would conflict 

with recommended mitigation measures aimed at reducing the visual contrast of 

the towers, in particular, requirements that new towers match the heights of 

existing towers to the extent possible. SCE argues further that taller towers 

would increase the potential for collisions of birds with the power lines, and 

would conflict with recommended mitigation measures that would require that 

new towers and lines not be located significantly above existing towers and lines 

as a collision-reduction technique. As additional support for its position, SCE 

reports that, while 20-foot higher towers would reduce the magnetic field level 

by 15% at the edge of the right of way, magnetic field level changes beyond 50 

feet from the edge of the right of way would be insignificant. 
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C. Discussion 

As discussed in Section IV.B, we authorize SCE to construct the Devers- 

Valley No. 2 500 kV transmission line instead of the 230 kV transmission 

upgrades west of the Devers substation. With that modification to the DPV2 

project, SCE should amend its EMF management plan as needed to apply its no- 

cost 500 kV EMF management techniques to the Devers-Valley corridor in 

addition to the Devers-Harquahala corridor. 

Consistent with D.06-01-042 and D.93-11-013, we require that SCE 

undertake low-cost EMF mitigation. SCE should increase tower and conductor 

heights by 20 feet along those portions of the transmission corridor where there 

are residences near the side of the right of way closer to the new 500 kV 

transmission lines. SCE has established that this design modification would 

reduce magnetic fields by 15% at the edge of the right of way, which is consistent 

with the Commission’s guidance in D.06-01-042 for low-cost EMF mitigation. 

This design modification should be undertaken wherever there are residential 

properties within 50 feet of the side of the right of way closer to the new 500 kV 

transmission lines. As SCE has pointed out, the change in magnetic field 

strength due to the new transmission lines ~ o u l d  decrease significantly beyond 

50 feet from the right of way. 

We do not believe that the potential conflict of this low-cost EMF 

mitigation measure with environmental mitigation efforts would be significant. 

Few of the areas where EMF mitigation will occur are completely flat, and the 

towers and conductors would be difficult to line up due to even small elevation 

changes between existing and new towers. With tower heights of 150 feet, a 

20-foot height increase for DPV2 towers and conductors is unlikely to be 

noticeable to most observers. 
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We require that SCE apply .this low-cost EMF mitigation measure 

where there are existing residential properties and also where development of 

new residences is underway at the time that SCE undertakes final DPV2 project 

design. Consistent with guidance in D.06-02-042, we do not require that SCE 

attempt to determine possible future uses of undeveloped land. If applicable, 

SCE would not be required to raise tower heights near residential properties that 

will be acquired and converted from residential use in order to allow 

construction of DPV2, for example, as contemplated by APM L-7 (see 

Section IV.C.2 above). 

With limitation to areas where residential properties are within 50 feet 

of the edge of the right of way closer to the new 500 kV transmission lines, the 

cost of the adopted EMF mitigation measure may be less than SCE’s $1.4 million 

estimate, which eiicompassed residential properties within 200 feet of the right of 

way. Even at $1.4 million, the cost will be much less than the Commission’s 4% 

benchmark for low-cost EMF mitigation. As described in Section TII.A.5, SCE 

may seek an increase in the approved maximum cost of DPV2 if the adopted 

low-cost EMF mitigation measure causes the cost cap to be exceeded. 

VI. Environmental Analysis 

A. Mitigation Measures 

The conclusions in the Filial EIR/EIS regarding environmental impacts 

of the proposed project and its alternatives assume that the impact-reduction 

measures proposed in the PEA, called Applicant Proposed Measures or APMs, 

and the additional mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR/EIS will 

be implemented. In Section IV.C.2, we address SCEs concerns with 

interpretation of APM L-7. In this section, we address two additional concerns 

about mitigation measures. We adopt the mitigation measures proposed in the 
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Final EIR/EIS, with one modification to mitigation measure B-16a discussed 

below. The applicable Applicant Proposed Measures and Final EIR/EIS 

mitigation measures for DPV2 are included in Attachment A. Implementation of 

the Applicant Proposed Measures and the applicable mitigation measures is a 

condition af our approval of this project. 

1. Raven Control 

In its Phase 2 brief, SCE takes issue with one of the Final EIR/EIS 

mitigation measures, specifically, mitigation measure B-16a regarding raven 

control.19 In addition to SCEs APM 8-20 requiring that transmission lines be 

designed to reduce the likelihood of nesting by common ravens and removal of 

any common raven nests found on the structures,zo the Final EIR/EIS 

recommends mitigation measure B-16a, as follows: 

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 Migratory Birds. SCE shall provide 
this raven control plan to all transmission line companies that 
conduct operations within the ROW [right of way]. 

19 Coinnion ravens are kno~7n to nest in transnussion towers and prey upon nearby 
wildlife species, including juvenile tortoises and other wildlife species that may be 
listed as threatened or endangered, or considered sensitive. 

2" As SCE points out in commients on the proposed decision, APM B-20 would apply 
only in the Coachella Valley region. 
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SCE requests that mitigation measure 8-16a be modified as follows: 

Contribute to an agency sponsored raven reduction plan for the 
California desert. SCE will work with the Bureau of Land 
Management and the USFWS to reduce raven populations in the 
desert by contributing to an agency-sponsored raven reduction 
program for the California Desert. The amount of contribution shall 
be commensurate with the expected contribution of raven nesting 
resulting from the DPVZ transmission line. 

SCE expresses concern that mitigation measure B-16a as presented 

B-16a 

in the Final EIR/EIS would be infeasible, with unlimited scope and expenditure. 

SCE states that the Commission should not impose mitigation measures to be 

applied to existing transmission lines, or to other transmission owners. It 

contends that there likely would be no reduction in raven nesting activity by 

removing raven nests from towers on DPV2 when there is no raven control on 

the adjacent towers. SCE also questions the feasibility of raven control, citing its 

experience that ravens often will rebuild a nest as soon as it is taken down. SCE 

suggests that it could make a monetary contribution to an agencj 7 - s p onsored 

raven reduction program, requesting that, at a minimum, the Commission revise 

mitigation measure B16-a ”to place some reasonable limitations on what SCE 

could be required to do for this program.” 

Mitigation measure B-16a as recommended :n the Final EIR/EIS 

would require that SCE develop a raven control plan for its own use and provide 

a copy to other transmission companies. We are perplexed by SCE’s contention 

that this mitigation measure may not provide any benefits, in light of its own 

proposed measure for raven control and nest removal in APM B-20. Tlie efficacy 

of SCEs proposed revision to mitigation measure B-16a is questionable. BLM 

and the USFWS have not indicated that they have, or are interested in creating, 

an agency-sponsored raven reduction program for the California desert. We 
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agree that raven control should be implemented as proposed in the Final 

EIR/ EIS. 

In its comments on the proposed decision, SCE points out that 

common ravens are not raptors. We adopt mitigation measure B-16a, with a 

minor modification to clarify this point, as follows: 

B-16a Prepare and implement a raven control plan. SCE shall prepare a 
comrnon 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 
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 Migratory Birds. SCE shall provide this raven control 
plan to all transmission line companies that conduct operations 
within the ROW. 

2. Agua Caliente Allottee Land 

SCEs Devers-Palo Verde right of way crosses an approximately 

0.1-mile stretch of land held by members of the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 

Lndians (Agua Caliente). During the DPV2 environmental review, Agua Caliente 

submitted a letter to the Commission and BLM asserting jurisdiction over the 

land and requesting that a mitigation measure be imposed requiring that SCE 

obtain a conditional use permit prior to construction of DPVZ. 

SCE asserts that it is not required to obtain a conditional use permit 

for this land. SCE states that it is consulting and coordinating with the &ma 

Caliente Planning Department regarding the right of way, but that it objects to 

the proposed terms of a conditional use permit, which would last no more than 

25 years and may be revoked. 
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As explained in the Final EIR/EIS, the Commission has preemptive 

jurisdiction over the construction, maintenance, and operation of SCE facilities in 

California. However, GO 13143 requires that, in locating electric facilities such 

as DPVZ, SCE consult with local agencies regarding land use matters. 

Section XW of GO 131-D provides that, where the utility and a local jurisdiction 

are unable to reach agreement on a utility project, the utility may bring the 

conflict before the Commission for resolution. Mitigation measure L-lc in the 

Final EIR/EIS mirrors the provisions of GO 131-D. 

The Agua Caliente opposed SCE‘s use of this allottee land when it 

constructed DPVl. The Commission authorized SCE to obtain a right of way 

through the land, and SCE successfully litigated an eminent domain complaint in 

federal district court pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 

needed for DPV1.21 

357 to condemn the allottee land 

We find that mitigation measure L-lc addresses the Agua Caliente 

concerns adequately. SCE should negotiate in good faith to reach a mutually 

acceptable agreement with the allotee and should coordinate with the Agua 

Caliente. If the parties are unable to reach an agreement, SCE should follow the 

procedures in GO 131-D and mitigation measure L-lc to obtain further 

Commission review of the dispute. We modify Section 1.1.4 in the Executive 

Summary of the Final EIR/EIS, as requested by SCE in its comments on the 

proposed decision, to describe GO 132-D requirements accurately. 

21 Southern California Edisoii Co. v. Rice, 685 F.2d 354,1982 US. App. LEXIS 16318 (9t” 
Cir. Cal. 1982) petition for cert. denied, Rice v. Southern California Edison, 460 U.S. 
1051,103 S. Ct. 1497,75 L. Ed. 2d 929,1983 U.S. LEXIS 4300,51 U.S.L.W. 3703 (1983). 
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B. Mitigation Monitoring 

The Final EIR/ EIS includes a proposed Mitigation Monitoring, 

Compliance, and Reporting Program (MMCRP or Mitigation Monitoring 

Program) for the mitigation measures it recommends for tlie DPV2 project. It 

recommends a framework for implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring 

Program by this Commission as the CEQA lead agency and BLM as the NEPA 

lead agency. We adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which is contained 

in Section X of Attachment B to this decision. 

Consistent with Public Resources Code § 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15097, the Commission must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring Program when it 

approves a project that is subject to preparation of an EIR and where the EIR 

identifies significant adverse enviroiimental effects. As the NEPA lead agency, 

BLM is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are implemented on its 

land. In the memorandum of understanding between BLM and the Commission 

governing the joint environmental review of DPV2, BLM and the Commission 

have agreed that the Commission will be responsible for implementing all 

adopted mitigation and monitoring provisions on both State and federal lands. 

BLM has agreed to provide the Commission access to federal lands as needed to 

conduct the adopted mitigation and monitoring activities. 

C. Adequacy and Certification of the Final 
EIRIEIS 
The Final EIR/EIS must contain specific information according to tlie 

CEQA guidelines, §§ 15120 through 15132. The various elements of the Final 

EIR/EIS satisfy these CEQA requirements. The Final EIR/EIS consists of the 

draft ETR/EIS, with revisions in response to comments and other information 
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received. Volume 3 of the Final EIR/EIS contains the commeiits received on the 

draft EIR/ EIS and individual responses to these commeiits.22 

The Commission must conclude that the Final EIR/ EIS is in compliance 

with CEQA before approving SCE’s request for a CPCN. The basic purpose is to 

ensure that the environmental document is a comprehensive, accurate, and 

unbiased tool to be used by the lead agency and other decisionmakers in 

addressing the merits of the project. The document should embody ”an 

interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the integrated use of the natural and 

social sciences and the consideration of qualitative as well as quantitative 

factors.”23 It must be prepared in a clear format and in plain language.24 It must 

be analytical rather than encyclopedic, and emphasize alternatives over 

unnecessary description of the project.23 Most importantly, it must be ”organized 

and written in such a manner that [it] will be meaningful and useful to 

decisioiimakers and the public.”’6 

In Section V1.A above, we find that mitigation measure B-16a and 

Section 1.1.4 in the Executive Summary of the Final EIR/EIS should be modified. 

We also find that Section H.1.3 in the Mitigation Monitoring a i d  Reporting 

section of the Final EIR/EIS should be deleted. With these changes, we believe 

that the Final EIR/EIS is in compliance with CEQA. It is a comprehensive, 

22 CEQA Guidelines, § 15132. 

23 Id., 5 15142. 

24 Id., # 15006(q) and (I)’ 15120,15140. 

25 Id., 55 15006,15141; Pub. Res. Code 5 21003(c). 

26 Pub. Res. Code § 21003(b). 

-95- 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/ sid 

detailed, and complete document that discusses clearly the advantages and 

disadvantages of the environmentally superior routes, SCEs proposed route, 

and various alternatives. We find that, as modified, the Final EIR/EIS is a 

competent and comprehensive informational tool, as CEQA requires it to be. 

The quality of the information in the Final EIR/EIS is such that we are confident 

of its accuracy. We have considered the information in the Final EIR/EIS in 

approving the DPV2 project as described in this decision. The Commission 

should certlfy the Final EIR/EIS as modified by this order. 

Vll. Authorized DPV2 Project and Statement 
of Overriding Considerations 

A. Authorized DPV2 Project 

Based on the considerations above, we authorize SCE to construct the 

proposed DPV2 project with the following routing conditions: 

SCE should terminate DPV2 at a new Harquahala Junction, 
if a commercially reasonable agreement can be reached and 
subject to approval by the Arizona Corporation Commission 
and any other needed authorizations. Otherwise, SCE may 
terminate DPV2 at the Harquahala switchyard. 

SCE may construct a route in the Kofa area that is acceptable 
to the USFWS and other permitting agencies. 

SCE should construct the North of Desert Center alternative 
in the Alligator Rock ACEC area if BLM authorizes this 
route, Otherwise, SCE may build DPV2 on a route segment 
through the Alligator Rock ACEC area acceptable to BLM, if 
the se,ment received full consideration in the Final EIR/EIS 
or deviates from one of the reviewed route segments solely 
within BLM land. 

96 - 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/ sid 

SCE should construct the Devers-Valley No. 2 500 kV 
alternative rather than the 230 kV upgrades that SCE 
proposed west of the Devers substation. 

Attachment B presents the findings required by CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15091, describing each significant and potentially si,onificant impact 

identified in the Final EIR/EIS, the relevant mitigation measures, and the 

findings of the Commission with respect to each impact. 

The Final EIR/EIS has identified unavoidable significant impacts that 

will result from construction and operation of the authorized DPV2 project. 

Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that, when the decision of the 

public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in 

the EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated, the agency must state in 

writing the reasons to support its action based oil the completed EIR and/or 

other information in the record. CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) requires that 

the decision-maker adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time 

of approval of the project if it finds that significant adverse environmental effects 

have been identified in the EIR that cannot be substantially mitigated to an 

insignificant level or be eliminated. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level 

for the proposed project: visual impacts in Kofa (Arizona), Harquahala 

Mountain Telecommunication Facility (Arizona), and the Alligator Rock ACEC); 

wilderness/recreation effects at the same three locations and also at the 

Chuckwalla Dune Thicket ACEC; the conversion of agricultural land to noii- 

agricultural use (13.6 acres in Arizona); potential adverse changes to known 

historic resources, to buried prehistoric and historical archaeological sites, or to 

human remains; corona noise that would exceed Riverside County standards; 

and air emissions that would exceed thresholds in the SCAQMD. 
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Implementation of alternatives could eliminate some of these identified 

impacts. Use of the North of Desert Center alternative to avoid new impacts to 

the Alligator Rock ACEC would eliminate visual, wilderness/ recreation, and 

cultural resources impacts to the ACEC, but would create additional visual 

impacts resulting from the addition of the transmission line in a new corridor 

north of the ACEC. Implementation of the Harquahala Junction Switchyard 

alternative would eliminate the si,gnificant impact from conversion of 

agricultural lands in Arizona. While a wide range of alternatives was evaluated 

in an attempt to avoid impacts to Kofa, no feasible alternatives were identified 

that would reduce impacts in comparison with the impacts of the proposed 

project. 

In the project segment west of the Devers substation, the proposed 

West of Devers upgrades would not create any significant unmitigable impacts. 

Since the Morongo Tribe has mformed SCE that its proposed West of Devers 

upgrades are not acceptable, this portion of the project is not feasible, and we 

authorize construction of the Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative. This alternative 

would have the following significant and unmitigable impacts: visual impacts in 

several locations; inconsistency with BLMs Visual Resources Methodology 

management objectives in the Potrero ACEC and with the San Bernardino 

National Forest's Scenic Integrity Objectives; wilderness/recreation impacts at 

Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, Pacific Crest Trail, 

San Jacinto Wilderness Area, and Potrero ACEC; potential adverse changes to 

known historic resources, to buried prehistoric and historical archaeological 

sites, or to human remains.; corona noise; and air emissions. 

None of the other alternatives alleviate the significant impacts and are 

feasible in light of the project objectives, as described in Final EIR/EIS 

-98- 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/sid 

Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report). Accordingly, the Commission 

adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

B. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The Commission recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts 

will result from implementation of the DPVZ project. Having (i) adopted all 

feasible mitigation measures, (ii) adopted certain alternatives that reduce the 

impacts of the proposed project, (iii) rejected as infeasible alternatives to the 

project discussed above, (iv) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and 

(v) balanced the benefits of the project against the project’s significant and 

unavoidable impacts, the Commission hereby finds that the benefits outweigh 

and override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below. 

The Commission adopts and makes this statement of overriding 

considerations concerning the DPV2 project’s unavoidable significant impacts to 

explain why the project’s benefits outweigh its unavoidable impacts. 

The discussion above and in Sections I11 and IV describes each 

alternative that was considered in the Final EIR/EIS and explains why each one 

has been included in the authorized project or rejected. 

This project will provide substantial benefits, in that it will provide 

significant economic benefits for CAISO ratepayers, increase the reliability of the 

interstate transmission network, increase operational flexibility, and provide 

insurance value as an economic hedge against low-probability, high-impact 

events. We set forth the reasons for finding these substantial benefits, with 

citations to the record, in Section I11 above. The Commission finds that the DPV2 

project’s unavoidable impacts are acceptable in light of these substantial benefits, 

which constitute an overriding consideration warranting approval of the project, 

despite each and every unavoidable impact. 
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VIII. Compliance with Public Utilities Code 
Section 625 

Pub. Util. Code 9 625 provides that a public utility that offers competitive 

services may not condemn any property for the purpose of competing with 

another entity unless the Commission finds that such an action would serve the 

public interest based on a hearing for which the owner of the property to be 

condemned has been noticed and the public has an opportunity to participate 

(5 625(a)(l)(A)). However, an exception is made for condemnation actions that 

are necessary solely for an electric or gas company to meet a Commission- 

ordered obligation to serve. In that circumstance, the electric or gas company is 

required to provide notice on the Commission Calendar if and when it pursues 

installation of facilities for the purpose of providing competitive services 

625(4 (1) (W- 
SCE proposed the DPV2 project to meet SCE's obligation to serve its 

electric customers, and we authorize it for that purpose. The DPV2 project 

includes new fiber optic cable to provide internal communications links for line 

protection, but SCE states that it has no current intention to use this fiber optic 

cable for competitive purposes or to lease it. 

In D.O1-10-029, the Commission addressed the applicability of 9 625 where 

the utility is implementing a project to meet its obligation to serve, but aspects of 

the project may have a competitive purpose later. We described that § 625 

provides two different levels of notice and oversight and that, "The lesser 

standard requires that when condemning properties to carry out a commission- 

ordered obligation, § 625(a)(l)(B) is applicable, which only requires notice be 

provided to the Commission Calendar." With similar circumstances, we 

conclude as in D.O1-10-029 that the lesser standard, notice, applies for the DPVZ 

project. 
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IX. SCE Motion Regarding DRA Consultant 
costs 

On August 30,2006, SCE filed a motion regarding reimbursement of DRA 

consultant expenses. SCE asks the Commission to do the following: 

I. Find that SCE should reimburse DRA up to $375,000 for 
consultant expenses incurred for this proceeding, consistent 
with 5 631; 

2, Authorize SCE to capitalize the reimbursed consultant costs 
as project costs, and adjust the adopted cost cap by the final 
amount; 

3. Allow SCE to provide the final amount in a filing it would 
make after the issuance of the CPCN in this proceeding; 

4. Account for DRA consultant costs related to the DPV2 
project separately from those consultant costs related to 
1.05-06-041; and, 

5. If the Commission deems it appropriate to have DRA 
reimbursed for its consultant costs related to 1.05-06-041, 
order that such consultant costs be allocated to PG&E and 
SDG&E as well as SCE. 

DRA filed a response to SCEs motion. Regarding SCE’s first request, DRA 

does not believe a Commission finding is required, since SCE does not dispute 

that it must reimburse DRA’s consultant costs related to this case. DRA does not 

object to SCE’s proposal that reimbursed costs be included in the cost cap and 

capitalized. 

DRA takes issue with SCE’s assertion that some of DRA’s consultant work 

related solely to 1.05-06-041 and therefore is not reimbursable pursuant to 5 631. 

DRA states that its consultants were engaged to provide expert testimony on the 

need for DPV2 and that all prepared testimony fell within that scope. DRA states 
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that, since the Phase 1 hearings were held jointly in A.05-04-015 and 1.05-06-041, 

the hearing time could be considered a joint activity. It maintains, however, that 

DRA’s consultants attended the hearings only to address the need for DPV2. 

DRA concludes that its consultant costs should not be separated into two 

categories as SCE suggests, and instead should all be reimbursed pursuant to 

5 631. 

PG&E responded in opposition to SCE’s suggestion that a portion of 

DRA’s consultant costs could be allocated to PG&E. PG&E argues that there is 

no basis for it or its ratepayers to assume any of the costs associated with DRA’s 

consultants. 

We agree with SCE that DRA consultants’ evaluation of DPV2 assisted in 

the Commission’s concurrent consideration in 1.05-06-041 of methodologies for 

the economic evaluation of transmission lines. However, a review of the 

consultants’ testimony confirms, as DRA indicates in its response, that their 

evaluation focused on need for DPV2. We find that the issues addressed by 

DRA’s consultants are inextricably linked to the Commission’s review of DPV2. 

For this reason, SCE should reimburse all of DRA’s consultant costs in this 

proceeding, pursuant to 5631. We will not place a $375,000 limit on the 

reimbursable amount, as SCE requests. 

We reject SCEs request that the cost cap for DPV be increased to reflect 

DRA’s consultant costs. SCE has included an allowance for contingency costs in 

its DPV2 cost estimates, which we include in the maximum. cost adopted in 

Section III.A.5.b pursuant to 9 1005.5(a). SCE may treat the reimbursed 

consultant costs as DPV2 project costs for purposes of determining compliance 

with the approved maximum cost. If needed, SCE may seek an increase in the 

approved maximum cost as provided in Section 1005.5(b). 
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DRA notes that, at the time of its response to SCEs motion, the 

Commission had presented SCE five iiivoices and eight late notices for costs 

related to DRA's consultants, in amounts exceeding $300,000. SCE should pay all 

outstanding Commission invoices for DRA consultant expenses within five days 

of the effective date of this order. 

X. Comments on Proposed Decision 

The proposed decision of the ALJ in this matter was mailed to the parties 

in accordance with Section 311 of the Public Utilities Code and Rule 14.2(a) of the 

Corrunission's Rules of Practice and Procedure. SCE, the CAlSO, and DRA filed 

comments on the proposed decision. No party filed reply comments. 

We have made several minor modifications and clarifications to the 

proposed decision in response to the filed comments. As addressed elsewhere in 

the decision, these changes include more accurate descriptions of GO 231-D 

requirements and 5 lOOS.S(a) provisions, as well as clarifications regarding the 

CAISOs economic evaluation of DPV2 and the adopted raven control mitigation 

requirement. In addition, in Attachment B we clarify that the Final EIR/EIS does 

not consider EMF concerns in the context of CEQA or NEPA. 

XI. Assignment of Proceeding 

Dim M. Grueneich is the assigned Commissioner and Charlotte F. 

TerKeurst is the assigned ALJ in this proceeding. 

Findings of Fact 
1. Our assessment of the economic benefits the DPV2 project is based on its 

design and construction to provide 1,200 MW of transfer capability between 

southern CaLifornia and Arizona, to be operated by the CAISO. 
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2. SCE projects that DPV2 will provide benefits to CAISO ratepayers of 

almost $460 million in excess of its costs, with a resulting benefit-cost ratio 

of 1.71. 

3. The CAE0 projects that DPV2 will provide levelized annual benefits to 

CAISO ratepayers between $17 million and $158 million in excess of its costs, 

with a resulting benefit-cost ratio between 1.25 and 3.34. 

4. DRA forecasts that DPV2 will provide net energy benefits of $261 million 

in excess of DPVTs costs, with a CAISO Ratepayer benefit-cost ratio of 1.31. 

5. It is reasonable to adopt a maximum cost for DPV2 pursuant to 3 1005.5(a) 

of $545,285,000 in 2005 dollars, to be decreased by $24,080,000 if the Devers- 

Harquahala line is terminated at Harquahala Junction and increased by 

$8,282,000 if the Alligator Rock- North of Desert Center route segment is used. 

In assessing compliance with the authorized maximum cost, it is reasonable to 

deflate actual expenditures to their equivalent value in 2005 dollars using the 

Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs, 

6. The parties’ economic evaluations of DPV2 submitted in this proceeding 

demonstrate that DPV2 will provide significant economic benefits to CAISO-area 

ratepayers. 

7. DPV2 will expand the interstate regional transmission network, increase its 

reliability, provide more operational flexibility, and provide insurance value as 

an economic hedge against low-probability, high-impact events. 

8. Energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable generation do not 

hold sufficient near-term promise to provide a feasible or cost-effective 

alternative to DPV2, and would not offer the operational and other system 

benefits expected due to DPV2. 
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9. New transmission and generation options, in addition to demand side 

resources, should be pursued to meet the need for new energy supply in 

southern California. 

10. Based on the STEP process that considered a range of potential 

transmission alternatives, DPV2 is the preferred new traiismission alternative to 

provide access to lower-cost energy in the Southwest. 

11. Terminating the Devers-Harquahala transmission line at Harqualiala 

Junction would be less expensive than termination at the Harquahala Generating 

Company switchyard, and is the environmentally preferred alternative. 

12. It is reasonable to require SCE to pursue good-faith efforts to reach a 

commercially reasonable agreement and seek the additional authorizations 

needed for construction of Harquahala Junction. 

13. The Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center alternate route segment 

would avoid the Alligator Rock ACEC and is eiivironmentally preferable to the 

proposed project paralleling DPVl through the ACEC. 

14. Neither SCEs PEA nor the Final EIR/EIS for DPV2 addressed 

environmental impacts if DPV2 is integrated with the Desert Southwest project. 

15. The Devers-Valley No. 2 alternative is a viable and acceptable alternative 

to the West of Devers upgrades proposed by SCE. 

16. It is reasonable to allow SCE to construct the Devers-Valley No. 2 

transmission line as part of the DPV2 project. 

17. A 20-foot increase in the height of DPV2 transmission towers would 

achieve a 15% reduction in the magnetic field at the edge of the right of way 

nearest to the DPV2 towers. 

18. SCE reports that increasing the height of 33 towers by 20 feet would have 

an incremental cost of $1.4 million. 
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19. It is reasonable to require SCE to undertake low-cost EMF mitigation for 

the DPV2 project, as described in Section V.C of this decision. 

20. A comprehensive record on environmental matters was developed in this 

proceeding through issuance of a draft EIR/EIS, consultation with public 

agencies and others, and public hearings. All are elements in the environmental 

process, which culminated in the issuance of tlie Final EIR/EIS. 

21. The project alternatives considered in the Final EIR/ EIS constitute a 

reasonable range of feasible alternatives, as required by the CEQA Guidelines. 

22. The Final EIR/ EIS identifies significant environmental impacts of the 

approved route that cannot be mitigated or avoided. 

23. The environmental mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR/EIS, as 

modified by this order and contained in Attachment A, are feasible and will 

minimize or avoid significant environmental impacts. 

24. As State lead agency under CEQA, the Commission is required to monitor 

the implementation of mitigation measures adopted for this project to ensure full 

compliance with the provisions of the monitoring program. 

25, The Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reportyg Plan in Section X 

of Attachment B to this decision conforms to the recommendations of the Final 

ETR/EIS for measures required to mitigate or avoid environmental effects of the 

project that can be reduced or avoided. 

26. The Commission will develop a detailed implementation plan for the 

Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan. 

27. The Commission has reviewed and considered the information in the Final 

EIR/EIS before approving the project. 
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28. The Final EIR/EIS is a competent and comprehensive informational tool. 

With the modifications adopted in this decision, the quality of the information 

therein is such that we are confident of its accuracy. 

29. Statement of: Overriding Considerations: The DPV2 project will provide 

substantial benefits, in that it will provide significant economic benefits for 

CAISO-area ratepayers, increase the reliability of the interstate transmission 

network, increase operational flexibility, and provide insurance value as an 

economic hedge against low-probability, high-impact events. The DPV2 

project's unavoidable impacts are acceptable in light of these substantial benefits, 

which constitute an overriding consideration warranting approval of the project, 

despite each and every unavoidable impact. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the proposed project pursuant to, 

infer d in ,  Pub. Util. Code § 1001 ef seq. 

2. SCE's motion to submit late-filed Exhibit 43 should be granted. 

3. The Commission has authority to specify a "maximum cost determined to 

be reasonable and prudent" for the DPV2 project pursuant to Pub. Util. Code 

5 1005.5. 

4. The Commission should approve a maximum reasonable and prudent cost 

for this project as specified in Finding of Fact 5. 

5. If SCE's final detailed engineering design-based construction estimates for 

the authorized project is one percent or more lower than the authorized 

maximum cost, SCE should show cause why the Commission should not adopt a 

lower amount as the maximum reasonable and prudent cost to reflect the final 

estimate. 
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6. If SCE’s final detailed engineering design-based construction estimates for 

the authorized project exceeds the authorized maximum cost, SCE should seek 

an increase in the approved maximum cost pursuant to 9 1005.5(b), to allow the 

Commission to assess whether the cost increases affect the cost effectiveness and 

need for the DPV2 project. 

7. Commission approval of SCEs application, as modified herein, is in the 

public interest. 

8. Project approval should be conditioned upon construction according to the 

following route: 

In Arizona, the DPV2 project should depart from either the 
Harquahala Generating Station switchyard or a new 
Harquahala Junction. If the DPV2 project departs from the 
Harqualiala Generating Station switchyard, it should proceed 
east, paralleling the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV 
line for approximately five miles to its intersection with SCE’s 
existing DPVl route at the site of the proposed Harquahala 
Junction. At this point, whether the route departs from the 
Harqualiala Generating Station switchyard or Harquahala 
Junction, the route should be the same. 

. 

At its intersection with DPVl at Harquahala Junction, the DPV2 
route should turn north (paralleling the DPVl line) for 
approximately 2.4 miles to where it should cross 1-10, and then 
proceed 3.7 miles to a point northeast of Burnt Mountain. From 
there the route should turn west and roughly parallel the north 
side of 1-10 and the Central Arizona Project Canal for 
approximately 20 miles into La Paz County, then turn 
southwest, crossing to the south of 1-10 and proceeding 
approximately 5 miles to a point where it meets the El Paso 
Natural Gas Company (EPNG) pipeline. The route should 
parallel the EPNG pipeline and DPVl for approximately 56 
miles, across the Ranegras Plain where a series capacitor bank 
should be constructed and through La Posa Plain. The route 
may follow or deviate from SCE’s proposed route in the Kofa 
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area. The route should cross over Arizona Highway 95 and 
proceed into the Dome Rock Mountains to the summit of 
Copper Bottom Pass. The route should turn southwest and 
descend the western slope of the Dome Rock Mountains to 
reach the Colorado River. 

The route should cross the Colorado River into California and 
generally follow the DPVl right of way to SCE’s Devers 
substation. The route should pass into the Palo Verde Valley, 
five miles south of Blythe, California and should proceed 
westerly to the top of the Palo Verde Mesa and then turn 
northwest to a point two miles south of 1-10 and five miles 
southwest of Blythe Airport. At this point, the route should 
turn west following the DPVl line to a point five miles east of 
Desert Center. DPV2 should either follow the DPVl route for 
10.6 miles or the North of Desert Center route for 11.8 miles 
north of 1-10 and Desert Center to avoid the Alligator Rock Area 
ACEC. On the west side of Alligator Rock ACEC and south of 
1-10, the route should continue west for another 24 miles, 
passing a site where a series capacitor should be constructed, to 
a point in Shavers Valley where it should turn north and cross 
1-10 about two miles east of the Cactus City Rest Stop. After 
crossing 1-10, the route should continue west-northwest, 
parallel to the DPVl line for 46 miles to the Devers substation. 

The route west of the Devers substation should leave Devers in 
a westerly direction paralleling SCEs existing Devers-Valley 
No. 1 line for 41.6 miles. The route should cross into the San 
Beniardino National Forest and the Santa Rosa and Sail Jaciiito 
Mountains National Monument and parallel the Devers-Valley 
No. 1 line westerly and southwesterly until it terminates at 
SCE’s Valley substation. 

9. SCE should be authorized to terminate the Devers-Harqualida 

transmission line at Harquahala Junction or, if Harquahala Junction does not 

receive the needed approvals in Arizona or is otherwise not feasible, at the 

Harquahala Generating Company switchyard. 
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10. If the USFWS rejects the proposed route for DPV2 paralleling DPVl 

through Kofa, that route will become legally infeasible. 

11. SCE should be authorized to construct a route in the Kofa area that is 

acceptable to the USFWS and other permitting agencies, subject to a showing, if a 

proposed routing modification causes expected DPV2 costs to exceed the 

authorized maximum cost, that the routing modification is not detrimental to the 

cost effectiveness of DPV2. 

12. SCE should be authorized to construct the North of Desert Center 

alternative or, if BLM does not authorize the North of Desert Center alternative, 

to construct DPV2 on a route segment through the Alligator Rock ACEC that is 

acceptable to BLM if the route segment received full consideration in the Final 

EIR/EIS or if it deviates from one of the reviewed se,pents solely within BLM 

land. 

13. If SCE and IID reach agreement regarding integration of DPV2 and the 

Desert Southwest transmission project, SCE should be required to address 

environmental and other impacts of the proposed upgrades to DPV2 if it 

requests Commission authorization to construct the Midpoint substation or any 

other facilities related to integration of DPV2 and the Desert Southwest 

transmission project. 

14. The West of Devers portion of SCE’s proposed DPV2 project is not legally 

feasible. 

15. SCE should be authorized to coiistruct the Devers-Valley No. 2 

transmission line as part of the DPV2 project. 

16. SCE should amend its EMF management plan as needed to apply its no- 

cost 500 kV EMF management techniques to the Devers-Valley corridor in 
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addition to the Devers-Harquahala corridor, and to incorporate low-cost EMF 

mitigation as described in Section V.C of this decision. 

17. The Commission retains authority to approve SCE’s EMF management 

plan to ensure that it does not create adverse environmental impacts. 

18. Mitigation measure B-16a should be modified to clarify that ravens are not 

raptors. 

19. Section 1.1.4 in the Executive Summary of the Final EIR/EIS should be 

modified to describe GO 131-D requirements accurately. 

20. The mitigation measures contained in Attachment A to this decision 

should be adopted and made conditions of project approval. 

21. The Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan in Section X 

of Attachment B to this decision should be adopted. 

22. The findings required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, as contained in 

Attachment B to this decision, should be adopted. 

23. The Final ETR/EIS has been completed in compliance with the CEQA 

guidelines. 

24. Section H.1.3 in the Final EIR/EIS should be deleted. 

25, With the modifications adopted in this decision, the Final EIR/EIS satisfies 

CEQA requirements and should be certified. 

26. Pub. Util. Code 9 625(a)(l)(A) does not apply to this project. However, SCE 

must provide notice pursuant to § 625(a)(l)(B) if and when it pursues installation 

of facilities for purposes of providing competitive services. 

27. SCEs motion regarding reimbursement of DRA consultant expenses 

should be denied, except that SCE should be required to pay all outstanding 

invoices for DRA consultant expenses expeditiously. 
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28. This order should be effective today so that SCE may proceed 

expeditiously with construction of the authorized project. 

O R D E R  

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) is granted, 

subject to the conditions set forth in this Order, to Southern California Edison 

Company (SCE) to construct a 500 kilovolt (kV) transmission line between either 

the Harquahala Generating Station switchyard or a new Harquahala Junction in 

Arizona to SCE’s Devers substation, a 500 kV transmission line between the 

Devers substation and SCEs Valley substation, and associated facilities 

(collectively, the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) project). 

2. SCE shall, as a condition of tlie CPCN, build the DPV2 project in 

accordance with the following route: 

In Arizona, the DPV2 project shall depart from either the 
Harquahala Generating Station switchyard or a new 
Harquahala Junction. If the DPV2 project departs from the 
Harquahala Generating Station switchyard, it shall proceed 
east, paralleling the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500 kV 
line for approximately five miles to its intersection with SCE’s 
existing Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 (DPV1) route at the site of the 
proposed Harquahala Junction. At this point, whether the 
route departs from the Harquahala Generating Station 
switchyard or Harquahala Junction, the route shall be the same. 

At its intersection with DPVl at Harquahala Junction, tlie DPV2 
route shall turn north (paralleling the DPVl line) for 
approximately 2.4 miles to where it shall cross Interstate 10 
(I-lo), and then proceed 3.7 miles to a point northeast of Burnt 
Mountain. From there the route shall turn west and roughly 
parallel the north side of 1-10 and the Central Arizona Project 
Canal for approximately 20 miles into La Paz County, then turn 
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southwest, crossing to the south of 1-10 and proceeding 
approximately 5 miles to a point where it meets the El Paso 
Natural Gas Company (EPNG) pipeline. The route shall 
parallel the EPNG pipeline and DPVl for approximately 56 
miles, across the Ranegras Plain where a series capacitor bank 
shall be constructed and through La Posa Plain. The route may 
follow or deviate from SCEs proposed route in the Kofa 
National Wildlife Reserve (Kofa) area. The route shall cross 
over Arizona Highway 95 and proceed into the Dome Rock 
Mountains to the summit of Copper Bottom Pass. The route 
shall turn southwest and descend the western slope of the 
Dome Rock Mountains to reach the Colorado River. 

The route shall cross the Colorado River into California and 
generally follow the DPVl right of way to SCE’s Devers 
substation. The route shall pass into the Palo Verde Valley, five 
miles south of Blythe, California and shall proceed westerly to 
the top of the Palo Verde Mesa and then turn northwest to a 
point two miles south of 1-10 and five miles southwest of Blythe 
Airport. At this point, the route shall turn west following the 
DPVl line to a point five miles east of Desert Center. DPV2 
shall either follow the DPVl route for 10.6 miles or the North of 
Desert Center route for 11.8 miles north of 1-10 and Desert 
Center to avoid the Alligator Rock Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). On the west side of Alligator 
Rock ACEC and south of 1-10, the route shall continue west for 
another 24 miles, passing a site where a series capacitor shall be 
constructed, to a point in Shavers Valley where it shall turn 
north and cross 1-10 about two miles east of the Cactus City 
Rest Stop. After crossing 1-10, the route shall continue west- 
northwest, parallel to tlie DPVl line for 46 miles to the Devers 
subs tat ion. 

The route west of the Devers substation shall leave Devers in a 
westerly direction paralleling SCEs existing Devers-Valley No. 
1 line for 41.6 miles. The route shall cross into the San 
Bemardino National Forest and tlie Santa Rosa and San Jacinto 
Mountains National Monument and parallel the Devers-Valley 
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No. 1 line westerly and southwesterly until it terminates at 
SCEs Valley substation. 

3. SCE shall pursue good-faith efforts to reach a commercially reasonable 

agreement and seek the additional authorizations needed for construction of 

Harquahala Junction. SCE is authorized to terminate the Devers-Harquahala 

transmission line at Harquahala Junction or, if Harquahala Junction does not 

receive the needed approvals in Arizona or is otherwise not feasible, at the 

Harquahala Generating Company switchyard. 

4. Official notice is taken that the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) has issued a preliminary Determination of Incompatibility regarding 

construction of DPV2 through Kofa as proposed by SCE. 

5. SCE is authorized to construct a route in the Kofa area that is acceptable to 

the USFWS and other permitting agencies, subject to a showing, if a proposed 

routing modification causes expected DPV2 costs to exceed the maximum cost 

adopted in this Order, that the routing modification is not detrimental to the cost 

effectiveness of DPV2. 

6. SCE is authorized to construct the North of Desert Center alternative or, if  

the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

does not authorize the North of Desert Center alternative, to construct DPV2 on a 

route segment through the Alligator Rock ACEC that is acceptable to BLM if the 

route segment received full consideration in the Final Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) for DPV2 or if it 

deviates from one of the reviewed segments solely within BLM land. 

7. If SCE requests Commission authorization to construct the Midpoint 

substation or any other facilities related to integration of DPV2 and the Desert 

Southwest transmission project, SCE shall address environmental and other 
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impacts of upgrades to DPV2 that would be undertaken to integrate DPV2 and 

the Desert Southwest transmission project. 

8. SCE is authorized to construct the Devers-Valley No. 2 transmission line as 

part of the DPV2 project. 

9. SCE shall, as a condition of the CPCN, design and construct DPV2 to 

increase the transfer capability between southern California and Arizona by at 

least 1,200 megawatts (MW) and shall turn over at least 1,200 MW of transfer 

capability to the California Independent System Operator (CAISO). 

10. Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code 5 1005.5(a), the maximum cost determined to 

be reasonable and prudent for the DPV2 project, including pension and benefits, 

and administrative and general expenses, but excluding Allowance for Funds 

Used During Construction, is $545,285,000 in 2005 dollars, to be decreased by 

$24,080,000 if the Devers-Harquahala line is terminated at Harquahala Junction 

and increased by $8,282,000 if the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center route 

segment is used. The Handy-Wliitmaii Index of Public Utility Construction 

Costs shall be used in assessing compliance with the authorized maximum cost. 

11. Once SCE has developed a final detailed engineering design-based 

construction estimate for the final route, if this estimate is one percent or more 

lower than the authorized maximum reasonable and prudent cost identified in 

Conclusion of Law 10, SCE shall, within 30 days, file an advice letter to show 

cause why the Commissioii should not adopt a lower amount as the maximum 

reasonable and prudent cost to reflect the final estimate. 

12. If SCE’s final detailed engineering desip-based construction estimate for 

the authorized project exceeds the authorized maximum cost, SCE shall, within 

30 days, file an advice letter to seek an increase in the approved maximum cost 
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pursuant to 5 1005.5(b), and shall address whether the cost increases affect the 

cost effectiveness and need for the DPV2 project. 

13. As low-cost electric and magnetic field (EMF) mitigation, SCE shall 

increase tower and conductor heights by 20 feet along those portions of the DPV2 

transmission corridor where there are residential properties within 50 feet of the 

side of the right of way closer to the DPV2 line. SCE shall apply this low-cost 

EMF mitigation where there are existing residential properties and where 

development of new residences is underway at the time SCE undertakes final 

DPV2 project design. 

14. SCE shall amend its EMF managemeiit plan to apply its no-cost 500 kV 

EMF management techniques to the Devers-Valley corridor in addition to the 

Devers-Harquahala corridor, and to incorporate the low-cost EMF mitigation 

adopted in Ordering Paragraph 13. 

15. SCE shall, as a condition of the CPCN, build the DPV2 project in 

accordance with its EMF management plan as modified consistent Ordering 

Paragraph 14. 
~ 

16. SCE shall, prior to commencing construction, submit a detailed EMF 

management plan for approval of the Commission’s Energy Division. The plan 

shall describe in detail each mitigation element, the cost of each element, and the 

percentage by which that mitigation will reduce EMF levels. 

17. Mitigation measure €3-16a proposed in the Final EIR/EIS is modified as 

follows: 

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 
raptor species, describes the seasonal limitations on disturbing 
nesting raptors species (excluding ravens), describes the procedure 
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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 Migratory Birds. SCE shall provide this raven control 
plan to all transmission line companies that conduct operations 
within the ROW. 

18. The second paragraph in Section 1.1.4 in the Executive Summary of the 

Final EIR/EIS is modified as follows: 

No local discretionarv (e.g., - use) permits - are required, since the 
CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of SCE facilities in California. SCE 
would still have to obtain all ministerial building - and 
encroachment permits from local jurisdictions, and the CPUC s 
General Order 131-D requires that, in locating electric facilities 
such as DPV2, SCE consult with local agencies regarding land 
use matters. The CPUC‘s authority does not preempt special 
districts, such as the South Coast Air Ouality Management - 

District, or other State agencies or the federal government. - 

19. The mitigation measures contained in Attachment A to this decision are 

adopted. 

20. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program contained in Section X 

of Attachment B to this decision is adopted. 

21. SCE shall, as a condition of the CPCN, comply with all applicable 

mitigation measures specified in Attachment A attached hereto, as directed by 

the Commission’s Executive Director or his designee(s). SCE shall work with the 

Commission’s Energy Division to create detailed maps for use in construction 

and mitigation monitoring. 

22. The Executive Director shall supervise and oversee construction of the 

project insofar as it relates to monitoring and enforcement of the adopted 

mitigation measures contained in Attachment A to this decision. The Executive 

Director may delegate these duties to one or more Commission staff members or 
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outside staff. The Executive Director is authorized to employ staff independent 

of the Commission staff to carry out such hnctions, including! without 

limitation, the on-site environmental inspection, environmental monitoring, and 

environmental mitigation supervision of the construction of the project. Such 

staff may be individually qualified professional environmental monitors or may 

be employed by one or more firms or organizations. In monitoring the 

implementation of the adopted mitigation measures, the Executive Director shall 

attribute the acts and omissions of SCE’s employees, contractors, subcontractors, 

or other agents to SCE. SCE shall comply with all orders and directives of the 

Executive Director concerning implementation of the adopted mitigation 

measures. 

23. The findings required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines Section 15091, as contained in Attachment B to this decision, are 

adopted. 

24. Section €3.1.3 in the Final ETR/EIS is deleted. 

25. With the modifications adopted in Ordering Paragraphs 17,18, and 24, the 

Final EIR/EIS for the DPV2 project is certified pursuant to CEQA. 

26. The Commission finds that the DPV2 project will provide substantial 

benefits, in that it will provide significant economic benefits for CAISO-area 

ratepayers, increase the reliability of the interstate transmission network, 

increase operational fI exibility, and provide insurance value as an economic 

hedge against low-probability, high-impact events. The Commission finds that 

the DPV2 project’s unavoidable impacts are acceptable in light of these 

substantial benefits, which constitute an overriding consideration warranting 

approval of the project, despite each and every unavoidable impact. 
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27. SCE shall file a written notice with the Commission, served on all parties 

to this proceeding, of its agreement, executed by an officer of SCE duly 

authorized (as evidenced by a resolution of its board of directors duly 

authenticated by a secretary or assistant secretary of SCE) to acknowledge SCE’s 

acceptance of the conditions set forth in the Ordering Paragraphs of this decision. 

Failure to file such notice within 75 days of the effective date of this decision 

shall result in the lapse of the authority granted by this decision. 

28. The Executive Director shall file a Notice of Determination for the project 

as required by CEQA and the regulations promulgated pursuant thereto. 

29. Upon satisfactory completion of the project, SCE shall file a notice of 

completion with the Executive Director by the Energy Division. 

30. SCE’s right to construct the DPV2 project as set forth in this decision shall 

be subject to all other necessary federal, State and local permitting processes and 

approvals. 

31. SCE’s motion to submit late-filed Exhibit 43 is granted. 

32. SCE shall pay all outstanding Commission invoices for Division of 

Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) consultant expenses within five days of the effective 

date of this order. In all other respects, SCEs motion regarding reimbursement 

of DRA consultant expenses is denied. 

33. Application 05-04-015 is closed. 

This order is effective today. 

aiiuary 25,2007, at San Francisco, California. Dated 

MICHAEL R. PEEVEY 
President 

DIAN M. GRUENEICH 
JOHN A. BOHN 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

ATTACHMENT A 

Mitigation Measures 
All mitigation measures presented in the Final EIR/EIS are listed below. The four ineasures at the end of 
the list would apply only to alternative routes; all other measures apply to the Proposed Project or to all 
alternatives. Mitigation measure B-16a in the Final EIW'EIS is modified as contained herein. 

Measures Applicable to the Proposed Project and All Alternatives 

Biological Resources 
B-la Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan. SCE shall rcstorc all 

areas disturbcd by project construction, including temporary disturbance areas around tower 
construction sites, kaydown/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 commu- 
nities. SCE shall identify a qwalified Habitat Restoration Specialist to be approved by the 
CPUC/BLM. Hydroseeding, drill seeding, or an otherwise proved restoration technique shall 
be utilizcd on all disturbed surfaces using a locally endemic native secd mix approvcd by the 
CPUC/CI)FG/AGFD/FWS and BLM. SCE shall flag the limits of disturbance at cach 
construction site. Thc Plan shall incorporate the ineasures identified in the Junc 2006 
Mcmorandum of Understanding regarding vegetation rnanagcment along rights-of-way for 
electrical transmission and distribution facilitics on Pedcrdl lands. In project areas that occur 
in the WRCMSHCP plan arca, SCE shall use the applicable Best Mandgcment Practices 
identified in the WRCMSIICP. 

The crcation or rcstoration of habitat shall bc inonitorcd for fivc years aftcr mitigation site con- 
struction, or until established success critcria arc met, to a s e s  progress and idcntify potcntial 
problems with the restoration site. Remedial activities (e&, additional planting, weeding, or 
erosion control) shall be taken during the monitoring period if necessary to ensure the success 
of the restoration effort. If tlie 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 CPUCBLM. 

B-lb Coordinate tower placement with USFWSIBLM. Where the proposed route crosses the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. SCE shall coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Division of Refuges' refuge management personnel to determine specific tower site and spur 
road locations in order to minimize habitat disturbance and/or the loss of valuable habitat 
fcaturcs. SCE shall dcmonstratc compliance with this measure prior to construction. 

B-2a Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory. SCE shall survey the project corridor, 
including access roads, for populations of invasivc and noxious weeds prior to the start of 
construction. All populations of invasive and noxious wceds within 500 feet of each towcr 
location shall be flagged prior to construction. Thc Applicant shall submit a Noxious Wced 
Control Plan to BLM, CPUC, ADGF, CDFG, and/or USFWS at lcast 60 days prior to thc start 
of construction. The wced control plan shall specify the location of cxishng weed populations; 
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ATTACHMENT A 

measures to control introduction and spread of noxious weeds in the project corridor; worker 
training, specifications, and inspection procedures for construction materials and equipment 
used in the project corridor; post-construction monitoring for noxious weeds; and eradication 
and control methods. 

Known populations of invasive and noxious weeds in the project corridor shall be evaluated 
by BLM, CPUC, CDFG, and USFWS to identify candidates for eradication. Selected weed 
populations shall then be eradicated prior to construction. 

All seeds and straw material shall be certified weed free. All ,gavel and fill material used 
during project construction and maintenance shall be certified weed free by the local County 
Agriculture Commissioner's Office. 

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 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 whecls, undercarriages, bumpcrs and all parts of the vchicle. In addition, all 
tools such as chain saws. hand clippers, pruners, etc., must also be washed BEFORE AND 
AFTER cnteriiig all project arcas. For examplc, vchiclcs traveling into containinatcd arcas 
arc thc main dispersal mechanism for yellow star-tliistlc. All washing must take place 
whcre rinse water is collected and dsposcd of in eithcr a sanitary scwer or a landfill. 

Keep written logs. When vehicles and equipment are washed, a daily log must be kept 
stating tlic location, date and time, types of cquipmcnt, methods uscd and staff present. 
The log shall contain the signature of the responsible crewmember. 

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

Post-construction weed abatement on the Coachella Valley Preserve. Post-construction 
follow-up weed abatement will be conducted on the work areas mithin the CodChelkd Val- 
ley Preserve and Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Weed abatement will be conducted 
during the spring following construction and prior to when the weeds establish flowers or 
produce seeds. 

0 

0 

0 

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 fect of towcr sites, laydown/staging arcas, substation sites, and access roadspur 
road locations. SCE shall be rcsponsible for designating a CPUGBLM-approved qualified 
biologist who can conduct pre-construction surveys and inonitoring for breeding birds. If 
State or fedcrally listed birds with active nests arc found, a biological monitor shall establish 
a 5o0-fOOt buffer around thc ncst and no activities will bc allowed within the buffer until the 
young have fledged from thc nest or the nest fails. The biological monitor shall conduct 
regular monitoring of the nest to detemiine success/failure and to ensure that project activities 
are not conducted within the 500-foot buffer until the nesting cycle i s  complete or the nest fails. 
The biological monitor shall be responsible for documenting the results of the surveys and the 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

ATTACHMENT A 

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 CPUCIBLMI'CDFGland USFWS. 

B-6a Develop a transplanting plan. In coordination with the BLM, SCE shall 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. The plan will provide 
details on the plants being transplanted, including which species and how many individuals of 
cach spccies; wherc the plants \vi11 be transplanted: how the plants will be transplanted how 
the plants will be maintaincd during the transplanting efforts; and if the plants will be used to 
re-vcgetate disturbed areas of the construction site. As a condition of the plan, a prc- 
construction survcy will be conducted to mark (using bright-colored flagging) all plants that 
will be transplanted. Some cacti will need to be transplanted facing thc samc direction as thcy 
currently Face (in other words, tlic north side of thc 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. 

B-7a Avoid Colorado River. All tower pads, equipment laydown areas, and pulling sites would be 
located outside flowing portions of the Colorado River and flowing tributaries of the river. 

B-7b Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys. Prior to construction, SCE sliall survey the trans- 
mission line corridor for desert tortoise burrows and pallets within fourteen (14) days pre- 
ceding construction. Tortoise burrows and pallets encountered within the construction zone 
(if any) will be conspicuously flagged by the surveying biologist(s) and avoided during all 
construction activities. 

During construction activities, SCE shall inspect under equipment and vehicles prior to 
moving equipment. I f  tortoises are encountered, the vehicle will not be moved until such 
animals havc voluntarily moved to a safc distance away from the parked vehiclc or a 
qualified biologist inovcs the tortoise. 

SCE shall monitor construction activities in all areas with the potcntial to support desert 
tortoisc. 

Desert tortoiscs will be handled only by a FW S/CDFG permitted and authorizcd tortoisc 
handler and only when nccessary. Ncw latex gloves will be uscd when liaidling each desert 
tortoise to avoid thc transfer of infectious diseases benvcen animals. Desert tortoises will 
be moved the minimum distance possible witliin appropriate habitat to cnsure tlicir 
safety. In general, desert tortoiscs will nor be moved in exccss of 1,000 feet for adults and 
300 feet for hatchlings. 

Desert tortoises that are found above ground and need to be moved will be placed in the 
shade of a shrub. All desert tortoises removed froin burrows will be placed in an unoccu- 
pied burrow of approximately the same size as the one from which it was removed. All exca- 
vation of desert tortoise burrows will be done using hand tools, either by, or under thc 
direct supervision of, an authorizcd tortoise handler. If an existing burrow is unavailable, 
an authorizcd toi-toisc handler will construct or direct the consti-uction of a burrow of 
similar shape. size, depth, and orientation as the original burrow. Desert tortoises moved 
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B-7c 

B-7d 

B-7e 

during inactive pesiods will be monitored for at least two days after placement in the new 
burrows to ensure their safety. An authorized tortoise handler will be allowed some 
judgment and discretion to ensure that survival ofthe desert tortoise is likely. 
If desert tortoises necd to be moved at a time of the day when ambient temperaturcs could 
harm them (less than 40 degrees F or greater than 90 degrees F), they will be held 
overnight in a clean cardboard box. These desert tortoises shall be kept in the care of an 
authorized tortoise handler under appropriate controlled temperatures and released the 
following day when temperatures are favorable. AU cardboard boxes will be appropri- 
ately discarded after one use. 
All desert tortoises moved will be marked for future identification. An identification 
number using tlie acrylic paint/epoxy covering technique should be placcd on the fourtli 
costal scute. No notching would be authorized. 

0 

0 

Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to tortoise habitat. Following construction, SCE 
shall acquire lands to compensate for the loss of tortoise habitat within the Category I1 and 111 
management areas in Arizona and California. The amount of land to be acquired will depend 
on thc acreage of disturbance within these inanagcment areas. Acquired lands will be in a 
nearby area of good tortoisc density and within tortoisc habitat. BLM and SCE shall conduct 
a field inspection of the disturbed areas after completion of construction of the transmission 
line to determine the exact acreage required for compensation. The lands purchased will be 
transferred to the United States and be administered by the BLM. Land may be transferred to 
the BLM and/or incorporated into an existing management arca. 

Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to fringe-toed lizard habitat. SCE shall purchasc 
or enhance lands for all pcnnanent 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, 
CLWG, and CPUC. 

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

Duration of Surveys for fringe-toed lizard and Bat-tailed horned lizard. Surveys for 
CVFTL and FTITL shall be conducted during the appropriate seasons (May 1 through the end 
of summer) and conditions for species idcntification. Thc duration of thc surveys shall coincide 
with the duration of construction activities in potential habitat for these specics @articularly on 
the Coachella Valley Preserve) that occurs during the summer season. For any areas of suitable 
habitat, this measure shall apply. Construction shall not occur on the Preserve or in other 
potcntial habitat areas outside of the detection period for FTHL. 
Conduct focused surveys for California gnatcatchers. SCE shall conduct protocol level 
surveys for California Gnatcatchers in all areas supporting suitable coastal sage or Riv- 
crsidean sage scrub habitats that may be affected by the project (San Bernardino to Vista 
Substation and San Bernardino Junction to San Bernardino Substation). This will include a 
minimum 300-foot buffer around construction areas. Presence/absence of this species shall be 
determined prior to construction activities. If direct impacts to coastal California gnatcatchcr 
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B-7f 

B-Sa 

occupied habitat cannot be avoided, then impacts to this species shall be addressed through 
either thc Section 7 or Section lO(a)(l)(B) Process under the Fedcral Endangcred Spccies Act 
of 1973. as amended and consistent with the WRCMSI-ICP. SCE shall complete conipliance 
with the Federal Endangered Species Act prior to Project construction. After definition of 
suitable habitat, the following rcquiremcnts apply: 

0 Construction activities shall be restricted within coastal sage scrub habitat during the gnat- 
catcher breeding season (March 15-July 3 I); 

SCE shall implement thc applicable Best Management practiccs in the WRCMSHCP; 

SCE shall restore, create, or enhance on site coastal sage scrub habitat: andor 

SCE shall purchase land or mitigation bank credits at an appropriate ratio to offset impacts to 
gnatcatchers and their habitat. 

Conduct focused surveys for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and San Bernardino kangaroo rat. 
Prior to the implementation of construction in areas that support suitable habitat for Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat and San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Calimesa and San Timoteo Canyon). SCE 
shall conduct focused surveys to determine if sign (burrows, scat, and efc.) of these species is 
prcscnt in all arcas within 100 fect that would be permaiiently or tcrnporarily affected by 
construction activities. All surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist who holds die 
appropriate Federal FWS permits to conduct trapping surveys for these species. If sign is 
found to be present, then SCb shall conduct focused trapping suweys according to accepted 
protocols to deteimine prcsencc/abscnce of thesc spccies. If these specics arc found, then SCE 
shall implenient measure to avoid direct impacts, including the placeinent of exclusion fencing 
around work areas where impacts will occur, trapping of animals from insidc impact areas, 
and placcnicnt of those animals outside of exclusion fcncing until construction is completed. 
A qualified biological monitor shall be present during construction to ensure that animals are 
not harmed. Following completion of construction, SCE shall remove all exclusion fencing 
and recoiitour the soils to the pre-construction condition. 

0 

0 

0 

Conduct surveys for listed plant species. SCE shall conduct focused suneys for listed and 
sensitive plants prior to construction, Surveys shall be conductcd during the appropriate noristic 
period necessaiy for thc identification of sensitivc plant spccies in all suitable habitat locatcd 
within the project ROW and within 100’ of all surface disturbing activities. 

Populatioiis of sensitivc plants shall be flagged and mapped prior to construction. If listed plants 
are located during thc focused survcys, then modification of the placement of towers, access 
roads, laydown areas, and othcr ground disturbing activitics would be implementcd in order to 
avoid listed plants. If listed plants cannot bc avoided, SCE shall be responsiblc for the translo- 
cation of plants andior collection of seeds from existing populations that would be impacted 
and the plantingheeding of these plants in adjacent suitable portions of the ROW that would not 
be affected by Proposed Project construction or maintenance activities. 

Conduct pre-construction surveys. SCE shall conduct pre-construction surveys for sensi- 
tive wildlife in any area subject to project disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted during a 
time of year when these spccies are known to be active. The location of sensitive species 
identified during the pre-construction surveys shall be identified on pro-ject maps. 
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B-9b Conduct biological monitoring. SCE shall conduct biological monitoring of the project area 
including the laydown, staging, access roads, and any arca subject to project disturbance. The 
biological monitor shall look for sensitive wildlife specics (including ibrcst watch list-animals 
and Forest Sewice Region 5 sensitive species) that may be located within or immediately 
adjacent to the construction areas. If sensitive specics arc found, thc 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 constniction crews and monitor the species until it moves out of harms way. 
Thc results of ail monitoring shall be recorded in daily monitoring notes that shall bc included 
as part of thc required moiiitoring reports for the project. Thc SCE shall notify the 
CPUUBLM if any sensitive species are located during constmction of the project. SCE shall 
notify thc Forest Seivice of all scnsitivc species found on Forcst Seivice land. 

Implement a Worker Environmental Awareness Program. A Workei- Enviroimcntal Aware- 
ness Prograni (WEAP) shall be imnpleinentcd for construction crcws by a qualified biologist(s) 
provided by SCE and approved by the CPUCBLM prior to the commencement of consttuction 
activities. Training materials and brief-mgs shall include but not be limited to, discussion of the 
Fcderal and State Endangered Species Acts, the consequences of noncompliance with thesc 
acts, identification and values of sensitive plant and wildlife species and significant natural 
plant community habivats, fire protection measures, sensitivities of working on forest service 
lands and idcntification of Forest Service sensitive specics and MIS wildlife species, 
hazardous substance spill prevention and caitainnient measures, and miew of mitigation require- 
ments. Training materials and a course outline shall be provided to the CPUC and BLM for 
rcview and approval at least 30 days prior to the start of construction. Training matcrials and 
updates of training materials shall also be providcd 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 updatcd by SCE as rcquired when new pcrsonnel start work. No 
construction worker may work in the field for more than 5 days without receivitig the WEAP. 

B-9c 

B-9d Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys. Prior to constiuction, SCE shall conduct survcys 
in areas of suitable habitat for Sonorm desert tortoise, conimon chuckwalla, banded Gila 
monster, and descrt rosy boa within 48 hours prior to the start of constmction activitics. If 
coinmon chuckwallas, banded Gila monsters and/or dcsert rosy boas arc found on tlic 
construction site, they will be relocated to nearby suitable habitat outside the construction area. 
Following the clearance surveys, exclusion fencing will be erected or a biological monitor 
will be onsite during construction activities. 

0 If potentially suitable burrows or rock piIcs are found, thcy will be checkcd for occu- 
pancy. Occupied burrows will be flagged and avoided (employing a %foot buffer) 
during construction. If the burrow cannot be avoided, it will be excavated and the occu- 
pant relocatcd to an unoccupied burrow outside the construction arca and of approxi- 
mately thc same size as the onc fiom which it was removed. If an existing burrow is 
unavailable, the biologist will construct or direct the construction of a burrow of similar 
shape, sizc, depth, and oricntation as tlic original. Trenchcs, holes, or othcr 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. 

During construction, if a common chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, andor desert rosy 
boa occur on thc project sitc, constniction activities adjacent to the individual’s location 

0 
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will be halted and the animal will be allowed to move away from the construction site. If 
thc individual is not moving, a qualified biologist will relocate it to nearby suitable 
liabitat outside thc construction area. It shall be placed in the shade ofa  shrub. The Forest 
Service will be notified of any sensitive wildlife identified on NFS lands. Also during 
coilstmction, if a Sonoran desert tortoise occiirs on the project site, construction activities 
adjacent to thc individual’s location will bc halted and the GuideIiFies jor Handling 
Sonorm Dessert Tortoi,ses Encountered During Construction Projects will be followed by 
qualified personnel. 

B-9e Conduct pre-construction surveys and owl relocation. Prior to construction, SCE shall 
conduct pre-construction surveys for the western burrowing owl. Surveys shall be conducted 
prior to ground disturbance activities in appropriate areas within the potential impact areas of 
the project to determine tlic presencc of burrowing owls and to ensure clearance of thesc 
areas. If active owl burrows are discovercd during pre-consti-uction survcys, owls would be 
cvicted from the burrows using either active or passive techniques as rccommended by the 
BLM and Burrowing Owl Consortium. Owl rclocation, as well as discouragcrnent of owls from 
returning to thc site, will occur in tlic following manner: 

During the non-brceding season (Septeinbcr 1 through January 31), burrowing 0,u.k occu- 
pying the Proposcd Project site will bc evicted by passivc relocation. Passive relocation 
would include installation of one-way doors on burrow entrances that would let owls out 
of the burrow but would not let them back in. 

If construction is to occur during the breeding season (February 1 through August 3 1) and 
prior to the relocation of the owls, 75-meter (246-foot) protective buffers would be 
maintained around burrows occupied by owls until a BLM approved biologist approves 
other action. Other actions could include passive relocation if it is determined that owls 
have not begm laying eggs or postponement of construction in the area until the young 
are fledged and no longer dependent upon the nest burrow. 

Once fledglings are capable of independent survival and adult non-breeding owls have 
successfully becn relocatcd offsite, potential owl habitat (squirrel burrows) would bc col- 
lapsed in order to kecp the owls fiom returning. Ground squirrels would be removed froin 
the site by trapping and rclocation or by other approved means. Following squirrel 
rcmoval, existing ground squirrcl burrows would be destroycd. 

B-9f Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period. Coiistrudion activities 
conducted within suitable habitat near Burnt Mountain, Harquahala Mountain, and Kofa 
NWK shall not occur during the period of the year whcn bighoin sliecp are lambing (from 
Januaiy 1 to April 30). A pre-construction survey for bighorn sheep shall be conducted on 
Forest Service lands prior to construction 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 appropriate avoidance measures. 

Conduct pre-construction surveys and relocation for American badger. Prior to con- 
struction, 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. If occupied dens are identified in the area of the ROW that must be disturbed, 

B-9g 
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the C,DFG/BLM/Forest Service shall be consulted regarding options for action. Hand- 
excavation is an option if occupied dens cannot be avoided, but alternatives shall be 
considered due to potential ddnger to biologists. Dens shall be hand-excavated only before or 

B-9h 

B-9i 

B-13a 

B-13b 

B-15a 

B-16a 

after the breeding season (February l-May 30). Any relocation of badgers shall take place 
after consultation with the BLM, Forest Service. and CDFG. 

Conduct pre-construction surveys for roosting bats. SCE shall conduct surveys focused 
surveys for suitable roosting habitat or nursery sitcs for scnsitivc bats at the tower location, 
access/‘spur roads, and laydowdstaging areas that occur in rocky areas or in area.. where caves or 
old inines are prescnt. If suitable roostinglnurseiy sites are found then focused surveys shall be 
conductcd to determine if thc sitcs support sensitive bat specics. If seiisitivc bat spccies occur at 
these sensitive roosting/nursery sites, then tower-specific adjustments and adjustments of the 
locations of accedspur roads and 1aydoOwdsVaging areas shall be made to avoid these sites. If 
towers, accessispur roads, and/or laydo\vnlstaging areas cannot avoid thew sitcs. then construc- 
tion of the towers, rods. and establishment of laydown/staging arcas shall be delayed until the 
breeding cycles for the sensitive bats are completed. SCE shall consult with a bat specialist in 
ordcr to detcrmine whcn the breeding cyclc for thc scnsitivc bats are completed, SCE shall docu- 
ment thc results ofthe survcy. arid any avoidancc of roosting/nurscry sites for scnsitivc bats. 

Schedule construction when the Coachella Valley round-tailed squirrel is dormant. SCE 
shall conduct pre-construction surveys for Coachella Round Tailed Squirrels prior to con- 
struction to identify locations of nesting colonies. Placement of footings. loads, and laydown 
areas shall avoid nesting colonies of this species. If this species i s  identified within the ROW, 
construction activities shall be scheduled only during periods when this species is dormant 
(between August 1 and Februaiy 28). 

Demonstrate compliance with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. SCE shall provide 
documentation that it has complicd with the provisions of the MSHCP. 

Implement the Best Management Practices required by the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP. SCE shall provide documentation that is has iinplcmented the Best Management 
Practiccs set forth in Appendix C of thc Western Kiversidc MSCHP. 

Utilize coilision-reducing techniques in installation of transmission lines. SCE shall install 
the transmission line utilizing APLIC standards for collision-reducing techniques as outlined in 
“Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: Thc State of the Art in 1994 (APLIC, 1996).” 

0 Placement of towers and lines will not be located significantly above existing tmnsrnission 
line towers and lines, topographic features, or trce lincs to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ovcrhcad lines that occur significantly above the above-mentioned features and that are 
located in highly utilizcd avian flight paths will be marked utilizing acrial marker spheres, 
swinging plates, spiral vibration dampers, bird flight diverters, avifauna spirals, or othcr 
diversion device as to be visiblc to birds and reduce avian collisions with lines. 

Prepare and implement a raven control pian. SCE shall prepare a common rdven 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 rdven or a 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 documenfig the activities on an annual basis. SCE shall gain approval of the plan 

0 
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from the USFWS’s Division of Migratory Birds. SCE shall provide. this raven control plan to 
all transmission line companies that conduct operations within the ROW. 

B-18a No Activities in Riparian Conservation Areas. The final pro-ject design will include pro- 
tective measures that prohibit construction activities on NFS lands in Riparian Conservation 
Areas in compliance with the Forest Plan. Examples of activities that will NOT be allowed 
include ground disturbance, adding potable water to these areas while implementing erosion 
control measures, and removing water fiom the waterways. 

Visual Resources 
V-la Reduce visibility of construction activities and equipment. Substation construction sites 

and all staging and material and equipmcnt stomge arcas, including storage sites for excavated 
materials shall be appropriately located away from areas of high public visibility. If visiblc 
fiom nearby roads, residences, public gathering areas, or recreational areas, facilities, or trails, 
construction sites and staging and storage areas shall be visually screencd using temporaiy 
screcning fcncing. Fencing will be of an appropriatc dcsign and color for cach spccific loca- 
tion. Additionally, avoid comtruction in areas visible from recreation facilities and areas during 
holidays and periods of heavy recreational use. This measure encompasses BLM permit 
requircments B-7.1 and B-7.2. SCE shall submit final constniction plans demonstrating com- 
pliance with this measure to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days 
prior to the start of construction. 

Reduce construction night lighting impacts. SCE shall design and install all lighting at 
construction and storage yards and staging areas such that light bulbs and reflectors are not 
visible from public vicwing areas: lighting does not cause reflectcd glare; and illumination of 
the project facilities, vicinity, and nighttime sky is minimized. SCE shall submit a Construc- 
tion Lighting Mitigation Plan to the BLM and CPUC for revicw and approval at lcast 90 days 
prior to thc start of construction or thc ordering of any cxterior lighting fixtures or componcnts, 
whichever comes first. SCE shall not order any exterior lighting fixtures or components until 
the Construction Lighting Mitigation Plan is approvcd by the BLM and (=PUC. The Plan shall 
includc but is not neccssarily limitcd to tlic following: 

0 Lighting shall be designed so extcrior light fixtures arc hooded, with lights directcd down- 
ward or toward the area to be illumimated and so that backscatter to the nighttime sky is 
minimizcd. The design of the ligliting shall be such that thc lumincsccnce or light sourccs 
is shielded to prevcnt light trespass outsidc the project boundary 
All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightness consistent with worker safety 

High illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis shall have switches or motion 
dctcctors to light the arca only when occupied. 

V-lb 

0 

0 

V -2 a Reduce in-line views of land scars. Construct access or spur roads at appropriate anglcs 
from the originating, primary travel facilities to minimize extended in-line vicws of newly 
graded terrain. Contour grading should be used where possible to better blend graded surfaces 
with existing terrain. SCE shall submit final construction plans demonstrating compliance 
with this measure to the SLM and CPUC for revicw and approval at least 60 days prior to the 
start of construction. 
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V-2b Reduce visual contrast from unnatural vegetation lines. In those areas where views of land 
scars are unavoidable, the boundaries of disturbed areas should be aggressively revegetated to 
create a less distinct and more natural-appearing line to reduce visual contrast. Furthermore, 
all graded roads and areas not required for on-going operation. maintenance, or access shall be 
returned to pre-construction conditions. This measure partially encompasses BLM permit 
requirement BLM B-6.9. SCE shall submit final construction and rcstoration plans 
demonstrating ccxnpliance with this measurc to the BLM and CPUC for revicw and approval at 
least 60 days prior to the start of construction. 

17-2c Reduce color contrast of land scars. In thosc areas whcre views of land scars from sensitive 
public vicwing locations are unavoidable, disturbcd soils shall bc treatcd with Eonite or sim- 
ilar trmtments to rcduce thc visual contrast created by the lightcr-colored disturbed soils with 
the darker vcgetated surroundings. SCE will consult with the Authorized Officer on a site-by- 
site basis for thc usc of Eonite. This measure partially cnconipasses BLM permit requircnicnt 
BLM B-6.4. SCE shall submit frnal construction and restoration plans demonstrating compli- 
ance with this measure to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days prior 
to the start of construction. 

V-3 a Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. Thc following design measures shall bc 
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 stnictures with which they will be seen. 

All new and replacement structures are 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 exist- 
ing structures) tower placements. 

All new and replacement structures are to match the heights of the existing DPVl struc- 
tures to the extent possible as dictated by variation in terrain. 

All new and reconductored spans are to match existing conductor spans as closely as pos- 
sible in order to avoid or reduce the occurrence of unnecasay visual complexity associated 
with asynchronous conductor spans, particularly at scnsitivc crossings such as Salome 
Highway, 1-10, U.S. 95, Colorado River, SR 7S, Dillon Road, SK 52. Whitcwater Canyon 
Road, and San Timoteo Canyon Road. 

All ncw conductors are to be non-specular in design in ordcr to reduce conductor visi- 
bility and visual contrast. 

To the extent fcasiblc, no new access roads are to be constructed downhill from existing 
or proposcd towcrs to reduce the potential for structure skylining. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vda Reduce visual contrast associated with ancillary facilities. SCE shall submit to BLM and 
CPUC a Surface Treatment Plan describing the application of colors and textures to all facility 
structures, buildings, walls, fences, and coinponcnts comprising all ancillary facilities iiiclud- 
ing substationslsuitchyards: series capacitor banks, and optical repeater stations. The Surface 
Treatment Plan must reduce glarc and minimize visual intrusion and contrast by blending the 
facilities with the landscape. The Treatment Plan shall be submitted to BLM and CPUC for 
approval at least 90 days prior to (a) ordering thc first structures that are to bc color treated 
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during manufacture, or (b) construction of any of the ancillary facility component. whichevcr 
comes first. If the BLM or CPUC notifics SCE that rcvisions to tlie Plan are necded before 
the Plan can be approved, within 30 days ofreceiving that notification, SCE shall prepare and 
subinit for revicw and approval a revised Plan. The Surface Treatment Plan shall includc: 

0 Specification, and 1 l”xl7” color simulations at life size scale, of tlie treatment proposed 
for use on project structures, including structures trtatcd during manufachire 

A list of each major project structurc, building, tower and/or pole, and fencing spccitying 
the color(s) and finish proposed for each (colors must be identified by name and by 
vendor brand or a univcrsal designation) 

Two sets of brochures andlor color chips for each proposed color 

A detailed schedule for completion oftlie treatmcnt 

A procedure to ensure propcr treatment maintenance for the life of the project. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SCE shall not specify to the \.end015 the treatment of any buildings or structures treated during 
manufacture, or perform the final treatmcnt on any buildings or stnichircs treated onsitc, until 
SCE receives notification of approval of thc Treatment Plan by the BLM and CPUC. Within 
30 days following the start of commercial operation, SCE shall notify the BLM and CPUC 
that all buildings and structures are ready for inspcction. 

V - 6 ~  Reduce night lighting impacts. SCE shall design and install all pemianent lighting such that 
light bulbs and reflectors arc not visiblc from public viewing areas; lighting does not causc 
rcflected glarc: and illumination of thc project facilities, vicinity, and nighttime sky is mini- 
mized. SCE shall submit a Lighting Mitigation Plan to the BLM and CPUC for review and 
approval at least 90 days prior to ordering any permanent exterior lighting fixtures or compo- 
nents. SCE shall not order any exterior lighting fixtures or components until the Lighting 
Mitigation Plan is approved by the BLM and CPUC. The Plan shall include but is not neces- 
sarily limited to the fbllowing: 

0 Lighting shall be designed so exterior light fixtures are hooded, with lights directed down- 
ward or toward the area to be illuminated and so that backscatter to the nighttime sky is 
minimized. The design of the lighting shall be such that the luminescence or light sources 
is shielded to prevent light trcspass outside the project boundary 

All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightncss consistcnt with workcr safety 

High illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis shall have switches or motion 
detcctors to light the arca oiily when occupied. 

0 

0 

V-40a Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. The following design measures are to be 
applied to all new7 structures and conductors in order to reduce the degree of visual contrast 
caused by the ncw facilities: (a) all new structures are to as closely as possible match the design 
of thc existing structures with which they will be seen: (b) all new stivctures are to bc paired 
as closely as possible with the existing structurc(s) in the corridor in order to avoid or reducc 
the numbcr of off-setting (from existing stiuctures) tower placements: (c) all new structurcs 
are to match the heights of the existing D-VI structurcs to the extcnt possible as dictated by 
variation in terrain; (d) all new7 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, particularly at sensitive crossings such as SR 
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62, 1-10, SR 11 1, 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 
do\vnhill from existing or proposed towers to reduce the potential for skylining. SCE shall 
provide to thc CPUC, BLM, and Forest Service a Project Design Plan demonstrating 
implementation of this mcasurc at least 90 days prior to the start of construction, and shall not 
commcnce constnlction until the Project Design Plan has been approvcd by the CPUC, BLM, 
and Forest Service. 

Land Use 
L-1 a Prepare Construction Notification Plan. Forty-five days prior to construction, SCE shall prc- 

pare and submit a Constniction Notification Plan to thc CPUC and the BLM for approval. The 
Plan shall identify the proccdures to ensure that SCE will inform property and business owners of 
the location and duration of construction, identify approvals that are necdcd prior to posting or 
publication of construction noticcs, and include tcniplatc copies of public notices and 
advertiscments (Le., formatted text). To cnsurc effcctivc notification of construction activities, 
the plan shall address at a minimum the following components: 

0 Public notice mailer. Fifteen days prior to construction, a public notice mailer shall be pre- 
pared. The notice shdll identify construction activities that would restrict, block, or require a 
detour to access existing residential properties, retail and commercial businesses, wil- 
derness and recreation facilities, and public facilities (e.g., schools and memorial parks). 
The notice shall state the type of construction activities that will be conducted, and the 
location and duration of construction. SCE shall mail the notice to all residents or prop- 
erty owners within 300 feet of the right-of-way and to specific public agencies with facili- 
ties that could bc impactcd by construction. If construction delays of more than seven days 
occur. an additional notice shall bc prepared and distributed. 

0 Newspaper advertisements. Fiftcen days prior to ccmstruction, within a route segment, 
one round of newspaper advcrtisements shall be placcd in local newspapers and bulletins. 
The advertisement shall state when and wlicre construction will occur and provide infor- 
ination on the public liaison person and hotline identitied below. If  construction is delaycd as 
noted above, an additional round of newspaper ads shall be placed to discuss the status and 
schedule of construction. 

0 Public venue notices. Thirty days prior to construction, noticc of constiuction shall be 
posted at public venues such as trail crossings, rest stops, dcsert centers, resource man- 
agement offices (e.g., Bureau of Land Management field offices, San Beriiardino National 
Forest Ranger Station), and other public venues to inform residents and visitors to the 
purpose and schedule of construction activities. For public trail closures, SCE shall post 
information on the trail detour at applicable resource management ofices and post the 
notice within two miles north and south of the detour. For recreation facilities, the notice 
shall be posted along the access routes to known recreational destinations that would be 
rcstricted, blocked, or detoured and shall provide information on alternative recreation 
arcas that may be used during the closurc of thesc facilities. 

0 Public liaison person and toll-free information hotline. SCE shall identify and provide a 
public liaison person before and during construction to respond to concerns of neigh- 
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boring property owners about noise, dust. and other construction disturbance. Procedures 
for reaching the public liaison officer via telephone or in person shall be included in notices 
distributed to the public. SCE shall also espablish a toll-free telephone number for receiving 
questions or caniplaints during construction and shall develop procedures for responding to 
callcrs. Procedurcs for handling and responding to calls shall be addrcsscd in the Con- 
struction Notification Plan. 

L-lb 

L-1 c 

L-ld 

Coordinate with the Central Arizona Project regarding canal crossings. Prior to construc- 
tion, SCE shall coordinatc with the Central Arizona Water Conservation District and the BLM 
Phocnix Field Officc, and shall obtain a license from the Central Arizona Water Conselmtion 
District for the areas where the project crosses the Central Arizona Project Canal. SCE shall 
subinit the approved license to thc CPUC and the BLM 30 days prior to the start ofconstruc- 
tion activities. The license or licensc attachments must identify specific locations wherc the 
crossings are permitted and any conditions of approval that have been agrecd to by SCE, the 
Central Arizona Water Conservation District, and the BLM Phoenix Field Office. 

Provide proof of resolution of land acquisition issues for crossing of Agua Caliente Band of 
Cahuiiia Indians tribal lands. SCE shall negotiate in good faith to reach a mutually accept- 
able 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 infomiation and/or fees 
requested by the Planning Department regarding land use matters. If SCE and the allottee 
reach an agreement then SCE shall noti6 the Planning Department of the Agua Caliente, and if 
SCE and thc Planning Departmcnt agrec on the iegal requircments, including appropriate 
waivers, SCE shall notify the BLM and the CPUC of the agreement; howevcr if SCE and thc 
Planning departmcnt are unable to rcach an agrcernent, SCE shall notify thc CPUC of the 
inability to reach agcemcnt and the CPUC may hold a hearing within thirty days of notification. 
SCE reserves thc right to institutc eminent domain procecdings. SCE believes that a 
conditional use pemiit is not required. 

Coordinate with affected business owners. Whcre private parking lots serving businesscs 
m7ould be blocked or partially blocked during construction, SCL: shall eithcr make prior arrangc- 
nients with the business owner(s) to provide alternative parking within a reasonable walking 
distance (Le,, no more than 1,000 feet), or shall coordinate with affected business owners to 
arrange the construction schedule to ensure that the functions of the business(es) are not dis- 
rupted. Thirty days prior to constniction, SCE shall submit documentation to the CPUC and 
the BLM that outlines the course of action that was taken to reduce impacts to businesses 
near construction areas. 

The following measure applies only to the West of Devers portion of the Proposed Project: 

L-le Coordinate construction schedule with pubiic and community facilities. SCE shall coordi- 
nate with the public and community facilities and services listed below regarding the con- 
struction schedule and duration in order to niiuiniize impacts to these land uses. The purpose of 
this measure is to work with sensitive land uses that would be impactcd by construction and 
to identify construction tinxdperiods that would have the least impact to peak use ofthese public 
and commnunity facilities. This coordination could result in limiting or avoiding construction 
during school sessions, identifying hauling routes that do not conflict with school commute 
routes, or working with the memorial parks to address funeral proccssion routes and noise 
sensitivities. Thirty days prior to construction, SCE shall document its coordination efforts 
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including contact persons, information provided, and comments received, and submit this docu- 
mentation to the CPUC and BLM. 
0 Schools near the projcct route: Beaumont Middle School and High School, Calvaiy Christian 

School, Chavez Elementary School, Terrace View Elementary School, public elenientary 
school on East Canyon Vista Drive 

0 San Gorgonio Mcmorial Park 
0 Desert Lawn Memorial Park 
0 Banning Municipal Airport 
0 Grrtndview Baptist Church 

Wilderness and Recreation 
WR-la Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer for the rec- 

reation area. No less than 40 days prior to construction, SCE shall coordinate construction 
activities and the project construction schedule with the authorized offker of the recreation 
areas listed below. SCE shall schedule construction activities to avoid heavy recreational use 
periods, including m+ior holidays, in coordination with, and at the discretion of the authorized 
officer. SC'E shall locate construction equipment to avoid temporaiy preclusion of rccrcation 
areas per the recommendations of the authorizcd of'fcer. SCE shall also preparc a public notice of 
construction activities consistent with Mitigation Mcasure L- 1 a (Prepare Construction Noti- 
fication Plan). SCE shall document its coordination cfforts with thc authorizcd officer, and 
provide this documentation to the CPUC and the BLM 30 days prior to construction. 

WR-2a Coordinate with USFWS to improve impacted areas within Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge. SCE shall coordinate with the USFWS to improvc impacted areas within thc KOPd 

National Wildlifc Kehge (NWK). The implementation ofimprovenicnts would bc conducted at 
thc discretion of thc authorized officer for thc Kofa NWK, and may include thc acquisition of 
private land in-holdings from willing sellers within tlie refuge boundaries, and the 
rehabilitation of abandoned mitie sites and old roads within the refuge. SCE shall document its 
coordination with the authorized officer of the Kofa NWK. 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 oper- 
ation of the project. 

WR-3a Coordinate tower and road locations with the authorizd officer for the recreation area. 
where the proposed route crosses the recreation a r m  listed below, SCE shall coordinate with the 
authorized of'ficer to determine specific tower site and spur road locations in order to minimize 
impacts to recreational resources. This coordination shall occur no less than 30 days prior to the 
start of construction. SCE shall document its coordination with the authorized officer and shall 
submit this documcntation to thc CPUC and the BLM prior to initiating project construction. 

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 Senice 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 tlie trail detour consistent with 
Mitigation Measure L- la (Prepare Construction Notification Plan). SCE shall document its 
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coordination efforts with the USDA Forest Service and submit this documentation to the CPUC 
and the BLM 30 days prior to construction. 

Thc following measure apulies only to the West of Devers poi-tion of the Proposcd Projcct: 

WR-I c Coordinate with local agencies to identify alternative recreation areas. SCE shall coordinate 
with the local parks and recreation departments regarding construction activities at the park and 
recreation facilities listcd bclow, in ordcr to identify alternativc recrcatioii sites that may be 
used by thc public. SCE shall post a public notice at recreation facilities to be closcd or limited 
during construction consistent with Mitigation Measure L- 1 a (Prepare Construction Notification 
Plan). SCE shall document its coordination with the parks and recreation departments and 
shall submit this documentation to the CPUC and the BLM 30 days prior to initiating project 
construction. 

0 Noble Creek Park 
0 Hulda Crooks Park 
0 Oak Valley Golf Club 
0 City of Loina Linda riding and hiking trail systcm 

Agriculture 
A G l a  Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural landowners. 

Sixty (60) days prior to the start of project construction, Southern California Edison (SCE) 
shall secure a signed agreemcnt with propcrty owners of Farmlaiid (Prime Farmland, Farm- 
land of Statewide Importance, Uniquc Farmland) and Williamson Act lands that will be used 
for construction and opcration of the project, access and spur roads, staging areas, and othcr 
project-relatcd activities. The purpose of this agreement will be to sct forth the usc of Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide fmportancc, Uniquc Farmland, and Williamson Act lands 
during construction in order to: (1) schedule proposed construction activities at a location and 
time when daniage to agricultural operations would be minimized, and (2) ensure that any areas 
daniaged or disturbed by construction are restored to a condition mutually agreed upon by the 
landowner and SCE. 

SCE shall coordinate with the agricultural landowners in the affected areas where Farmland 
or Williamson Act land will be temporarily disturbed in order to determine when and where 
construction should occur in order to minimize damage to agricultural operations. This 
includes avoiding construction during peak planting, &Towing. and harvest seasons. If damage 
or destruction does occur, SCE shall perform restoration activities on the disturbed area in 
order to return thc area to a predetermined condition or thc prc-construction condition, 
whichever option is agreed upon by the landowner and SCE. This could include activitics 
such as soil preparation, regrading, and reseeding. This mcasure applies to aE;riculhiral 
landowners with land that is impacted by the Proposed Projcct. SCE shall provide proof of 
the continucd use of Familand and/or Williamson Act lands through the submittal of a signcd 
agecnicnt between an individual propcrty owncr and SCE. The signed agecnients shall be 
submitted to the CPUC and BLM for review and approval prior to the start of construction. 

AG-4a Locate transmission towers and pullinglsplicing stations to avoid agricultural operations. 
SCE shall site transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations in locations that ininiinize 
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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 fiirrotv-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 alignments within agricultural land. 
SCE shall match tower spans with existing DPVI towers within a,(.cdtural land. 
SCE shall construct towers with heights and spacing to minimize safety hazards to aerial 
applicators flying in the Pa10 Verde Valley (CA) and other agicultural areas; 
SCE shall consult with the Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) regarding tower place- 
ment to minimize disruption to PVID facilities; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SCE shall document and provide proof of compliance with the above listed i tem 90 days 
prior to the start of Proposed Project construction. This document&on 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- 1 a (Estab- 
lish agreemcnt and coordinate construction activities with agricultural landowners). 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
c-1 b Avoid and protect potentially significant resources. On the basis of preliminary National 

Register of Historic Places ("P) eligibility assessments (Mitigation Measure C- 1 a) the BLM 
and CPUC may rcquire the relocation of thc linc, ancillaiy facilities, or temporary facilities or 
work areas, if any, wlicrc relocation would avoid or ieduce damage to cultural resource values. 
Where operationally feasible, potentially NRHP-eligible resourccs shall be protected from 
direct project impacts by projcct rcdesign. 

Whcre the BLM and CPUC decide that potentially NRHP-cligiblc cultural resources cannot be 
protected from direct impacts by project redesign, the Applicant shall undertake additional 
studics to evaluate thc resources' NKHP-eligibility and to recommend further niitigativc 
trcatment. The nature and cxtent of this evaluation shall be determined by the BLM in 
coiisultation with the CPUC and thc appropriate State Historic Preservation OfXcer (SHPO) 
and shall be based upon final pro-ject engineering specifications. Evaluations will be based on 
surface remains, subsurfiace testing, archival and ethnographic resources, and in the framework of 
the historic context and important research questions of the project area. Results of those 
evaluation studies and recommendations tbr mitigation of project effects shall be incorporated 
into a Historic Properties Treatment Plan consistent with Mitigation Measure C- 1 c (Develop 
and implement IIistoric Properties Treatment Plan). 

All potentially NRI-IP-eligible resources (as determined by the BLM and CPUC) that will not 
be affected by direct impacts, but are within 50 feet of direct impact areas will be designated 
as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (EiSAs). Protective fencing, or other markers, at the BLM's 
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discretion, shall be erected and maintained to protect ESAs from inadvertent trespass for the 
duration of consfruction in the vicinity. Construction personnel and equipment shall be instructed on 
how to avoid ESAs. ESAs shall not be identified specifically as cultural resources. A mon- 
itoring program shall be developed as part of the Historic Properties Treatment Plan and 
implemented by the Applicant to ensurc the effectiveness of ESAs. 

c - l c  Develop and implement Historic Properties Treatment Plan. Upon approval of the inven- 
tory report and the National Register of IIistoric Places (NR€IP)-eligibility evaluations by the 
BLM and CPUC, consistent with Mitigation Measures C-la (Inventory and evaluate cultural 
resourccs in Final APE) and C-lb (Avoid and protect potcntially significant resources). the 
Applicant shall prepare and submit for approval a Historic Propcrties Treatment Plan (HPTP) for 
NRHP-eligible cultural resourccs to mitigate or avoid identitied impacts. Trcdtlnent of cultural 
resources shall follow the procedures cstablished by the Advisoiy Council on Historic Prescr- 
vation for compliance with Scction 106 of thc National Historic Prescrvation Act and other 
appropriate State and local regulations. Avoidance, recordation, and &ata recovery will be used 
as mitigation alternatives. The HPTP shall be submitted to the BLM and CPUC for review and 
approval. 

As part of the HPTP, the Applicant shall prepare a research design and a scope of work for 
evaluation of cultural resources and for data recovery or additional treatment of NRI-E- 
eligible sites that cannot be avoided. Data recovery on most resources would consist of 
sample excavation and/or surface artifact collection, and site documentation. A possible 
exception would be a site where burials, cremations, or sacred features are discovered that 
cannot be avoided. 

The HPTP shall define and map all known NRl-IP-eligible properties in or within 50 feet of 
all projcct APES and shall identify thc cultural valucs that contributc to their NW-eligibility. A 
culhaal resources protection plan shall be included that details how NRIP-eligible properties 
will be avoided and protected during construction. Measures shall include, at a minimum, 
designation and marking of Environmentally Scnsitivc Areas (ESAs), archaeological moni- 
toring, personnel training, and effectiveness reporting. Tlic plan shall detail: what measures 
will be used; how, when, and where they will be implemented; and how protective measures 
and cnforcement will be coordinated with construction personnel. 

The HPTP shall also definc any additional areas that arc considcred to be of high-sensitivity 
for discovery of buried NKHP-eligible cultural resourccs, including burials, cremations, or 
sacred features. The IIPTP shall detail provisions for monitoring construction in these high- 
sensitivity areas. It shall also detail procedures for halting construction, making appropriate 
notifications to agencies, ofzicials, and Native Americans, and assessing NRHP-cligibility in tlie 
event that unknown cultural resowces are discovered during construction. For all unanticipated 
cultural resource discoveries, the I IPTP shall detail the methods, the consultation procedures, 
and the timclincs for assessing NKHP-eligibility, formulating a mitigation plan. and implement- 
ing treatment. Mitigation and treatment plans for unanticipatcd discovcries shall be approvcd by 
the BLM and CPUC, appropriate local governments. appropriate Native Americans, and the appro- 
priate State Historic Prescrvation Officer prior to implementation. 

The HPTP shall includc provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results 
within oiic year of completion of ficld studies, curation of artifacts (exccpt fiom privatc land) 
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and data (maps, field notes, archival materials, recordings: reports, photographs, and analysts’ 
data) at a facility that is approved by BLM, and dissemination ofrcports to local and State 
repositories, libraries, and interested professionals. The BLM will retain ownership of atti- 
facts collected from BLM managed lands. The Applicant shall attempt to gain permission for 
artifacts fiom privately held land to be curatcd with the other project collections. The HPTP 
shall specify that archacologists and other discipline specialists conducting the studies meet 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (per 36 CFR 61). 

C-ld Conduct data recovery to reduce adverse effects. If National Register of Historic Places 
(NRIIP)-eligible resources, as determined by the BLM and Sl-PO, cannot be protected from 
direct impacts of the Proposed Project, data-recoveiy investigations shall be coiiductcd by thc 
Applicant to reduce adverse effects to the characteristics of each property that contribute to its 
NRIP-eligibility. For sites eligible under Criterion d, significant data would be recovered through 
cxcavation and analysis. For properties eligible undcr Criteria a, b, or c, data rtcoveiy may 
includc historical documentation, photography, collcction of oral histories, architectural or 
engineering documentation, preparation of a scholarly work, or some form of public awaeness or 
interpretation. Data gathered during thc cvaluation phase studics and the rcsearch design clcment 
of the Historic Propcrties Treatment Plan (HPTP) shall guide plans and data thresholds for data 
recovery; treatment will be based on the resource’s research potential beyond that realized 
during resource recordation and evaluation studies. If data recovery is necessaq, sampling for 
data-rccovety excavations will follow standard statistical sampling methods, but sampling will be 
confined. as much as possible, to the direct impact area. Data-recovery methods, sample sizes, 
and procedures shall be detailed in the HPTP consistent with Mitigation Measure C-IC 
(Develop and implmcnt Historic Propei-tics Treatrncnt Plan) and implemcntcd by the 
Applicant only after approval by the BLM and CPUC. Following any ficld investigations 
required for data recovery: the Applicant shall document the field studies and findings, 
including an assessment of whcther adequatc data wcre recovered to rcduce advcrse pioject 
cffccts, in a brief field closure rcport. The field closure report shall be submitted to tlic BLM 
and CPUC for their review and approval, as well as to appropriate State repositories and local 
governments. Construction work within 100 feet of cultural resources that require data-recovery 
fieldwork shall not begin until authorized by thc BLM or CPUC, as appropriate. 

C-1 e Monitor construction. The Applicant shall implement archaeological monitoring by a pro- 
fissional archaeologist during subsurface construction disturbance at all locations identified 
in the IIistotic Properties Treatment Plan (I-PTP). Full-time monitoring slrall occut when ground- 
disturbing activities take place at all archaeological High-Sensitivity Areas described above and 
at all cultural resource Environmentally Sensitive Areas (=As). These locations and their 
protcction boundaries shall be dcfined and mapped in the HPTP. lntermittcnt monitoring may 
occur in areas of moderate archaeological sensitivity at the discretion of the BLM and CPUC. 
Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist familiar with the 
types of historical and prehistoric resources that could be encountered within the pro-ject, and 
under direct supervision of a principal archaeologist. The qudifications of the principal archae- 
ologist and archaeological monitors shall be approved by thc BLM and CPUC. A Nativc 
American monitor may be required at culturally sensitive locations spccified by thc BLM 
following govctninent-to-goveminent consultation with Native American tribcs. Thc 
monitoring plan in the IPTP shall indicate the locations where Native American monitors will be 
required and shall specie the tribal affiliation of the required Native American monitor for each 
location. The Applicant shall retain and schedule any required Native American monitors. 
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Compliance with and effectiveness of the cultural resources monitoring plan shall be docu- 
mented by the Applicant in a monthly report to be submitted to the BLM and CPUC, and, on 
San Bernardiiio 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 arc not propcrly protected 
by ESAs, all pro,iect work in the inlmediate 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 effectivencss of ESAs. At 
the discrction of the BLM and CPUC, such mitigation may include, but not be limited to 
modification of protective nicdsures, refinement of monitoring protocols, data-recoveiy 
investigations, or payment of compensatory damages in the form of non-destructive CUI tural 
resources studies or protection. 

C-lf Train construction personnel. All construction personnel shall be trained regarding the recog- 
nition of possible buricd cultural remains and protection of all cultural rcsources, including 
prehistoric and historic resources during construction, prior to thc initiation of construction or 
ground-disturbing activities. Thc Applicant shall complete training for all construction per- 
sonnel. Training shall inform all construction personnel of the procedures to be followed 
upon the discovery of archaeological materials, including Native American burials. Training 
shall inform all construction personnel that Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) must be 
avoidcd and that travel and construction activity must be coniincd to designated roads and 
arcas. All personncl shall be instmcted that unauthorized collection or disturbance of artifacts or 
other cultural materials on or off thc ri&ht-of-way by the Applicant, his represcntahvcs, or 
employees will not be allowed. Violators will be sub-ject to prosecution under the appropriate 
State and federal laws and violations will be grounds for removal from the project. Unauthorized 
rcsource collection or disturbancc may constitutc grounds for the issuancc of a stop work order. 
Thc following issucs shall be addrcssed in training or in preparation for construction: 

0 All construction contracts shall iricludc clauses that rcquirc construction personnel to attend 
training so they are aware of the potential for inadvertently exposing buried archaeolog- 
ical deposits. their responsi bility to avoid and protect all cultural resources, and the pen- 
alties for collection, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction of cultural resources. 

The Applicant shall provide a background briefing for supervisory construction personnel 
describing the potential for exposing cultural resources, the location of any potential ESA, 
and procedures and notifications required in the event of discovcries by project pcrsonnel or 
archaeological monitors. Sylcrvisors shall also be briefed on the consequcnces of intentional 
or inadvertcnt damagc to cultural resourccs. Supervisory personnel shall cnforce rcstrictions on 
collectioii or disturbance of artifacts or otlier cultural resources. 

Upon discovcry of potcntial buried cultural materials by archacologists or construction per- 
somiel. or damage to an ESA, work in the immediate area of the fmd shall be diverted and the 
Applicant’s archaeologist notificd. Once the find has bcen inspected and a preliininaiy 
assessment made. the Applicant’s archaeologist will consult with the BLM or CPUC, as 
appropriate, to make the necessary plans for evaluation and treatment of the find(s) or 
mitigation of adverse effects to ESAs. 

0 

0 

c - lg  Minimize impacts at Harquahala Peak. SCE shall consult with BLM’s Phoenix Area 
Office to define and implement the most effective actions to reduce impacts of the proposed 
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telecommunications tower at Ihrquahala Peak on cultural, visual, and recreational resources. 
Options for consideration shall include the following: 
0 SCE shall work with BLM to evaluate and analyze different locations for the coinnuni- 

cdtions facility, and shall document each site as to its adequacy for SCE’s needs. Ifa dif- 
ferent site (or sites) appears to be feasible and acceptable to BLM. SCE shall complete 
biological and cultural resources surveys and provide reports to BLM. 
SCE shall design and finish the tower for the proposed new facility to emulate the 
existing facilitics. In addition, the location of the proposcd new tower shall be rclocated 
to the place determined by BLM to minimizc effects on the interpretivc site. 
SCE shall provide visitor facilities or enhanced historic intcrprctive information in order 
to bctter convcy to the public thc scientific contributions that tlic Observatory has madc 
to history, and which makc it worthy of NKHP listing under Criterion a. 

SCE shall consult with CAP and BLM to dcvelop a co-located cominunications facility 
requiring only one towcr to servc both parties. 
Based on consultation with BLM, SCE shall relocatc the laydown area to a sitc that 
minimizes effects on vlsitors to Harqualiala Pcak. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Aftcr consultation with BLM on thc options deFrncd abovc, SCE shall submit a revised 
description of the Harquahala Peak facilities and laydown area along with detailed construc- 
tion plans for rcvicw and approval by BLM’s Phoenix Area Office at least 60 days prior to 
the start of construction. 

C-2a Consult agencies and Native Americans. If  human remains are discovcred during construc- 
tion, all work will be diverted from the arca of the discovery and the BLM authorized officer 
will bc informed immediately. The Applicant shall follow all State and federal laws, statutcs, 
and regulations that govern the treatment of human rcmains. The Applicant shall assist and 
support the BLM in all required government-to-governnient consultations with Native Ameri- 
cans and appropriate agencies and conimissions, as requested by the BLM. The Applicant shall 
coinply with and iinpleinent all required actions and studies that result from such consultations, 
as directed by the BLM. 

C-3a Complete consultation with Native American and other Traditional Groups, The Appli- 
cant shall provide assistance to the BLM, as requested by the BLM, to complete required 
government-to-government consultation \G th interested Native American tribes and individuals 
(Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act) and other Traditional Groups to asscss thc impact of the Proposed Project 
on Traditional Cultural Propertics or other resources of Nativc American conccm. As directed by 
the BLM, the Applicant shall undertake required treatments, studics, or other actions that result 
from such consultation. Written documentation of the completion of all pre-construction actions 
shall be submitted by thc Applicant and approved by the BLM at least 30 days bcfore 
coniinencemeiit of construction activities. Actions that are required during or aftcr construction 
shall be defined, detailed, and scheduled in the IIistoric Properties Treatment Plan and 
implemented by the Applicant, consistent with Mitigation Measure C- 1 c (Develop and 
implement Historic Properties Treatment Plan). 
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C-4a Inventory paleontological resources in Final M E .  Prior to construction and all other surface- 
disturbing activities, the Applicant shall have conducted and submitted for approval an inven- 
tory of potentially significant paleontological resources, based on field inspection of areas of 
high or undetermined paleontological sensitivity that will be affected by the project as deter- 
mined by the BLM and CPUC. As pait of the inventory report, the Applicant shall evaluatc 
and refine the paleontological sensitivity inodeling of sediments that will be affected. 

I 

c-4b Develop Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan. The Applicant shall, upon approval of 
thc paleontologicaf i n v ~ m t o ~  repoit by the BLM and CPUC, prepare and submit for approval a 
plan to mitigate identified impacts. The Paleontological Monitoring and Trcatment Plan shall 
identify constniction impact areas of high sensitivity for encountcring significant resources 
and the depths at which thosc resources are likely to be discovcred. Thc Plan shall outline a 
coordination strategy to ensure that all construction disturbancc in high sensitivity sediments 
will be monitored full-time by qualificd professionals. Sediments of undetemiincd sensitivity 
will be spot-checked. The Plan shall detail the significance criteria to be used to determine 
which resources will be avoided or recovered for their data potential. The Plan shall also detail 
methods of recovery, post-excavation preparation and analysis of specimens, h a l  curation of 
specimens at a federally recognized, accredited facility, data analysis, and reporting. The Plan 
shall specify that all paleontological work undertaken by the Applicant on public land shall be 
carried out by qualified professionals on a currently valid Paleontological Collecting Permit 
for thc appropriate State. Notices to proceed will be issued by the BLM and CPUC following 
approval of the Paleontological Monitoring and Trcatmcnt Plan. 

Monitor construction for paleontology. Based on the paleontological sensitivity assessment 
and Monitoring and Trcatment Plan consistent with Mitigation Measure C-4b (Develop Paleonto- 
logical Monitoring and Treatment Plan). the Applicant shall conduct full-time construction 
monitoring in areas where and when sediments of high palcontological sensitivity will be 
disturbed, Construction activities shall bc diverted wlieii data rccovcry of significant fossils is 
warranted. 

c-4c 

C-4d Conduct paleontological data recovery. If avoidance of significant paleontological resourccs 
is not feasiblc or appropriate, treatmcnt (including recoveiy, specinien prcparation, data analysis, 
curation, and rcporting) shall bc carried out by thc Applicant, in accordance with the approvcd 
Trcatnicnt Plan per Mitigation Measure C-4b (Develop Paleontological Monitoring and 
Treatment Plan). 

C-4e Train construction personnel. All construction pcrsonnel shall be traincd regarding thc rcc- 
ognition of possible buried paleontological resources and protection of all paleontological 
resources during construction, prior to the initiation of construction or ground-disturbing 
activities. The Applicant shall complete training for all construction personnel. Training 
shall inform all construction personnel of the procedures to be followed upon the discovery 
of paleontological materials. Training shall inform all construction personnel that Environmen- 
tally Sensitive Areas @SAs) must be avoided and that travel and construction activity must 
be confined to designatcd roads and areas. All personnel shall be instructed that unauthorized 
collection or disturbance of fedcraliy protected fossils on or off thc right-of-way by the 
Applicant. his represcntativcs. or employces will not be allowed. Violators will be subject to 
prosecution under the appropriate State and fedcral laws and will be grounds for removal from 
the project. Unauthorized rcsource collection or disturbance may constitutc grounds for the 
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issuance of a stop work order. The following issues shall be addressed in training or in prepa- 
ration for construction: 

0 All construction contrdcts shall iiiclude clauses that require construction personnel to attend 
training so they are aware of the potential for inadvertently exposing buried paleonto- 
logical deposits, their responsibility to avoid and protect all such resources, and the penalties 
for collection, vandalism. or inadvertent destruction of paleontological resources. 

The Applicant shall provide a background briefing for supervisory construction personnel 
describing the potential for exposing paleontological rcsources, the location of any potcn- 
tial ESA, and procedurcs and notifications required in the evcnt of discoverics by project 
peisonncl or paleontological monitors. Supervisoty pcrsonnel shall enforce rcstr-ictions on 
collection or disturbancc of fossils. 

Upon discoveiy of potcntial buried paleontological matcrials by paleontologists or constmc- 
tion pcrsonnel, work in thc inimediate arca of the firid shall be diverted and thc Applicaiit’s 
palcontologst notified. Once the find has bcen inspatcd and a preliminary assessment niadc, 
the Applicant’s paleontologist will notify the BLM and CPUC and procced with data recoveiy 
in accordance with the approved Treatment Plan consistent with Mitigation Measure C-4b 
(Develop Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan). 

0 

0 

C-5a Protect and monitor NRHP-eligible properties. The Applicant shall design and implement 
a long-term plan to protect National Register of Historic Places (NR1IP)-eligible sites from 
direct impacts of pro-ject operation and maintenance and from indirect impacts, such as erosion 
that result from thc prcsence of the project. The plan shall be developed in consultation with 
tlic BLM to design measures that will be effectivc against projcct niaintenancc impacts and 
project-related vchicular impacts. The plan shall also includc protcctive measures for NRHP- 
eligible properties within the DPV corridor that will experience operational and access impacts 
as a result of the Proposed Project. The proposed measures may include restrictive fencing or 
gates. permanent access road closures, signagc, stabilization of erosion, sitc capping, site patrols, 
and iiiterpretiveieducational programs, or other measures that will be cffcctive for protccting 
NW-eligiblc propertics. Tlic plan shall be property spccific and shall include provisions for 
nionitonng and reporting its effectiveness and for addressing inadequacies or failures that result 
in damage to NRtlP-eligible properties. The plan shall be submitted to the BLM and CPUC for 
review and approval at lcast 30 days prior to project operation. 

Monitoring of selected sites shall be conducted annually by a profcssional archacologist for a 
period of five years. Monitoring shall include inspection of all site loci and defincd surface 
featurcs, documented by photographs from fixed photomonitoring stations and writtcn 
observations. A monitoring report shall be submitted to the BLM and CPUC within one month 
following the annual resource monitoring. The report shall indicate any properties that have 
been impacted by erosion or vehicle or maintenance impacts. For properties thaf have been 
impacted the Applicant shall provide recommcndations for mitigating impacts and for improv- 
ing protcctive measurcs. After the fifth year of resourcc monitoring, the BLM or CPUC, as 
appropriate, will evaluate the effectivencss of thc protective mcasurcs and thc monitoring 
program. Based on that evaluation, the BLM or CPUC may require that the Applicant revise or 
refine the protective measures, or alter the monitoring protocol or schedule. If the BLM does not 
authorize alteration oftlie monitoring protocol or schcdule, those shall remain in ef‘fcct for the 
duration of project operation. 

A-22 



MITIGATION MEASURES 

ATTACHMENT A 

A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/ sid 

If the annual monitoring program identifies adverse effects to National Register of 1 iistonc 
Places (NR€IP)-eligible properties from operation or long-term presence of the project, or if; at 
any timc, the Applicant, BLM or CPUC become aware of such adverse effects, the Applicant 
shall notify the BLM and CPUC immediately and iniplement mitigation for adverse changes, 
as directed by the BLM and CPUC. At the discretion of the BLM and CPUC, such mitigation 
niay include, but not be limited to modification of protective nleasures, refinement of 
monitoring protocols, data-recovery investigations, or payment of compensatory damages in the 
form of non-destructive cultural resources shidies or protcction. 

Noise 
N-1 a lmplement best management practices for construction noise. SCE shall employ thc fol- 

lowing noisc-suppression techniqucs to minimize thc impact of temporary construction noise 
and avoid possible violations of local rules, standards, and ordinances: 
0 Construction noise shall be confined to daytime, weekday hours (c.g., 7:OO a.m. to 6:OO 

pm.) or an alternative schedule established by the local jurisdiction; 
Construction equipment shall use noise reduction features (e.g., mufflers and engine 
shrouds) that arc no less effcctivc than those originally installcd by the manufwturer; 
Construction traffic shall be routed away from residences and schools, where feasible; 
Unneccssaiy construction vchick use and idling timc shall bc minimized to the extent fea- 
sible. The ability to limit construction vehicle idling time is dependent upon the sequence of 
construction activitics and whcn and where vchicles are needed or staged. A “ccmmon sense” 
approach to vehicle use shall bc applied; if a vehicle is not required for use immediatcly or 
continuously for construction activities, its engine should be shut ofY. (Note: certain equip- 
ment. such as largc diesel-powered vehicles, requirc extcnded idling for warm-up and rcpet- 
itive construction tasks.) 

0 

0 

0 

Transportation & Traffic 
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 activities, 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 60 days from the end of all construction within each 
affected county. 

T-13a Coordinate helicopter operations with Kofa NWR personnel. SCE shall develop a plan 
defining coordination with Kofa NWR personnel to ensure that no conflicts occur between 
construction helicopter operations and NWR rescuc helicopter operations. The plan shall bc 
submitted to the Kofa NWK at least 60 days before the start of construction for review and 
approval. 

Consult with Kofa NWR personnel. SCE shall provide adequatc signage at both ends ofthe 
utility road segment and work with Kofa NWK law enforcement personnel to prohibit public 
use of the road. SCE shall consult with Kofa NWK law enforcement pcrsonnel at least 60 

T-14a 
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days prior to the start of construction to develop appropriate nieasures to prevent inadvertent 
use of this road segment. 

Public Health and Safety 
P-la Develop Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan. A Hazardous Sub- 

stance Control and Emergency Response Plan shall be prepared for thc project, and a copy shall 
be kcpt on site (or in vehicles) during construction and maintenance of the project. SCE shall 
document compliance by submitting the plan to the CPUC or BLM or USFWS, as appropriate, 
for review and approval at least 60 days before the start of construction. 

P-lb Conduct environmental training and monitoring program. An environmental training 
program shall be established to coinmunicatc cnvironinental concerns and appropriate work 
practices, including spill prevention, eniergency response measures, and proper Best Man- 
agement Practice (BMP) implementation, to all field personnel prior to the start of con- 
stniction. Thc training program shall cmphasize sitc-specific physical conditions to improvc 
hazard prevention (e.g., ideiitification 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 Substances Control and Emcrgcncy 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 complctcd thc training program. 

Best Managemcnt Practices, as: idciitified in the project Storm Water Pollution Prcvcntion Plan 
and the EIazardous Substances Control and Emergency Response Plan, shall be implemented 
during the construction of the project to minimize the risk of an accidental release and pro- 
vide the ncccssary information for emergency response. 

P-1 c Ensure proper disposal of construction waste. All non-hazardous construction and demoli- 
tion waste, including trash and litter. garbage, and other solid waste sllall be disposed of 
properly. Petroleum 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. 

P-ld Maintain emergency spill supplies and equipment. Hazardous material spill kits shall be 
maintained at all construction sites for small spills. This shall include oil-absorbent material, 
taps, and storage drums to bc used to contain and control any minor releases. Emcrgency spill 
supplics and equipment shall be kept adjacent to all work arcas arid staging arcas, and shall be 
clearly marked. Detailed information for responding to accidental spills and for handling any 
resulting hazardous materials shall bc provided in the project’s Hazardous Substances Control 
and Emergency Kespoiisc Plan. 

P-2a Identify pesticide/herbicide contamination. Soil samplcs shalt be collected in construction 
areas wliere the land has historically or is currently bcing farmed to identi@ the possibility of 
and to delincate the extent of pesticide andor Iicrbicide contamination. Excavated matcrials 
containing elevated let7els of pesticide or herbicide will require special handling and disposal 
procedures. Standard dust suppression procedures (as defined in Mitigation Measure AQ- la) 
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shall be used in construction areas to reduce airborne emissions of these contaminants and 
reduce the risk of exposure to workers and the public. Regulatory agencies for the states of 
Arizona or California (as appropriate) and the appropriate county shall be contacted to provide 
oversight regarding the handling: treatment, andor disposal options. 

P-3a Observe exposed soil for evidence of contamination. During grading or excavation work, the 
construction contractor shall observe the exposed soil for visual evidence of contamination. If 
visual contamination indicators are observed during construction. the contractor shall stop 
work until the material is properly characterizcd and appropriate measures arc taken to protcct 
human health and the environmcnt. The contractor shall comply with all local, Statc. and 
fedcral requiremcnts for sampling and testing. and subsequent removal, transport. and 
disposd of Iiazardous xnaterials. Additionally, in tlic event that evidcnce of conkamination is 
observed, the contractor shall docunicnt the exact location of the contamination and shall 
immediately notify thc CPUC or BLM, dcscribing proposed actions. A wcekly rcpoi-t listing 
encounters with contaminated soils and describing actions taken shall be submitted to tlie 
CPUC or BLM. 

P-4a Prepare Spill Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control Plans. To minimize, avoid, aiidior 
clean up unforeseen spill of hazardous materials during operation of the proposed facilities, 
SCE shall update or prepare, if necessary, tlie Spill Prevention, Countermeasure. and Control 
plan for each substation, series capacitors, and the switchyard. SCE shall document compli- 
ance 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. 

PS-la Limit the conductor surface electric gradient. As part of the design and construction pro- 
cess for the Proposed Pro-ject, the Applicant shall limit the conductor surface electric gradient in 
accordance with the IEEE Radio Noise Design Guide. 

PS-lb Document and resolve electronic interference complaints. After energizing the transmis- 
sion line, SCE shall respond to and document all radio/television/equipment interference com- 
plaints received and thc responsive action takcn. Thesc rccords shall bc made available to thc 
CPUC for review upon rcquest. All unresolved disputes shall bc rcfcrred by SCE to the 
CPUC for resolution. 

PS-lc Coordinate with Kofa NWR to prevent radio interference. Prior to construction, SCE 
shall coordinate with Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to determine any additional design, 
planning, or shielding measures that are neccssary to prevent radio interfercnce within the 
Refuge. 

Implement grounding measures. As part of the siting and construction process for the Pro- 
posed Project, SCE shall identify objects (such as fences, metd buildings, and pipelines) within 
and near the right-of-way that have the potential for induced voltages and shall implement 
elcctrical grounding of metallic objccts in accordance with SCE’s standards. Tlic identifica- 
tion of objects shall document the threshold electric field strength and metallic object size at 
which grounding bccomcs necessary. 

PS-2a 
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Air Quality 
AQ-1 a 

AQ-1 b 

AQ-lc 

AQ-ld 

Develop and Implement a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan. SCE shall develop and 
implement a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan (FDECP) for construction work. Measures 
to be incorporated into the plan include, but are not limited to the APMs (A-1 and A-5 
through A-7) and the following, which also incorporate and revise the requirements of APMs 
A-2 through A-4 to make them definitivc and enforceable: 

CARB certified non-toxic soil binders shall be applicd to all active unpaved roadn~iys, 
unpaved staging areas, and unpaved parking area(s) throughout construction (as allowcd 
by responsible agencies such as the BLM or USEWS) in amounts mecting manufacturer’s 
rcconimcndations to mect the CARB certikation fugitive dust reduction efficicncy of 84 
perccnt . 
Water the disturbed areas of the active construction sites, whcre CAKB certified soil 
binders haw not bcen applied, at least thrce times per day. 

Enclosc, cover, watcr thrce timcs daily, or apply non-toxic soil bindcrs according to nian- 
ufacturer’s specifications to exposed piles with a fivc percent or greatcr silt content. 

Install wlicel washcrdclcaiiers or wash the whcels of trucks and othcr hcavy equipment 
where vehicles exit the site or unpaved access roads and sweep paved streets daily with 
water sweepers ifvisible soil material from the construction sites or unpaved access roads 
are carried onto adjacent public streets. 

Establish a vegetative ground coker or allow natural revegetation to occur on temporarily 
disturbed areas following the conipletion of coiistruction (in compliance with biological 
resources impact mitigation measures), or otherwise create stabilized surfaces on all 
unpaved areas at each of the constniction sites within 21 days after active construction 
operations have ceased. 

Increase the frequency of watering, or implement other additional fiigitive dust mitigation 
measures, to all disturbed fugitive dust emission sources when wind speeds (as 
instantaneous wind gusts) exceed 25 miles pcr hour (mph). 

Travel route planning will be completed to idcntify rcquired travcl routes to minimize 
unpavcd road travel to cach construction sitc to the extcnt fcasible. 

Use ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel. CAW-certified ultra low-sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel con- 
taining 15 ppin sulfur or less shall be used in all diesel-powered construction equipment. 

Restrict engine idling. Diesel engine idle time shall be restricted to no more than a 10 
minutes duration. 

Use lower emitting offroad diesel-fueled equipment. All offroad construction dicsel engines 
not rcgistercd under CAW’S Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program, which 
havc a rating of 50 lip or more, shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 2 California Emission 
Standards for Off-Road Comnpression-Igiiitioii Engines as specified in California Code of Reg- 
ulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)( 1) unless that such engine is not available for a particular 
itcm of cquipment. In thc event a Tier 2 engine is not available for any offi.oad enginc fargcr 
than 100 lip. that engine shall be equipped with a Tier 1 eiigiiic. I n  the cvcnt a Tier 1 enginc is 
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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 manufacturers that 
the use of such devices is not practical for specific engine types. Equipment properly registered 
under and in compliance with CARl3’s Statewide Portable Equipment Kegistration Program 
are considered to comply with this mitigation measure, 

AQ-le Use onroad vehicles that meet Caiifornia onroad standards. All onroad construction vehicles 
working within California shall meet all applicable California onroad emission standards and 
shall be licensed in the State of California. This does not apply to construction worker personal 
vehicles. 

AQ-lf Use lower emitting offroad gasoline-fueled equipment. All offi-oad stationaiy and portable 
gasoline powered equipment shall have EPA Phase 1 Pliase 2 compliant engincs, where the 
specific engine requirement shall be based on the new cngine standard in efTect two years prior to 
the initiating pro-ject construction. 

AQ-1g Reduce helicopter use during construction. Ilelicopter use in California shall be limited to 
that necessary for conductor installation, using helicopters of the smallest practical size; and 
helicopters shall not be used for delivering supplies or personnel within California federal or 
Statc ozone nonattainment areas exccpt as spccifically cxcepted by the CPUC due to 
limitatioiis in road acccss and/or to reduce other advcrse cnvironmental impacts associated 
with road constiuctionltravel (suck as to biological resources or cultural resources). 

AQ-lh Schedule deliveries outside of peak hours. For marshalling and construction yards west of 
the eastern border of the City of lndio, all material dcliveries to thc yards and from the yards to 
the construction sites shall be scheduled to occur outside of peak “rush hour” traffic hours (7 :OO 
to 1O:OO a.m. and 4:OO to 7:OO pm) to the extent feasible, and other truck trips during peak 
traffic hours shall be minimized to the extent feasible. 

AQ-11 Obtain NOx emission offsets. SCE shall obtain NOx emission reduction credits or offsets in 
sufficient quantities to offset construction enilssions of NOx that exceed the South Coast Air Basin 
ozone nonatkainment area federal General Conformity Rule applicability threshold as determined in 
the General Conformity analysis for the project. The emission offset method shall comply with 
SCAQMD rules and regwlations, and offsets shall be obtained by SCE prior to construction. 

Hydrology and Water Resources 
H-6a Design diversion dikes or other site remediations to avoid damage to adjacent property. 

Where diversion dikes are required to protect towers or other project structures from flooding or 
erosion, these dikes shall be designed to avoid increasing the risk of erosion or flooding onto 
adjacent areas where life or property could be threatened. Diversion dike designs shall be 
submitted to the CPUC and BLM for review and approval at least 60 days prior to 
construction. 

H-la Restore disturbed soil with re-vegetation or construction of permanent erosion-control 
structures. Soil disturbance at towers and access roads shall be the minimum necessary and 
designed to prevent long-term erosion through revegetation or construction of permanent erosion 
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control structures according to plans to be reviewed and approved by th2 U.S. Forest Service. 
Copies of the final approved plans shall be submitted to the CPUCBLM for their files. 

Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils 
G-la Protect desert pavement. Grading for new access roads or m70rk areas in areas covered by 

desert pavement shall be avoided if possible. I f  avoidance of these areas is not possible, the 
desert pavement surface shall be protected from darnage or disturbance from construction 
vehicles by use of temporary mats on the surface. A plan for identification and avoidance or pro- 
tection of sensitive desert pavement shall be prepared and submitted to the CPUC, BLM, and 
USFWS for review and approval at least 60 days prior to shalt of construction. 

G-2a Conduct geotechnieal studies for soils to assess characteristics and aid in appropriate founda- 
tion design. Design-level geotcchnical studies shall be performcd by the Applicant to idcnti@ thc 
prcsencc, if any. of potcntially detrimental soil chemicals. such as chlorides and sulfates. Appro- 
priatc design measurcs for protcction of reinforcemnent, concrete, and mctal-structural compo- 
nents against corrosion shall be utilized, such as use of corrosion-resistant materials and coatings, 
increased thickness of project components exposed to potentially corrosive conditions, and use 
of passive andior activc cathodic protection systems. Thc geotcchnical studics shall also idcntify 
areas with potentially cxpansivc or collapsiblc soils and include appropriate dcsign featurcs. 
incluchng excavation of potentially expansivc or colkapsible soils during construction and replace- 
ment with engineered backfill, ground-treatment processes, and redirection of szlrface water and 
drainage aw7ay from expansive foundation soils. Study results and proposed solutions shall be 
provided to the CPUC and BLM, as appropriate, for review and approval at least 60 days 
before construction. 

G-3a Conduct geotechnical surveys for landslides. The Applicant shall perform design-level geo- 
technical survcys in areas crossing and adjaccnt to hills and mountains. Thesc surveys will 
acquirc data that will allow identification of specific arcas with thc potcntial for unstable slopcs, 
landsiidcs, earth flows, and dcbris flows along the approved transmission liric route and in othcr 
areas of ground disturbance. such as grading for access and spur roads. The investigations shall 
includc an evaluation of subsurface conditions. identification of potential landslide limrds, and 
provide infomiation for developnient of excavation plans and procedures. Where landslide hazard 
areas cannot be avoided, appropriate engineering design and construction measures shall be 
incorporated into the project designs to minimize potential for damage to pro-iect fdcilities. A 
report documenting these surveys and design measures to protect structures shall be submitted to 
the CPUC and BLM for review and approval at least 60 days before construction. 

G-5a Design project facilities to avoid impact from ground failure. Since seismically induced 
ground failure has the potential to damage or destroy project components, the Applicant shall 
complete design-level geotechnical investigations at tower locations in areas with potential 
liquefaction-related impacts. These studies shall specifically assess the potential for liquefaction 
and latcral spreading hazards to affect the approvcd project and all associatcd facilities. Where 
these hazards are found to exist, appropriate cngiiicering design and construction measures shall 
be incorporated into thc project designs. A rcport documenting results ofthi gcotechnical surveys 
shall be submitted to the CPUC and BLM for revicw and approval at least 60 days before 
construction. 
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G-6a Coordinate with quarry operations. Operations and management personnel for the Indio 
Pit quariy shall be consulted regarding locations of active mining and for coordination of 
construction activities in and through those areas. A plan to avoid or minimize interference 
with mining operations shall be prepared in conjunction with mine/quarry operators prior to 
construction. SCE shall document compliance with this ineasurc prior to thc start of construc- 
tion by submitting thc plan to thc CPUC and BLM for revicw at lcast 60 prior to the start of 
construction. 

G-7a Minimize project structures within active fault zones. SCE shall perform a geologic/geo- 
tcchnical study to confilm the location of mapped traccs of activc and potentially faults crossed 
by the project route. For crossings of active faults, the towers shall be placed as far as feasible 
outside thc area of mapped fault traces. Compliance with this measure shall be documented to 
the CPUC and BLM in a report submitted for revicw and approval at least 60 days prior to the 
start of construction. 

Socioeconomics 
S-2a Recycle construction waste. To comply with the liitegrated Waste Maiiagcnient Act of 1989, 

during project construction SCE andor its construction contractor shall recycle a minimum of 
50 percent of the waste generated during construction activities. Prior to the start of con- 
struction, SCE shall provide the CPUCBLM with a letter explaining how it will comply with 
this requirement. 

Measures Applicable to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
V-40b Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors on San Bernardino National Forest 

land, The following design measures are to be applied to all new structures and conductors 
on SBNF land based on SCE's consultation with SBW staff prior to completion of final 
design. The details of these measures shall be developed 

In all areas: 

0 

0 

Transinission lines should have a permanent coloring of dark gray. 

All towers not back-dropped on mid-slope should have pemianent coloring of cool mid- 
gray (battleship Fay). 

In mid-slopc areas (as defined by SBNF): 

0 All towers and concrete bascs on slopes which could scrvc 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): 
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0 Towers should be constructed of lower profile 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 

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: 

0 Where towers could be practicably back-dropped, utilize mitigation suggested for mid- 
slope and Ridge Crossing on SBNF lands (as defined in Mitigation Measure V-40b). 

The PCT shall not be crossed with 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). 

0 

0 

Measures Applicable to the Hamuahala Junction Switchyard Alternative 
V-6b Screen ancillary facilities. For the Hdrquahala Junction Switchyard Altcmative, SCE shall 

provide a Screening Plan for screening vegetdon, walls, and fences that reduces visibility 
and helps the facility blend in with the landscape. The use of berms to Facilitate project 
screening may also be incorporated into the Plan. SCE shall submit the Plan to the BLM for 
review and approval at least 90 days prior to installing the landscape screening. If the BLM 
notifies SCE that revisions to the Plan are needed before the Plan can be approved, within 30 
days of receiving that notification, SCE shall prepare and submit for review and approval a 
revised Plan. The pian shall include but not necessarily be limited to: 

0 

0 

0 

An 1 l”xl7” color simulation ofthe proposed landscaping at S years 

A plan view to scale depicting the project and the location of screening elements 

A detailed list of any plants to be used; their size and age at planting: the expected time to 
maturity, and the expected height at five years and at maturity. 

SCE shall coniplete installation of the screening prior to the start of project operation. SCE 
shall notify the BLM within seven days after completing installation ofthe screening, that the 
screening components are ready for inspection. 

Screen alternative siritchyard site from Sdome Highway views. This measure is required to 
augment and not replace Mitigation Measure V-6b in order to provide more detailed direction 
pertaining to tlic planting of roadside screening vegetation along Salome Highway. Screening 
vegetation shall be planted along the east side of Salome Highway between mile markers 39 
and40. Vegctation shall be comprised of native species and shall be selected to achieve 

\’-35a 
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heights and screen effectiveness coinparable to that shown in Figure D.3-30B (see enclosed 
CD). SCE shall submit a Screening Plan demonstrating compliance with this measure to the 
BLM for review and approval at least 90 days prior to installing the landscape screening. If the 
BLM notifies SCE that revisions to the Plan are needed before the Plan can be approved, within 
30 days of receiving #at notification, SCE shall preparc and submit for review and approval a 
revised Plan. Thc Screcning Plan shall include but not necessarily be limitcd to: 

0 

0 

0 

An 1 l”x17” color simulation of the proposed landscaping at 5 ycars 

A plan view to scalc depicting the project and the location of screening elements 

A detailed list of any plants to be used; their size and age at planting; the expected time to 
maturity, and the expected height at five years and at maturity 

SCE shall complete installation of the screening prior to the start of project operation. SCE 
shall notify the CPUC within seven days after completing installation of the screening, #at 
the screening components are ready for inspection. 
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Applicant Proposed Measures 
Thc following notes apply to the tables below. 

1 APM refers to Applicant Proposed Measures. If there is a measure in the 1989 BLM ROW Grant 
that is not identified in the PEA as an APM, this FLM Grant measure is listed at the cnd of the 
table and is labeled BLM followed by its reference in the ROW Grant. 

Refers to the Devers-Haquahala 500 kV transmission line. 

Rcfers to the West of Devers 230 kV transmission line uppgradc. 

Reference in parentheses denotes the origin of the APM. “(SCE)” is a Proponent’s mitigation 
mcasure. “(BLM)” is a Proponent’s measure derived fioin a rcquirement in the BLM Right-of- 
Way Grant 1989. Numbers such as B-4.1 refer to the specific BLM rncasurc in thc 1989 Grant. 

IIolder is BLM’s reference to the ROW Grant holder. Holder is SCE, the project proponent. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Applicant Proposed Measures - Biology 

Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description’ Line‘ Upgrade3 
APM 8-1 
Vegetation 

Avoid direct disturbance of highly sensitive features (as identified in E. Linwood Smith’s J 
(1985) Impact Assessment/Mitigation Planning Chart; see Appendix E) with spanning 
and careful local adjustment in tower footing placement. (BLM B-5.1 Vegetation) 
[Note: The reference to Appendix E is unknown. There is no Appendix E as part 
of the ELM right-of-way grant (provided from PEA Appendix A). However, the 
Smith report itself is found in FSEIS (1988) as Appendix 6, Study of Desert Bighorn 
Sheep .] 

APM 8-2 Avoid the inkoduction of noxious weeds and/or other invasive species through standard 
Vegetation noxious weed measures. Thls will benefit most of the species covered by the [Coachella 

Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation] plan. (SCE) 
APM 8-3 
Vegetation off-road vehicle use should be strongly discouraged. This will benefit many of the species 

covered by the [Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation] plan. (SCE) 
APM 8-4 Avoid sand compaction at all sites in the Coachella Valley. This will benefit such species 
Vegetation/ as the giant sand treader cricket, Coachella Valley Jerusalem cricket, and Coachella 
Wildlife Valley milkvetch. (SCE) 

J 

Vehicular travel must be on established roads to the maximum extent practicable. Any 4 

J 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Biology 
Applicable To 

500 kV 
Transmission 230 kV 

Measure Number and Description’ Line2 Upgrade3 

Vegetationl Maintenance of low speed limit on right of way ROW to protect desert animals 
Wildlife and reduce dust - Continuous application of water to ROW roads to reduce dust 

Requirement that stopped vehicles stop engines if stationary for a determined 
period of time 
Requirement that operators of vehicles, if stopped for longer than a determined 
period of time, inspect under their vehicles to ensure that no animals have taken 
shelter from the sun; this requirement has been implemented before by requiring 
that vehicles with stopped engines have their keys placed under the vehicle thus 
forcing the operator to inspect 
Flagging of all disturbed areas if needed to clarify driveable or walk-able areas 
Tight control of the Copper Bottom Pass area to ensure that only planned con- 
struction traffic is allowed in the area and that minimal trips are planned 
Restricted use of the area to periods outside of any animal breeding seasons 
Tight control on electrical workers for approved hours of access 
Ensure that all workers accessing this area have completed environmental aware- 
ness training for biological and cultural sensitivities; all trained workers would be 
equipped with stickers for their hardhats to provide for easy-to-spot inspection 
Removal of all construction debris from the area at the conclusion of the work 

APM B-5 Copper Bottom Pass: J 

APM 8-6 
Veaetation 

Avoid vehicular travel in washes to protect triple-ridged milkvetch. (SCE) J 

___ 

APM 8-7 
Vegetationl 
Wildlife 
APM 6-8 
Vegetation 

No activities whatever should occur in wetland areas. (SCE) J 

Provide additional detailed surveys and tower-specific adjustments as needed prior 
to construction for major sensitive feature sites (e.g., concentrations of sensitive plants, 
individual palm trees, woody dune or wash communities) which cannot be easily 
avoided by spanning. (See Appendix B of the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 EIR [I9873 
and Appendix E of the SEIS 119881.) The methodologies and results of these surveys 
must be submitted to and approved in writing by the BLM Authorized Officer. (BLM 
8-52 Vegetation) 
Initiate transplant efforts for feracdusand Coyphaflthaas soon as probable losses 
can be determined. Any plans for transplanting must be developed in consultation 
with a BLM botanist and approved in writing by the BLM Authorized Officer. (BLM 
8-54 Veaetationl 

APM B-9 
Vegetation 

J 

APM B-10 
Vegetation 

APM B-11 
Vegetation 

APM 8-12 
Vegetation 

The right-of-way Holde? will have the Arizona State Department of Agriculture and 
Horticulture identify native plants that would otherwise be destroyed by construction 
and sell them to the Holder. (BLM 8-55 Vegetation) 
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 atlowed 
unless authorized by the Authorized Officer. (BLM B-5.6 Vegetation) 

or plant communities. Where this is not feasible, affected individual plants will be 
transplanted. Towers will also be placed so that lines will span critical wildlife habitat. 
(BLM B-5.7 Veaetationl 

Where possible, towers or access mads will be located so as to avoid sensitive plants J 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Biology 

Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description' Line2 Upgrade3 
APM 8-13 
Vegetation 6-5.8 Vegetation) 
APM B-14 
Vegetation (BLM 8-5.3 Vegetation) 
APM E15 
Wildlife 

Tower sites will be selected to allow maximum spacing of sensitive features. (BLM 

Minimize the area needed for equipment operation and material storage and assembly. 

J 

J 

J In the vicinity ofthe Colorado River, existing tower spacings and conductor heights 
will be matched to the greatest extent practical. This would reduce the potential for 
bird collisions with the power line. (BLM 8-51 Wildlife) 

veys 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 comdor does not already exist, pre-construction surveys for transmis- 
sion lines should follow standard protocol for linear projects. (SCE) 

and maintenance should occur from public roads and designated routes. (SCE) 

equipment storage areas, and wire-pulling sites should be sited in a manner that 
avoids desert tortoise burrows. (SCE) 

sites created during construction should be recontoured and restored. (SCE) 

the likelihood of nesting by common ravens. Each transmission line company should 
remove any common raven nests that are found on its structures. Transmission line 
companies must obtain a permit from USFWS's Division of Migratory Birds to 
take common ravens or their nests. (SCE) 
No clearing of or other disturbance to riparian habitats. If unavoidable, riparian hab- 
itats must be replaced or restored. This action will benefit several riparian bird species 
including summer tanager, yellow warbler, yellow breasted chat, least Bell's vireo, 
and southwestern willow flycatcher. (SCE) 

APM 8-16 Surveys -When access along the utility corridor already exists, pre-construction sur- J J 
Wildlife 

APM B-17 
Wildlife 

Wildlife 

APM B-19 
Wildlife 
APM B-20 
Wildlife 

Access - To the maximum extent possible, access for transmission line construction 4 4 

APM 5-18 Disturbed areas -To the maximum extent possible, transmission pylons and poles, J J 

Restoration - Whenever possible, spur roads and access roads and other disturbed 

Ravens -All transmission lines should be designed in a manner that would reduce 

4 

J 

J 

4 

APM 6-21 
Wildlife 

J 

APM 6-22 
Wildlife 
APM 6-23 
Wildlife (SCE) 
APM B-24 
Wildlife benefit southern yellow bat. (SCE) 
APM 8-25 
Wildlife round-tailed ground squirrel. (SCE) 
APM 8-26 
Wildlife 

APM 8-27 
Wildlife 

Avoid impact to mesquite-dominated habitats to protect crissal thrasher. (SCE) 

Minimize impact to or removal of creosote bush to benefit LeConte's thrasher. 

Avoid any alterations to the vegetation structure of Washington fan palm oases to 

Avoid any alterations of mesquite hummock habitat to benefit Coachella Valley 

Wash communities along the entire route and sand dune communities in the Coa- 

Prior to construction activities, the Holder shall have a qualified tortoise biologist 

J 

J 

4 

J 

J 
chella Valley (see Map IO-AZ in the Draft SEIS and Figure 4.51 in the CPUC Draft 
EIR, 1987) will bespanned to the extent possible. (BLM 8-52 Widlife) 

present a class or briefing to construction workers. Subjects addressed shall include 
tortoise sensitivity to human disturbance, daily and seasonal activity patterns, and 
wmer handlina for removal from roadways. lBLM 8-5.4 Wildlife) 

J 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Biology 

Applicable To 

500 kV 
Transmission 230 kV 

Measure Number and Description’ Line2 Upgrade3 
APM 8-28 
Wildlife 

The Holder shall hire a qualified tortoise biologist to conduct daily inspections of J 
roads and work areas within tortoise habitat during the tortoise season of activity 
(February 15 to June 15, July 15 to October 15). Tortoises found to be in jeopardy 
will be removed to a nearby site. Tortoises may be held for short periods, if judged 
necessary, to allow construction crews to pass through an area. The Holder will pro- 
vide orooer facilities for such temmrarv holdina. fBLM 8-5.6 Wikllife) 

~ 

APM B-29 
Wildlife 

APM 6-30 
Wildlife 

The Holder shall restrict the speed on all roads within tortoise habitat to a maximum 

Within tortoise habitat in California, spur roads shall not be bladed except where 

J 
of 25 miles per hour. The Holder is responsible for ensuring compliance with this 
limit by its employees. (BLM B-5.6 Wildlife) 

necessary to allow access for construction vehicles. Required vehicles shall enter 
on one pathway which is flagged and developed only by the passage of vehicles 
crushing vegetation. The spur shall be flagged by a qualified tortoise biologist prior 
to use. The spur shall avoid tortoise burrows and large perennial plants, yet be as 
short as possible within these requirements. Due to the presence of silty soils in 
Arizona. bladina mav occur. /ELM B-5.7 Wildlife) 

J 

~ 

APM 8-31 
Wildlife 
APM 8-32 
Wildlife 

Any desert tortoise observed on access roads or work areas will be moved imme- 

In areas considered to comprise suitable tortoise habitat, or other areas where tortoise 

J 

J 
diately away from the roadway into safe areas. (BLM 5-5.8 Wildlife) 

are observed, all access roads and tower construction sites will be surveyed by a 
qualified biologist to delineate burrows or individuals for protection. Burrows near 
construction sites will be clearly delineated on the ground. Road, footing, and work 
area alignments should be modified to the extent possible to avoid adversely affect- 
ing any tortoise burrows encountered during these surveys. Where tortoise burrows 
will be unavoidably destroyed, they should be excavated carefully using hand tools, 
under the supervision of a field biologist with demonstrated prior experience with this 
species. See Map 1 l-AZ in Appendix F in the Draft EIS (1988) and Figure 4.5-2 in 
the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 EIR (1987). Also see Appendix E for link and milepost 
descrio tions and mitiaation measures. /BLM 8-5.9 Wildlife) 

APM 6-33 
Wildlife 

If possible, no new roads, tower sitings, or spur roads will be built in blow sand areas. 
However, if new spur roads are required through wind-blown sand habitat, the road 
will be returned to natural conditions and effectively closed (gated or bermed) follow- 
ing construction. Pre-construction surveys will identify wind-blown sand dune habitats. 
/BLM 8-5.10 Wildlife) 

J 
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Applicable To 
5oOw 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description' tine' upgrade3 
APM 8-34 
Wildlife 

Where the project crosses through the Coachella Valley Preserve, the Holder will J 
cooperate with the Preserve in closing (gating) existing access roads. (a) A quali- 
fied biologist will also be present with work crews to survey and clear work areas 
daily for Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (CVFTL). flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL), 
and other sensitive species in the Preserve and sand dune communities from Link 14 
(Milepost 7.6) to Link 16 (Milepost 5.0) to identify if ay additional areas of occupied 
CVFTL and FTHL habitat are present along the route or at conshdion staging areas. 
(b) This survey will be conducted during appropriate seasons (March 15 to May 15) 
and conditions for species identification. For any areas of suitable habitat, this mea- 
sure will apply. 
In the Coachella Valley, compacted soils should be scarified and seeded with a mix 
of native plant seeds. including bugseed (Dkok? canescem), to promote revegeta- 
tion of plant species valuable to the lizard. 
Construction activity and surface disturbance will be prohibited during the period from 
January 1 to March 31 for the protection of the bighorn sheep lambing areas. These 
areas along the proposed route include Link 2 (Milepost 29.0 to 34.0) and Link 6 
(Milepost 0.0 to 6.0). (BLM 8-5.1 1 Wildlife) 

present during construction activities that involve earth moving in order to move any 
tortoises (in burrows or cover-sites, or on the surface) that would likely be impacted. 
(BLM B-5.17 Wildlife) 

in sand stabilization in order to minimize impacts to populations of the Coachella 
Valley fringe-toed lizard. (BLM 6-5.18 Wildlife) 

pre-construction surveys. If gnatcatchers are found to be present, suitable hab- 
itat should be avoided, including relocating towers and access. If habitat cannot 
be avoided, SCE should either restore damaged habitat, as at the Weapons Sup- 
port Facility, Fallbrook Detachment, San Diego County (Soil Ecology and Research 
Group, 2004), or participate in land set-aside programs such as the Natural Com- 
munity Conservation Planning program (NCCP). Another potential mitigation action 
would be that of assisting in the provision of funding for monitoring programs that 
may be undertaken through the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan. (SCE) 

tower sites and/or associated access roads. There would be approximately 0.8 
' acres of suitable habitat potentially affected by the proposed west of Devers 230 

kV upgrade; this small area should be entirely avoided. If avoidance is not possible 
and the habitat is damaged or lost, SCE shoutd participate in habitat banking pro- 
grams or provide funding through the Western Riverside County Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan for plan-related monitoring of this species. (SCE) 

APM 8-35 
Wildlife 

Avoid upland areas where desert tortoises might occur andlor have a biologist J 

APM 6-36 
Wildlife 

APM 8-37 
Wildlife 

Avoid conshction activities that would tend to create wind barriers that might result 

Mitigation for the coastal California gnatcatcher should include protocol-driven 

J 

J 

APM 6-38 
Wildlife 

For least Bell's vireo, suitable habitat would be completely avoided by relocating J 

APM 8-39 
Wildlife 
Source: SCE, 2005. 

Stephens' kangaroo rat habitat would be avoided, where possible. (SCE) 4 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Cultural Resources 
~~ ~ ~~ 

Applicable To 
500 IN 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description' tine' Upgrade3 
APM C-1 Prior to constroction and all other surface disturbing activities, the Holder5 shall have J 

conducted and submitted for approval by the Authorized Officer an inventory of cul- 
tural resources within the project's APE. The nature and extent of this inventory shall 
be determined by the Authorized Officer in consultation with the appropriate State 
Historic Preservation Office1 (SHPO) and shall be based upon project engineering 
smifications. (BLM B-9.1) 

APM C-2 As part of the inventory, the Holder shall conduct field surveys of sufficient nature J 
and extent to identify cultural resources that would be affected by tower pad con- 
struction, 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, and any other projected impact areas outside of the previ- 
ously sulveyed corridor. Site-specific field surveys also shall be undertaken at all 
projected areas of impact within the previously surveyed corridor that coincide with 
previously recorded cultural resource locations. The selected right-of-way shall be 
staked Drior to the cultural resource field surveys. (ELM 6-9.21 

APM C-3 As part of the inventory report, the Holder shall evaluate the significance of all J 
affected cultural resources and provide recommendations with regard to their eligi- 
bility for the NRHP. Determinations of NRHP eligibility will be made by the Authorized 
Officer in consultation with the appropriate SHPO. (ELM B-9.3) 

pare and submit for approval a cultural resource treatment plan for NRHP-eligible 
cultural resources to mitigate identified impacts. Avoidance, recordation, and data 
recovery will be used as mitiaation alternatives. (BLM 8-9.4) 

APM C-4 Upon approval of the inventory report by the Authorized Officer, the Holder shall pre- J 

APM C-5 The Authorized Officer may require the relocation of the line, ancillary facilities, or J 
temporary facilities or work areas, if any, where relocation would avoid or reduce 
damaae to cultural resource values. (BLM 6-95) 

APM C-6 If avoidance of specific cultural resources is not feasible, treatment shall be carried J 
out as determined by the Authorized Officer in consultation with the appropriate SHPO. 
(BLM B-9.61 

APM C-7 When necessary to relocate the proposed line, ancillary facilities, temporary facilities, J 
or work areas as a result of inventory, onsite avoidance decisions, or the Holder's 
approved request for relocation, the Holder shall inventory the proposed new loca- 
tions for cultural resources and provide inventory results to the Authorized Officer 
prior to construction. Any mitigation deemed necessary by the Authorized Officer 
shall be completed prior to underfaking any surface disturbing activities. (BLM 8-9.7) 
All cultural resource work undertaken by the Holder on public lands shall be carried 
out by qualified professionals designated on a currently valid Cultural Resource Use 
Permit for the appropriate state. (BLM B-9.8) 
Notices to proceed will be issued following completion, and approval by the Author- 
ized Officer, of any fieldwork determined necessary through the inventory, evaluation, 
and consultation process described above. (BLM B9.9) 
Vehicles and equipment shall be confined and operated only within areas specified 
by the Authorized Officer. (BLM 6-9.10) 

APM C-8 J 

APM C-9 J 

APM C-10 J 
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Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description’ Line’ Upgrade3 
APM C-11 Unauthorized collection of artifacts or other cultural materials on or off the right-of-way J 

by the Holder, his representatives, or employees will not be allowed. Violators will be 
subject to prosecution under the appropriate State and federal laws. Unauthorized 
collection may constitute grounds for the issuance of a stop work order. (BLM B-9.11) 

Source: SCE, 2005. 

Applicant Proposed Measures - Paleontological Resources 

Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmkpion 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description‘ tine Upgrade3 
APM P-1 Impacts to significant paleontological resources will be mitigated by conducting a pre- J 

construction survey in areas of high or undetermined paleontological sensitivity to 
identiy and collect surface specimens that could be affected by project construction. 
Paleontological monitoring of earth-disturbing construction activities and salvage of 
significant specimens will occur in project areas of high sensitivity. (SCE) 

Source: SCE. 2005. 
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Applicant Proposed Measures -Air Quality 
Applicable To 

500 kV 
Transmission 230 kV 

Measure Number and Description' Line' Upgrade3 
APM A-1 Heavy duty off-road diesel engines would be properly tuned and maintained to man- J J 

ufacturers' specifications to ensure minimum emissions under normal operations. 
(SCEI4 

APM A-2 Water or chemical dust suppressants would be applied to unstabilized disturbed J J 
areas andlor unpaved roadways in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface. (SCE) 

trol dust on areas with extensive traffic including unpaved access roads; water, 
organic polymers, lignin compounds, or conifer resin compounds would be used 
depending on availability. cost. and soil type. (SCE) 

with a dust suppressant after completion of activities at each site of disturbance. (SCE) 

APM A-3 Water or water-based chemical additives would be used in such quantities to con- J J 

APM A 4  Surfaces permanently disturbed by construction activities would be covered or treated J J 

APM A-5 
APM A-6 
APM A-7 

Vehicle speeds on unpaved roadways would be restricted to 15 miles per hour. (SCE) 
Vehicles hauling dirt would be covered with tarps or by other means. (SCE) 
Site construction workers would be staged offsite at or near paved intersections and 

J J 

J J 
J J 

workers would be shuttled in crew vehicles to construction sites. As part of the con- 
struction contract. SCE would require bidders to submit a construction transportation 
Dlan describina how workers would trave6 to the iob site. ISCE) 

@M A-8 Emissions credits would be purchased to offset any emissions levels which are over J J 
the emissions thresholds. (SCE) 

Source: SCE, 2005. 

Applicant Proposed Measures -Water Resources 
Applicable To 

500 kV 
Transmiyion 230 kV 

Measure Number and Description' Line Upgrade 
APM W-1 During the firsbyear following construction, potential soil erosion sites will be inspected 4 

by the Holder after each major rainstorm as access permits. For the purpose of 
this measure, a major rainstorm is defined as any singular storm where the total 
precipitation exceeds the arithmetic mean for similar events in the area and results 
in floodin . Examples include cloudbursts (high quantity - short duration or storas 

Construction equipment will be kept out of flowin stream channels except when 

Erosion control and hazardous material plans will be incorporated into the 
construction biddina sDecifications to ensure comdiance. (BLM 6-4.3) 

4 

J 

where safuratedsoils produce runoff (high quantity - long duration). (BL iLl 8-4.1) 

absolutely necessary to construct crossings. (BL itn B-4.2) 
APM W-2 

APM W-3 

APM W-4 Appropriate design of tower footing foundations, such as raised foundations andlor 
enclosing flood control dikes, will be used to prevent scour and/or inundation by a 
100-vear flood. fBLM 84.4) 

4 

APM W-5 Towers will be located to the extent feasible to avoid active drainage channels, J 
especial1 downstream of steep hillslo areas, to minimize the potential for damage 
by flash x ooding and mud and debris R" ows. (ELM 8-45) 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Water Resources 
Applicable To 

500 kV 
Transmiyion 230 kV 

Measure Number and Description' Line Upgrade3 
APM W-6 Diversion dikes or other structural enhancements will be required to divert runoff J 

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, 

Runoff from roadways will be collected and diverted from steep, disturbed, or other- 
wise unstable slopes. (BLM 84.7) 

will be located to avoid disturbed areas, and will have energy dissipations at dis- 
charge points. (BLM B-4.8f 

natural topography where possible. (BLM B-4.9) 

absolutely necessary to construct crossings. (SCE) 

struction biddino soecifications to ensure comoliance. fSCE) 

J 

J 

unless specifica 1 ly exempted by the BLM Authorized Officer. (BLM 8-4.6) 
APM W-7 

APM W-8 Ditches and drainage concourses will be designed to handle the concentrated runoff, 

Cut and fill slopes will be minimized by a combination of benching and following 

Construction equipment would be kept out of flowing stream channels except when 

Erosion control and hazardous material plans would be incorporated into the con- 

APM W-9 

APM W-10 

APM W-21 

J 

J 

J 

APM W-12 Appropriate design of tower footing foundations, such as raised foundations andlor 

Towers would be located to avoid active drainage channels, especially downstream 

Diversion dikes would be required to divert runoff around a tower structure if (a) the 

Runoff from roadwa s would be collected and diverted from steep, disturbed, or 

J 
enclosing flood control dikes, would be used to prevent scour and/or inundation by 
a 100-year flood. (SCE) 

of steep hillslope areas, to minimize the potential for damage by flash flooding and 
mud and debris flows. (SCE) 

location in an active channel cannot be avoided, and (b) where there is a very signif- 
icant flood scourldeposition threat. (SCE) 

APM W-13 J 

APM W-14 4 

APM W-15 

APM W-16 

J 

J 
otherwise unstable s Y opes. (SCE) 

natural tomaraohv where Dossible. (SC I! I 

Ditches and drainage concourses would be designed to handle the concentrated 
runoff, would be located to avoid disturbed areas, and would have energy dissipa- 
tions at discharge points. (SCE) 

APM W-I7 Cut and fill slopes would be minimized b a combination of benching and following J 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology and Soils 

Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmi3sion 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description' Line Upgrade3 
APM G-I The line will !e located to minimize the disruption of any active mining operations. 

(BLM R2.11 
APM G-2 Individual transmission towers will not be sited on nor straddle the mapped traces J 

of any known fault that has been designate$ active or potentially active. In areas 
where known faults are present, the HoMer will visually check the tower site area 
before cleating, and will check the tower footing holes for any trace of a previousty 
unmapped fault. If manifestations of a fault are found, construction will immediately 
stop at that site and the Holder will consult with the Holder'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. (BLM 8-2.2) 

potentially active faults such that a relative lateral surface displacement would 
shorten the span between towers, and thus avoid potential line breaks. 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 Geologist 
and accepted by the BLM Authorized Officer, will not structurally affect the associ- 
ated towers. (BLM 8-2.3) 

conductor loads exceeds any credible seismic loading (groundshaking). (BLM 8-2.4) 

these areas cannot be avoided, towers will be located to minimize disturbance to 
the deposits at a site approved by the E k M  Authorized Officer. (BLM 8-2.5. Note: 
Text here omits references to specific figures and maps in the original (1987-88). 
DEIR and DEIS.) 

located to amid gullies or active drainages, and over-steepened slopes. (BLM 82.6) 

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 andlor slope instability; and (2) a lack of existing stub roads within 
a reasonable distance of the tower site, or existing access that is not suitable for 
upgrading to accommodate conventional tower construction or line stringing equip- 
ment, and where it is determined that, after field review, the issues of erosion andlor 
slope instability cannot be successfully mitigated through implementation of accepted 
engineering practices. (BLM 8-2.7) 

mission line due to (1) 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 towers will be sited so as not to straddle active fault traces 
b. The alignment will be designed to cross an active fault such that future rupture 

c. Standard foundation and structural design measures will be utilized to minimize 

APM G-3 Towers will be located so that the line will span the surface traces of active and J 

APM G-4 

APM G-5 

In general, an appropriate tower design which accounts for lateral wind loads and 

Towers will be located to avoid areas of highly sensitive dune sand areas. Where 

J 

J 

APM G-6 

APM G-7 

Wherever feasible to minimize the potential for slope instability, towers will be 

SCE will provide a list of sites where helicopter construction is recommended. 

J 

J 

APM G-8 Mitigation of potentially significant impacts to the western end of the proposed trans- J 

on the fault would not cause excessive stress on the line or the towers. 

the impact from severe seismic shaking. (BLM 8-23) 
APM G-9 Appropriate design of tower foundations will be used to reduce the potential for J 

settlement and compaction. (BLM 8-2.9) 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Geology and Soils 

Applicable To 
50 kV 

Trammiyion 23OW 
Measure Number and Description' Line Upgrade3 
APM G-10 New access roads and soil disturbance will be avoided or minimized in all areas 

designated as having high erosion hazards or potential slope instability. If the 
Authorized Officer, after consultation and review of alternatives (including heli- 
copter or helicopter assisted construction), deems the proposed new access road 
feasible, design plans must be submitted for approval, in writing, prior to construction. 
(BLM 8-3.1. Note: Text here omits references to specific figures and maps in the 
original (1987-88) DElR and DEIS.) 

turbance from grading. They will follow natural ground contours as closely as pos- 
sible and include specific features for road drainage, including water bars on slopes 
over 25 percent. Other measures could include drainage dips, side ditches, slope 
drains, and velocity reducers. Where temporary crossings are constructed, the 
crossings will be restored and repaired as soon as possible after completion of the 
discrete action associated with construction of the line in the area. (BLM 8-3.2) 

will be properly stabilized or, dispersed around tower construction sites or on stub 
or access roads. (BLM 8-3.3) 

earth would be removed below final elevations, and no cuts would be made deeper 
than necessary for clearing and road construction. (SCE} 

prevent future erosion. Trees and brush would be cleared only when necessary to 
provide electrical clearance, line reliability, or suitable access for maintenance and 
construction. (SCE) 

APM G-15 Counterpoise may need to be installed if the local soil conditions indicate that the 
soil has a resistance above 30 ohms. This is accomplished by attaching a 0.375-inch 
cable to the tower steel. The cable is installed 1 foot underground and extends 
approximately 100 feet within the ROW from two or more footings. 

J 

APM G-$1 New access roads, which are required, will be designed to minimize ground dis- J 

APM G-12 Side casting of soil during grading will be minimized. Excess soil and excavated soil 

During grading operations, care would be exercised to minimize side casting. No 

4 

APM G-13 J J 

APM G-14 Upon completion of construction, any drainage deficiencies would be corrected to J J 

J J 

APM G-16 

APM G-17 

The line would be located to minimize the disruption of any active mining operations. 
W E )  
Appropriate tower design would be used to mitigate the potential for impacts from 

J 

J 
very strong seismic groundshaking. In general, an appropriate tower design which 
accounts for lateral wind loads and conductor loads during line stringing exceeds 
any credible seismic loading (groundshaking). (SCE) 

located to avoid gullies or active drainages, and over-steepened slopes. (SCE) 

bance from grading. They would follow natural ground contours as closely as pos- 
sible and include specific features for road drainage, including water bars on slopes 
over 25 percent. Other measures could include drainage dips. side ditches, slope 
drains, and velocity reducers. Where temporary crossings are consbucted, the cross- 
ings would be restored and repaired as soon as possible after completion of the 
discrete action associated with construction of the line. Side casting of soil during 
grading would be minimized. Excess soil would be properly stabilized, or if neces- 
sary, hauled to an approved disposal site. (SCE) 

APM G-18 Whenever possible to minimize the potential for slop instability, towers would be J 

J APM G-19 ' New access roads, where required, would be designed to minimize ground distur- 

Source: SCE. 2005. 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Visual Resources 
_ _ ~  

Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description’ Line2 Upgrade3 
APM V-1 Non-s8ecular conductors will be used [to reduce glare and visual contrast]. (ELM J J 

B-6.1) /bracketed text added by SCEl 
APM V-2 For the proposed alignment, tower spacing will correspond to the spacing of the existing 

transmission line structures. Additionally, new tower heights will be adjusted such that 
the top elevations of each set of towers (new and existing) are horizontal with each 
other. This will coordinate perceptions of towers and conductors as one element. 
Site-specific conditions will determine when such mitigation is feasible. Other exceptions 
to these two measures are where towers will be Sied to avoid sensitive features andlor 
to allow conductors to clearly span features. (BLM B-6.2) [PEA adds: “SCE will com- 
ply with the above mitigation measure to the extent possible. However, the IS0 has 
specified that the capacity of the line be 2700 amps under normal conditions and 3600 
amps under emergency conditions. This capacity rating is an increase from the 1988 
DPV2 capacity rating. This capacity rating necessitates that the heights ofsome of the 
proposed Devers-Harquahala towers be slightly taller than [adjacent towers], and in 
some locations tower spacing may not correspond to the adjacent DPVl structures, 
to provide adequate ground clearance.’‘ (PEA, p. 6-31) 

River, towers will be placed at the maximum feasible distance, and when feasible, 
[except in locations where matching existing tower spacing is deemed appropriate]. 
(BLM 8-6.3) [From “and where feasible,” the BLM text reads “...at right angles, from 
the crossina.” SCE has redaced this Dhrase in the bracketed text.1 

J 

APM V-3 At all highway and recreation routes-of-travel crossings, including the Colorado J 

~~ 

APM V-4 

APM V-5 

Improvements to existing access and new access will be accomplished according 

Standard tower spacing would be modified to correspond with spacing of existing 

J 

J 
to Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 as identified under soils. (BLM 8-6.4) 

transmission line towers where feasible and within limits of standard tower design 
to reduce visual contrast. (BLM E-6.8a) 

APM V-6 Towers would be placed so as to avoid features and/or to allow conductors to J 
clearly span the feature (within limits of standard tower design) to minimize the 
amount of sensitive feature disturbed and/or reduce visual contrast (e.g., avoiding 
skyline situations through placement of tower to one side of a ridge or adjusting 
tower location to avoid highly visible locations and utilize screening of nearby land- 
forms). (ELM B-6.8b) 

APM V-7 The proposed steel lattice towers would be constructed using a dulled galvanized 
steel finish. which would result in visual contrast reduction. (SCEI 

J 

APM V-8 Non-specular conductors would be used to reduce glare and resulting visual contrast. 
fSCE) 

J 

\ I  

APM V-9 Towers would be located adjacent to existing structures where feasible. Exceptions J 
are at locations where the tower heights andlor spans would be modified based on 
terrain features allowing for adequate conductor clearance to ground and other facilities 
within the right-of-way. (SCE) 

towers would be placed at the maximum feasible distance, except in locations where 
matching existing tower spacing is deemed appropriate, and when feasible, at 90 
degree angles from the crossing. (SCE) 

APM V-10 At all highway and recreation routes-of-travel crossings, including the 1-10 crossing, J 

Source: SCE, 2005. 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Land Use 

Applicable To 
500 kV 

Transmiyion 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description’ Line Upgrade3 
APM L-I Impacts in crossing of the KOFA NWR (Link 2) would be minimized through utiliza- 

tion of existing utility access (gas and transmission) roads during the construction 
and operational phases of thefrojed. All vehicular traffi would be limited to approved 
access or spur roads. (SCE) 
Although the Holder’ may restore and maintain existing access roads, they cannot 
be either widened or upgraded without approval of the Authorized Oftar. (BLM 51.1) 

J 

APM L-2 

APM L-3 
APM L-4 

J 

J 
4 

New access road construction will be kept to a minimum. (BLM 8-1.2) 
Where feasible, the following additional mitigation measures would be implemented: 

Matching of tower spans 
Aligning towers adjacent to or parallel to agricultural field boundaries 
Using tubular steel pole structures in agricultural fields instead of lattice steel 

0 Specific tower placement to avoid span-sensitive features. (SCE) 
Along Link 10 in the Palo Verde Valley, H-frame structures, similar to the existing 
DPVl structures, would be installed in this segment to reduce the amount of farm- 
land permanently removed from production and minimize impacts to farm operations. 
Where feasible, additional mitigation measures would include matching tower spans, 
and aligning towers adjacent or parallel to field boundaries. (SCE) 

for canal dredging by the Palo Verde Irrigation District. This also could include canal 
modifications. (SCE) 

additional single-family dwelling units and one mobile home would be impacted 
due to the alignment of Link 10 at Milepost 6.2. Miligation measures would include 
purchase of the parcel and relocation or, if practical. adjusting the transmission line 
alignment and placing towers to avoid the affected dwelling units. (SCE) 

during construction by coordinating with the ownerloperator to avoid critical mining 
periods and high volume earth-moving days. Operational mitigation would include 
spanning the mine. (SCE) 

pact during construction. Temporary impacts also may occur where Link 102 crosses 
Noble Creek Regional Park and the Oak Valley Golf Course. Mitigation for construc- 
tion includes avoiding high use periods and holidays. Mitigation for operation would 
require construction using structures placed parallel to existing structures to span 
and avoid displacement of recreational facilities. (SCE) 

towers to reduce the footprint of the structure 

APM L-5 J 

APM L-6 In the agricultural area of the Palo Verde Valley, towers would be located to allow 

Link 10 crosses an (unoccupied) single-family dwelling unit at Milepost 5.3. Two 

J 

APM L-7 J 

APM L-8 Link 14 crosses an open pit gravel operation. Potential impacts would be mitigated J 

APM L-9 Link 100 crosses the Pacific Crest National Trail, causing a potential temporary im- J 

Source: SCE, 2005. 
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Applicant Proposed Measures - Noise 

Applicable To 
SO0 kV 

Transmission 230 kV 
Measure Number and Description' Line2 Upgrade3 
APM N-1 The proposed construction would comply with local noise ordinances. There may J J 

be a need to work outside of the aforementioned local ordinances in ordef to take 
advantage of low electrical draw periods during the nighttime hours. SCE would 
comply with variance procedures requested by local authorities if required. (SCE)4 

Source: SCE. 2005. 

(END OF ATTACHMENT A) 
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ATTACHMENT B 

CEQA Findings of Fact 
Regarding the Final Environmental Impact RepodEnvironnicntal lmpact Statement for the 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transniission Line Project 
State Clearinghouse No. 2005 101 104 

EIS NO. CA-660-06-32 

1. Revisions to the Final ElRlElS 
The second paragraph in Section 1.1.4 in the Executive Summary of the Final Environmental Impact 
RepodEnvironmentl lmpact Statement (EIIUEIS) is hereby replaced with the following language: 

No local discretionam (ex., use) permits are rewired, since the CPUC has preemptive 
jurisdiction over the construction. maintenance, and operation of SCE facilities in 
California. SCE would still have to obtain all ministcrial building and encroachment 
permits fiom local iurisdictions. and the CPUC’s General Order 131-D rcquires that, in 
locating electric facilities such as DPV2, SCE consult with local agencies reFarding land 
use matters. The CPUC’s authority docs not preempt special districts, such as the South 
Coast Air Ouaiity Management District, or othcr Statc agencies or the fcderal 
goveriime nt . 

Section H. 1.3 o f  the Final EIRiEfS is hereby deleted: 

H.1.3 Non-Federal Land in Arizona 

Non-fcderal land in Arizona is not undcr the jurisdiction of thc CPUC or thc BLM and thcrefore, 
mitigation measurcs may not bc cnforceable in these areas of thc project. Mitigation measurcs for 
thcse arcas are rccommended in this EIR/ElS, in order that Arizona agencies with jurisdiction 
ovcr the DPV2 project ( e g ,  thc Arizona Corporations Commission (ACC), Arizona countics for 
road or highway encroachment) may consider requiring implcmcntation of tllcse mcasurcs in 
order to rcduce the impacts of the project in Arizona. Tlic CPUC and BLM will not monitor 
implementation of mitigation measures on non-fcderal lands in Arizona unless specifically 
invited by these Arizona agencies. If and when the ACC approvcs thc DPV2 project, the ACC 
could adopt the mitigation measures rccommended in this ElWEIS and/or it could add iiew 
measurcs of  its own. 

Mitigation measure €3-16a in the Final EIIUEIS is modified to read as follows: 

B-16a Prepare and implement a raven control plan. SCE shall prepare a common raven control plan that 
identifies the purpose o f  conducting raven control, provides training in how to identi@ raven nests 
and how to detcrmine whcther a nest belongs to a raven or a raptor species, describes the seasonal 
limitations on disturbing nesting raptors species (cxcluding ravens), describes the procedurc for 
obtaining a permit from the USFWS’s Di%ision of Migratory Birds, and describes procedurcs for 
documenting thc activities on an annual basis. SCE shall gain approval of thc plan from the USFWS’s 
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Division of Migratory Birds. SCE shall provide this raven control plan to all transmission line 
companies that conduct operations within the ROW. 

II. Certification 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or Commission) hercby ccrtifies the Dcvers-Palo 
Verde No. 2 Transmission Linc Project (Project) Final Environmental Impact ReportEnvironmental lmpact 
Statemcnt (EIR/EIS), State Clearinghouse No. 200510 1104. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines €5090, 
the CPUC, as California Lead Agency for the Project, certifies that 

(1) The Final EIR/ElS has bcen complctcd in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA); 

(2) The Final EIR/EIS was presented to the Commission, and thc Commission has received, reviewed, 
and considcrcd thc information contained in the Final EIR/EIS and hearing documents prior to approving 
the project; 

(3) The Final EIWElS reflects thc CPUC’s independent judgment and analysis. 

The CPUC has exercised independent judgment in accordance with Public Resources Code, Section 
2 1082.l(c) in retaining its own environmental consultant directing the consultant in preparation of the 
E1K:EIS as well as reviewing, analyzing, and rcvising matcrial prcpared by the consultant. 

In accordance with Public Resourccs Code 321081 and CEQA Guidelines $15091, the Cornmission has 
madc one or more specific written findings rcgardiiig significant impacts associated with the Project. 
Thosc findings are presentcd below, along with a prcsentation of facts in support of the findings. Concurrcnt 
with the adoption of thcse findings, thc Commission adopt5 the Mitigation Monitoring Program as 
presentcd in thc Final ELWEIS (providcd as Section X at thc cnd of Attachnicnt B). 

Thc documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the Project findings 
are bascd are locatcd at the California Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, 
CA 94102. The custodian for these documcnt. is thc Energy Division, CEQA Unit. This infomiation is 
providcd in compliance with Public Resources Code $21081.6(a)(2) and 14 California Code of 
Regulations 5 15091 (e). 

111. Project Background 

111.1 Project Description Summary 

Southern California Edison (SCE) filed an application (Application Number A.05 04 01 5)  for a Certifi- 
cate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
on April 1 1, 2005 for the Devers-Palo Verde 500 kV No. 2 (DPV2) Transniission Line Project (Project), 
The DPV2 Project as proposed by SCE in its Application to the CPUC originally included a new 230-mile 
500 kV line from the I-larquahala Substation (in Arizona, near the Palo Verde nuclear power plant) to 
SCE’s Devers Substation (in North Palm Springs, California). 
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Dcpending on tlic outcome of contract negotiations, the Arizona portion of the Project will consist of 
approximately 102 miles of 500 kV transmission line fiom either the IIarquahala Generating Station 
switchyard (located near Wintersburg and approxiniately 1 1 miles west-southwest of Tonopah, Mariapa 
County) or fiom the IIarqualiala Junction. 5 miles to the east, to the Colorado River. Based on the 
EIREIS analysis, the CPUC finds that the I Iarquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative is environmentally 
superior, A new switching station will be constructed east of the Harquahala Generating Station. at the 
point where the existing Iiarquahala-Hassayampa and DPV 1 transmission lines &verge (a location callcd 
“Harquahala Junction”), which will be the eastern tcrmination point of the Projcct. This switchyard will 
avoid the need to construct the 5-mile segment of the Projcct from Harquahala Junction to the Harqualiala 
Gcneradng Station Switchyard. The Harquahala Junction Switchyard will bc built on a sitc of betwecn 6 
and 40 acres in thc southwest quarter of Section 25, Township 2 North, Range 8 West, ncar the intersection of 
45 1 st Avcnue and the Thoinas Road alignment in unincorporated Maricopa County, Arizona. The CPUC 
finds that thc Harquahala Junction Switchyard will mcet project objcctivcs, will bc fedsiblc, and will 
indefinitely postpone the need for almost 20 total miles of new 500 kV transmission line segments ( 5  
miles of the Project from Iiarquahala Junction to the IIarquahala Generating Station Switchyard will be 
eliminated and 14.7 miles of the TS-5 Project 500 kV line between IIarquahala Junction and the PVNGS 
or Duke Arlington Power Plant could be indefinitely postponed), Overall, the use of the IIarquahala 
Junction Switchyard will lessen impacts to wildlife and habitat, vegetation, noxious weeds, and 
agriculture in comparison to the portion of the Project route proposed by SCE. 

The 500 kV DPV2 transmission line will follow the existing SCE 500 kV transmission line, Devers-Palo 
Verde No. 1 (DPVl) from the IZarquahala Junction Switchyard to east of Alligator Rock. As a result of 
the EIR,‘EIS analysis, the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center route was found to be environmentally 
prcferable to the Project route proposed by SCE in the same area due to the biological. cultural, and 
recreational resourccs impacts it will avoid. This route and the portion of thc Project it will replace are 
almost cntircly on BLM lands. Approximately 5 miles cast of Descrt Center (betwcen MPs 149 and 150), 
the Alligator Rock-North of Descrt Centcr routc will diverge from thc Project route and will hcad 
northwcst for approximately 1.5 niilcs before crossing intcrstate 10 (1-1 0) to the north and continuing for 1.1 
miles to an unndmed cast-west dirt road along the section line. The route will then turn to thc west and will 
parallel the roadway for approximately 1.4 miles before hunhg again to the northwest for 0.6 miles. The route 
will then turn west along another east-west section line, staying just within BLM land (north of private 
land at Desert Center) for another 0.6 i d e s  before heading southwest for 1.5 miles to Ragsdale Road. The 
route will parallel Ragsdale Road and 1-10 to the north for 3.6 miles before crossing back to the south of 
Ragsdale Road and 1-10 to rejoining SCE’s proposed route 1.5 miles later. The 11.8-mile route will be 
entirely on BLM land. The Project for this segment will be 10.6 milcs long. Thc C‘PUC finds the Alligator 
Rock-North of Dcsert Centcr route to be cnvironmentally superior to the Project portion it will rcplacc. 
However, becausc most ofthe Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center route is on BLM lands, thc ultimate 
authorization and approval of its routc will be thc rcsponsibility of thc BLM. In the evcnt, that the BLM 
docs not authorize thc Alligator Kock-North of Descrt Center routc, the original Project route betwecn 
approximately MP 149 and 160 will be approved and iniplementcd. 

The Project route from west ofAlligator Rock to Devers Substation will remain as proposed by SCE in its 
Application to thc CPUC. However, a different location for the Proposed SCE Midpoint Substation is 
available bascd on tlic Desert Southwcst Transmission Linc Projcct (LISWTP) that was reviewcd and 
approved by the BLM and Imperial Irrigation District (nu). The DSWTP Final EIREIS considered a 
different location for the Midpoint Substation (herein called the Midpoint-DSW Substation’) at the eastern 
intersection of the DSWTP line with the existing DPVl line, which will be located approxiniately 5 miles 
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northwest of SCE‘s proposed Midpoint Substation location for the DPV2 Project. In a comment on the 
DPV2 Draft EIREIS, the DSWTP proponents asked that the CPUC and BLM consider designation of the 
Midpoint-DSW substation location as an acceptable location for SCE to interconnect with the Desert 
Southwest transmission line from the Blythe power plants. The Midpoint-DSW Substation was fully ana- 
lyzed in the DPV2 EIWEIS as a component of the DSWTP Alternatives analysis, and was found to have 
equal environmental impacts when compared to the Midpoint Substation location identified by SCE. Both 
sites are on BLM land, and no significant en\<jironmental impacts will result from construction of a 
substation at either site. Thc CPUC finds that the Midpoint-DSW Substation location will meet project 
objectives and will be feasible. Ovcrall, the impacts will be veiy similar to those of the proposcd DPV2 
Project Midpoint Substation. Because the Midpoint-DSW Substation location is cntirely on BLM lands, 
its ultimatc authorization ,and approval will be the responsibility of the BLM. In the event, that the BLM 
does not authorize this substation location as part of DSWTP, SCE‘s Midpoint Substation location will be 
approved and implemented. See Scction V of this Attachment (Alternatives to the Project) for the 
findings for the entire DSWTP Alternative. 

At the tinic of SCE’s Application to the CPUC for the DPV2 project, the Project included upgradcs to an 
additional 50 miles of 230 kV transmission lines west of die Devers Substation, called thc “West of Devers” 
portion of the Project. However: the CPUC has determined that the West of Devers portion of the 
proposed Pro-ject is legally infeasible as a result of the segment which would cross over Morongo tribal 
lands and will implement the Devers-Valley No. 2 Ahmative (analyzed in the EIR/EIS) instead of the West 
of Devers upgrades. Therefore. the impacts of all West of Devers upgrades will be eliminated. The CPUC 
finds that the implementation of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative will meet the project objectives and is 
feasible The Devers-Valley No. 2 (D-V Alternative) route will be a new 4 1.6-mile 500 kV line following the 
existing SCE Dcvers-Valley No. 1 500 kV transmission line coiridor, with each new tower being located 
about 130 fect south ofthe existing D-V towcrs. where feasible. The route d l  traverse a small poition of 
the San Bcrnardino National Forest (SBNF) and thc Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument (National Monument’). I t  will cross the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT). The USDA 
Forcst Service will necd to determine whether the D-V route will be consistent with management direction 
in thc govcrning Forcst Land Management Plan. Based on this determination, the routc could require 
amendments to the SBNF Land Management Plan, the National Monument Proposed Management Plan, 
and an existing MOU between BLM, Forest Service, and the Pacific Crest Trail Association (PCTA). 
While a portion of the corridor is within a designated wilderness area, the SCE transmission corridor was 
specifically excluded from wilderness by Congress. The findings presented in this document reflect this 
amendment to the proposed Project. 

The Project will traverse federal BLM land in both California and Arizona, as well as private land and lands 
under various other jurisdictions. Although the Pro-iect will be located primarily within SCE’s existing 
easement for the existing DPVl transmission line, there may be some areas where additional ROW will 
need to be acquired. Therefore, SCE has also applied for a Right-of-way Grant Permit from BLM to 
implcmcnt the project and comply with thc National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addition, 
because approximatcly 102 miles of the SCE proposcd alignment will traverse lands in Arizona (the 
majority of which will be on BLM lands or under federal jurisdiction), pursuant to Arizona Revised 
Statute 40 360 ct seq., the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) must issue a Certificatc of Envi- 
ronmental Compatibility (CEC) to SCE based on environmental review and an analysis of purpose and 
need in order for SCE to construct a transmission line. For this processs SCE filed an application for a 
CEC with the ACC in early May 2006. 
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111.2 Project ObjectiveslPurpose and Meed 

SCE’s stated objectives for the Project are fourfold: 

0 Increase California’s Transmission Import Capability. DPV2 will incrcasc California’s transmis- 
sion import capability by 1,200 MW providing greater access to sources of low-cost energy currently 
operating in the Southwest. 

Enhance the Competitive Energy Market. DPV2 is expectcd to cnhance competition amongst 
energy suppliers by increasing access to the California encrgy market, providing siting incentives for 
future enera’ suppliers, and providing additional import capability. 

Support the Energy Market in the Southwest. DPV2 will expand the Western Electricity Coordi- 
nating Council (WECC) interstate regional transmission network and will increase the ability for 
California and the Southwest to pool resources, and provide emergency support in the event of gen- 
erating unit outages or mtural disasters. 

Provide Increased Reliability, Insurance Value, and Operating Flexibility. DPV2 will improve 
the reliability of the regional transmission system, providing insurancc against major outagcs such as 
tlic loss of a major generating facility or of another high-voltage traiisinission line. 

I 
0 

0 

N. Environmental Review Process and the EIWEIS 
A joint Draft Environmental Impact ReporUEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIREIS) was published in 
May 2006 by thc CPUC and BLM in coinpliancc with CEQA and NEPA rcquirements. The Final EIfUElS on 
the Project was published in October 2006. The Final ElREIS has been preparcd for the CPLK in 
accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code $21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelincs (14 California 
Codc of Regulations [CCR], 415000 et seq.), as amended. As allowed for in $15084(d)(2) of thc CEQA 
Guidelines, the CPUC retained a consultant to assist with thc preparation of the environmental documents. 
Thc CPUC, acting as State Lead Agency, has reviewcd and editcd as necessaiy thc submitted drafts to 
reflect its own independent judgment. The key milestones associated with the preparation of the EIR/EIS 
are summarized below. In addition, an extensive public involvenient and agency notification effort was 
conducted to solicit input on the scope and content of the EIR/EIS and to solicit comment on the results of 
the environmental analysis presented in the Draft EIREIS. In general, the preparation of the EWEIS 
included the following key steps and public notification efforts: 

Notice of Preparation. Thirty-day scoping proccss began with the CPUC’s issuance of the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of an ElR on October 25, 2005 and the BLM’s publication of thc Notice of Intent 
(NO1) to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register on Dccembcr 7, 2005 (Volumc 70. Number 234, 
pages 72845-72846). 

The NOP %‘as filed with the State Clearinghouse on October 25,2005. The NOP and a separate notice of 
the eight public scoping meetings was mailed to over 4,500 propcrty owners, regulatory agencies; 
environmental groups; private organizations; tribal government representatives; and elected oficiais. 
Copies of the NOP were available at 26 local libraries and agency offices. 

The CPUC and BLM attended six consultation meetings with agencies and local jurisdictions to &s- 
cuss the Project and hear any comments or concerns. 

0 
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Scoping Report. In December 2005. a comprehensive Scoping Report was issued and 106 copies of the 
Scoping Report were distributed to agencies. parties on the CPUC’s Service List, and individuals who 
requested copies. In February and March 2006, an Addendum to the Scoping Report wils issued and 
141 copies of the Addendum were distributed to agencies, parties on the CPUC’s Sellrice List, and 
individuals who requested copies. The Scoping Report and Addendum were also available for review 
at 26 rcpositories and on the Internet. 

Draft ElWEIS. The CPUC issued the Draft EIlUEIS on May4, 2006. Copics of thc full Draft 
EIREIS and Appcndiccs were scnt to 170 intercsted partics and agcncies, and to the 26 docunicnt 
repositorics. One hundred and sixty-two (162) copics of the Exccutive Summary and 79 CDs with the 
text of the Draft EIR/EIS wcre also sent out. Additional copies of the Executive Summary and of the 
CDs with the text of the Draft EIKiEIS \.yere distributed at the EWEIS Informational Workshops in 
June and July 2006. 

Notice of Completion. The Notice of Completion for the Draft EIEUEIS was filed with the State Clear- 
inghouse on May 4,2006. 

Notice of Availability. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIWEIS was mailed to over 
4,347 intercsted parties, agencies, county and city departments, special districts. propcrty owners, and 
occupants on or adjacent to SCE’s Proposed Projcct route in May 2006. A sccond NOA was mailed 
to 5,191 people to correct a mailing error, to announce that the Devcrs-Vallcy No. 2 Alternativc had 
beconic SCE’s prefen-cd route, and to annouiice an additional public rnecting in July 2006. 

Public Meetings. Six Informational Workshops and three Public Participation IIearings were held in 
June and July 2006. Forty-three (43) members of the public, including representatives of organi- 
zations and government agencies were documented in attendance at the CPUC Informational Work- 
shops and Public Participation Hearings for the Draft EIWEIS. 

Project Resources. The EIIUEIS e-mail address, telephone hotline, and a Project-specific internet 
site was available to provide another avenue for public comment and inquiry. All meetings and doc- 
ument publications wcre also advertised in 10 local and regional newspapcrs in California and Arizona. 

V. Environmental Impacts and Findings 
Public Resources Code Section 2 108 1 states that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for 
which an EIR has been completed which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment 
unless the public agency makes one or more of the following findings: 

1.  Changes or altemtions have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the 
significant effects on the environment. 

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 
and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for 
the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

8-6 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/sid 

ATTACHMENT B 
CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code 32 108 1 and CEQA Guidelines $ I509 1, the Commission has madc one 
or more of these specific written findings regarding significant impacts associated with the Project. Such 
findings are made in Sections IV.2 and IV.3 below. 

Thc ElR/ElS evaluation included a detailed analysis of impacts in 13 environmental disciplines, analyzing 
the Project and altematives. including the No Project Alternative. The EIREIS discloses the envi- 
ronmeiital iinpacts expected to result from the construction and operation of the DPV2 Project. Where 
possible, mitigation measures were identified to avoid or minimize significant environmental effects. In 
addition, SCE committed to implementing measures in order to reduce the direct and indirect impacts that 
will result from Project activities. These measures, referred to as Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs), 
were identified by SCE in its CPCN Application to the CPUC. Table B-10 (Applicant Proposed 
Measures) in Scction B.S of the ElWEIS providcs a detailed list of the APMs. The issue arca analyses of 
the ElWEIS assumed the AE'Ms to be part of the Project, and were applied to help reduce project impacts. 
APMs are discusscd below in the Findings for cach applicable environmental inipact. 

V.l Environmental Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant 

Based on the issuc area assessment in the E W i S  tlic Commission dctcrmines that the Projcct will have no 
impact or less than significant impacts for several issues as sunxnarized in the table below. The rationale for 
the conclusion that no significant impact would occur in each of the issue areas in the table is based on the 
detailed discussion of these impacts iii the detailed issue area analyses in Section D of the EIREIS, 
located in Volumes 1 and 2, and the cumulative impacts discussed in Section F (Cumulative Scenario and 
Impacts) of the EIR'EIS that were found to have no impact or less than significant impacts. 
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V.2 Significant Environmental impacts That Have Been Reduced to a Less than 
Significant Level 

Thc Final EIREIS for the Dews-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project included thorough consider- 
ation of the environmental resources along the Project route and of the potential impacts associated with the 
Pro-ject. The CPUC has determined that the mitigation measures identified for this Project  ill reduce 
impacts associated with construction and operation activities and that these effects or impacts have been 
mitigated to a level of insigniticance. 

Each potentially significant impact discussed in the Final EIR/EIS is presented below with the finding 
identified for each issue. The Commission hereby finds, pursuant to Section 21081, that the following 
potential environmental impacts can and will be mitigated to below a level of significance based upon the 
implementation of the mitigation rnerisures in the EIR/EIS. These findings are based on the discussion of 
impacts in the detailed issue area analyses in Section D of the EIREIS, located in Volumes 1 and 2 and 
the cumulative impacts discussed in Section F (Cumulative Sccnario and Impacts) of the EIRLEIS. 

V.21 Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section D.2 (Biological Resources) of the EIREIS, extensive literature searches were 
conducted consisting of a review of relevant databases, maps, technical reports, jurisdictional plans and 
polices, as well as relevant environmental documents to determine the federal and State listed endangered, 
threatened, proposed endangered or threatened. rare, and special-status plant and wildlife species that 
have potential to occur within thc vicinity of the Project route. Abundant biological resources data for thc 
Project were available in databases and in existing reports as a result of prcvious biological studics 
conducted for the adjacent DPVl Project. In addition, extensive ficld surveys were conducted in ordcr to 
verify the location of any habitat or species of wildlife that will be affectcd by new project devclopmcnt 
and areas of temporary construction activity. Within the Anzona portion of the Projcct, a team of 
biologists surveyed the Arizona portion of the proposed DPV2 route on October 6, 7. 12, 13,25, 26, 
and 27, 2005. Within the California portion of the Project. biological reconnaissance surveys were 
conducted during October and November 2005. Specific dates of the surveys were October 18-2 1 and 3 1 ,  
and November 1-3.2005. In addition to performing an overview survey of the entire length of the Project 
route, each tower site and spur road where disturbance would occur was surveyed. 

For the purposes of the analysis in the EWEIS and based on NEPA and CEQA requirements, biological 
resources identified include all plant and wildlife species and habitat observed during field studies and all 
those included in the results of the literature review. Those identified were analyzed in order to identify 
portions of the ROW that are known to support listed and special-svatus plant and wildlife species, or are 
most likely to support habitat for listed and special-status plant and wildlife species. 

Impact B-1: Construction activities would result in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetatioit 

As discussed in Section D.2 (Biological Resources) of the EIREIS, the Project will result in both tempo- 
rary and permanent impacts to a variety of regionally unique habitats. Ground-disturbing activity, including 
tower pad preparation and construction; grading of new access roads, transportation, maintenance of 
construction equipment and supplies, staging area and material yard preparation and use, nand use or 
improvement of existing access roads has the potential to disturb thc vegetation coinmunitics. This impact 
was found to be consistent for all Projcct and altcrnative routes segments studicd. APMs B-I, B-3, B-4, 
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B-6, B-13, B-16, B-17, B-19. B-25, B-26, B-33, B-34, and B-36 have been incorporated into the Pro-iect 
to reduce impact to native vegetation. A complete description of APMs applicable to Biological 
Resources is located in EIm'EIS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact B-1. The CPUC finds that the following mitigation 
measures will mitigate significant effects on iiative vegetation from Impact B-1 to a less than significant 
level. These measures are identified as B- 1 a and B- 1 b below. 

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 Rcstoration Spccialist to bc approvcd by thc CPUCBLM. Hydroseeding, drill 
secding, or an othemkc proved restoration technique shall be utilized on all disturbed surfaces 
using a locally endemic native sced mix approvcd by the CPUCiCDFG,'AGFDIFWS and BLM. 
SCE shall flag the limits of disturbance at cach construction sitc. Thc Plan shall incorporate the 
nicasurcs idcntif-ied in the June 2006 Meinoranduin of Understdndilig regarding vegetation man- 
agement along rights-of-way for electrical trdnsinission and distribution facilitics on federal lands. 
In projcct areas that occur in thc WRCMSHCP plan arm, SCE shall use the applicable Best Man- 
agement Practices identified in the WRCMSIICP. 

The creation or restoration of habitat shall be moilitorcd for five years after mitigation sitc construc- 
tion, or until established 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) 
shall be taken during the monitoring period if necessary to ensure the success of the restoration 
effort, If the mitigation fails to meet the esfablished 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 CPUC/BLM. 

B-lb Coordinate tower placement with USFWUBLM. Where the proposed route crosses the Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge, SCE shall coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division 
of Refuges' refuge management personnel to determine specific tower site and spur road loca- 
tions in ordcr to minimize habitat disturbance and/or thc loss of valuable habitat features. SCE 
shall demonstrate compliancc with this measurc prior to constiuction. 

Rationale for Finding. Implementation ofthe above mitigation nieasures will restore all areas disturbed by 
Projcct construction, including temporaiy disturbance arcas around towcr construction sitcs, laydown; 
staging areas, temporary access and spur roads. and existing tower locations and coordinating whcre the 
Project route crosses the Kofa National Wildlifc Rcfuge, impacts to native vegetation will be mitigatcd to a 
lcss than signif-icant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 providcs a complcte asscssmcnt of the biological rcsowces impacts of the Project. 
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Impact 8-2: Consfructioia activities would result in the introduction invmive non-natise or noxious 
plaat species 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the ElWEIS, the Project will tempoi-arily remove native vegetation commu- 
nities at the construction sites located adjacent to each tower and along access roads, laydown areas or 
Substation sites. Introduction of non-native plant species will occur primarily during construction. but will 
also continue to occur during operation and maintenance phases of the Project. This inipact was found to be 
consistent for all Project and alternative route segments studied. APMs B-2, B-11- and B-19 have been 
incorporated into the Project to reduce impacts related to invasive non-native or noxious plant species. A 
complete description of APMs applicable to Biological Resources is located in EIIUEIS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which niiti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact B-2. The CPUC finds that implementation of 
mitigation measures B-la (above under Impact B-1), and B-2a, and B-2b below will mitigate significant 
effects of invasive non-native or noxious plant species from linpact B-2 to a less than significant level. 

B-2a Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory. SCE shall survey the project corridor, including 
access roads, for populations of invasive and noxious weeds prior to the start of construction. All 
populations of invasive and iioxious weeds within 500 feet of each tower location shall be flaggcd 
prior to construction. The Applicant shall submit a Noxious Wecd Control Plan to BLM, CPUC, 
ADGF, CDFG, and/or USFWS at least 60 days prior to the start of construction. The wecd control 
plan shall specify the location of existing weed populations; measurcs to control introduction and 
spread of noxious wecds in the project corridor: worker training, specifications, and inspection 
procedures for construction matcrials and equipment used in the project corridor: post-construction 
monitoring for noxious weeds; and eradication and control methods. 

Known populations of invasive and noxious weeds in the projcct comdor shall be evaluated by 
BLM, CPUC, CDFG, and USFWS to identify candidates for eradication. Selected wced popula- 
tions shall then be eradicated prior to construction. 

All sceds and straw inaterial shall be certif-ied weed free. All gravel and fill material used during 
project construction and maintenance shall be certified weed free by the local County Agriculture 
Commissioner's Office. 

B-2b Implement control measures for invasive and noxious weeds. SCE shall adhcre to the BLM 
management guidelines for reducing the potcntial for the introduction of noxious weeds and 
invasive, non-native plant species by implementation of the following standards: 

0 Wash all equipment and vehicles. Vehicies and all equipment must be washcd BEFORE AND 
AFTER entering all project sites unless othenvise directed in writing by the BLM. This 
includes wheels, undercarriages, bumpers and a11 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 areas. For example, vehicles traveling into contaminated areas are the 
main dispersal mechanism for yellow star-thistle. All wshing 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 stdting 
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 CPUCBLM inspection and shall be turned in to BLM on a 
weekly basis. 

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 and 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. Weed abatement will be conducted during the spring 
following construction and prior to when the weeds establish flowers or produce seeds, 

0 

0 

Rationale for Finding. Implemeiitation of the measures outlined in B-I a, B-2a, and B-2b will restore all 
areas disturbed by project construction, including temporary disturbance areas around tower construction 
sites, laydowdstaging areas, temporary access and spur roads; surveying the pro-iect conidor (including 
access roads) for populations of invasive and noxious w e d s  prior to the start of construction; and 
implement consti-uction control measures to control invasive and noxious weds,  impacts to the corridor 
related to in\wi\ie and noxious wecds will bc mitigated. Therefore, impacts to these lands will bc reduced 
a less than significant levcl. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 

Inlpacf B-5: Conshucfiori activities during fhe breeding season would result iri u potential loss of 
nesting birds 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIR'EIS, construction activities, including the construction of towers, 
the establishment of staging/laydown facilities, strinLGng of conductors, and the increased presence of 
humans may result in direct or indirect impacts to ncsting birds that may occur in the ROW. This impact 
was found to be consistent for all Project and alternative route segments studied. APMs B-8 and B-16 
have been incorporatcd into the Projcct to reduce the possibility of impacts from construction activities 
during the breeding season for raptors and othcr migratory birds. A completc description of APMs 
applicable to Biological Resources is located in  EIR/ElS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorpomted into the Project which 
mitigate significant effects on the environment from Impact B-5. The CPUC finds that the following 
mitigation measure will mitigate significant effects to birds from lmpact B-5 to a less than significant 
level. This measure is identified as €3-5a bclow. 

B-5a Conduct pre-construction surveys and monitoring for breeding birds. SCE shall conduct 
protocol lcvel surveys for nesting birds if construction activities are sclicduled to occur during the 
breeding season for raptors and other migratory birds. Surveys shall be conducted in areas within 
500 feet of tower sites, laydowdstaging areas, subsvdtion sites, and access road/spur road locations. 
SCE shall be responsible for designating a CPUCBLM-approved qualified biologist who can 
conduct pre-construction surveys and nionitoring for breeding bird!!. If State or federally listed 
birds 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 fails. The biological monitor shall conduct regular monitoring ofthe nest to determine 
success/failure and to cnsure that projcct activities are not conducted within the 500-foot buffcr 
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until the nesting cycle is comnplete or the nest fails. The biological monitor shall be responsible 
for documenting the results of the surveys and tlie 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 tlie CPUC/BLM/CDFG/and USFWS. 

Ration.de for Finding. By conducting protocol level surveys for nesting birds if construction activities 
are scheduled to occur during the breeding season for rrtptors and other migratory birds. as outlined above n 
B-5a, impacts to the corridor related to breeding birds will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 

Impact B-6: Construction activities would result iri indirect or direct loss of listed plants 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIWEIS, Construction activities, including the construction of towers, the 
establishment of staging/laydown facilities. stringing of conductors. and the increased presence of humans 
may result in dkect or indirect impacts to listed plant species that may occur in the ROW. This impact was 
found to bc consistent for all Project segments and alternativc routc segrncnts. APMs B-3, B-4. B-8, B-9, 
€3-12, 13-13, and B-19 have becn incorporated into thc Project to rcduce impacts to listcd plants. A com- 
plete description of APMs applicable to Biological Kesources is located in ElR/ElS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have becn incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environmcnt from Impact B-6. The CPUC finds that implerncntation of the 
mitigation ineasure below will initigatc significant Projcct cffects to listed plant specics from Impact €3-6 
to a lcss than significant lcvel. This nicasure is identified as €3-6a bclow. 

B-6a Develop a transplanting plan. In coordination with the BLM, SCE shall prepare a transplanting 
plan in compliancc with both Arizona and California laws and rcgulations rcgardiiig nativc and 
sensitive plants, prior to projcct construction activitics. The plan will providc details on the plants 
being transplanted, including which spccies and how many individuals of each spccies; whcre thc 
plants will bc transplantcd; how the plants will bc traiispkantcd; how thc plants will bc maintained 
during the transplanting efforts; and if the plants will be used to revegetate disturbed areas of the 
construction site. As a condition of the plan; a pre-construction survey will be conducted to niark 
(using bright-colored flagging) all plants that will be transplanted. Some cacti will need to be 
transplanted facing the same direction as they currently 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 possiblc. SCE shall purchase off sitc mitigation in 
coordiiiation with the USFWS and CDFG. 

Rationale for Finding. Incorporation of all APMs and implementation of the measures outlined above in 
mitigation measure B-6a will ensure that all listed plant species potentially impacted will be relocated, and 
impacts to listed plant species will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of the biologicrtl resources impacts of the Project. 
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Intpact B-7: Constructioiz uctivities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIRZIS, impacts to listed species could be caused by temporaiy incre- 
mental loss of habitat and accidental death of wildlife during land clearing, excavation. and grading phases of 
the Project. In addition, wildlife ncar thc construction arca may tcmporarily abandon their territorics duc 
to disturbancc fYom noise and incrcascd human activity. In particular, this impact is specific to thc following 
locations. wildlife, and habitat: 

Razorback Sucker Fish the Kofa National Wildlife Rehgc to Colorado River, and the Palo Verde 
Vallcy to Midpoint Substation scgments. 

Sonoran Desert Tortoise: all segnients of the Project as proposed by SCE. 

0 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations liavc becn iiicorporated into the Project which mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from Impact B-7. The CPUC finds that implementation of the 
mitigation measure below will mitigate significant Project effects to the Razorback Sucker Fish from Iinpact 
B-7 to a less than significant level. This measure is identified as B-7a below. 

B-7a Avoid Colorado River. All towcr pads, equipment laydown arcas. and pulling sites would be located 
outside flowing portions of the Colorado River and flowing tributaries of the river. 

Thc CPUC finds that iniplerncntation of the mitigation measurcs below will mitigate significant cffects to 
the Sonoran Desert Tortoise from Inipact 3-7 to a less than significant level. These measures are identified 
as B-7b and B-7c below. 

B-7b Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys. Prior to construction, SCE shall survey the trans- 
mission line corridor for desert tortoise burrows and pallets within fourteen (14) days preceding 
construction. Tortoise burrows and pallets encountered within the construction zone (if any) will 
be conspicuously flagged by the surveying bioIogist(s) and avoided during all construction 
activities. 

0 During construction activities, SCE shall inspect under equipment and vehcles prior to moving 
equipment, If tortoises are encountered, the vehicle will not be moved until such animals 
have voluntarily moved to a safe distance away from the parked vehicle or a qualified biol- 
ogist moves the tortoise. 

SCE shall monitor construction activities in all areas with the potential to support desert tortoise. 

Desert tortoises will be handled only by a FWS/CDFG permitted and authorized tortoise 
handler and only when necessary. New latex gloves will be used when handling each desert 
tortoise to avoid the transfer of infectious diseases bctwcen animals. Descrt tortoiscs will bc 
moved the minimum distancc possible within appropriatc habitat to ensure thcir safety. In 
gencral, descrt tortoiscs will not be moved in excess of 1,000 feet for adults and 300 fect for 
hatchlings. 

Dcsert tortoises that are found above ground and need to be moved mill bc placed in the 
shade of a shrub. All desei-t tortoises rernovcd from burrows will be placed in an unoccupied 
burrow of approximately the same size as the one froin which it was removed. All excavation of 
desert tortoise burrows will be done using hand tools, either by, or under the direct super- 
vision of, an authorized tortoisc handier. If an existing buirow is uiiavailable, an authorized 

0 

0 

0 
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tortoise handier will construct or direct the construction of a burrow of similar shape, size, 
depth, and orientation as the original burrow. Desert tortoises moved during inactive periods 
will be monitored for at least two days after placement in the new burrows to ensure their 
safety. An authorizcd tortoisc handler will be allowed some judgmcnt and discretion to ensure 
that survival of the desert tortoisc is likely. 

If desert tortoiscs necd to be moved at a tinic of thc day whcn ambient temperatures could harm 
them (less th*m 40°F or greater than 90"F), they will be held overnight in a clean cardboard 
box. These desert tortoises shall be kept in the care of an authorized tortoise handler under 
appropriate controlled temperatures and released the following day when temperatures are 
favorable. All cardboard boxes will be appropriatcly discarded aftcr one use. 

All desert tortoises moved will be markcd for future identification. An identification number 
using thc acrylic painthpoxy covering technique should be placed on thc fourth costal scute. 
No notching would be authorized. 

0 

0 

B-7c Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to tortoise habitat. Following construction, SCE shall 
acquire lands to compensate for the loss of tortoise habitat within the Category I1 and I11 man- 
agement areas in Arizona and California. The amount of land to be acquired will depend on the 
acreage of disturbance within these management areas. Acquired lands will be in a nearby area of 
good tortoise density and within tortoise habitat. BLM and SCE shall conduct a field inspection of 
the disturbed areas after completion of construction of the transmission line to determine the exact 
acreage required for compensation. The lands purchased will be transferred to the United States and 
bc administered by the BLM. Land may be transferred to the BLM and/or incorporated into an 
existing managcment area. 

Rationale for Finding. The measures outlined in B-721, B-7b, and B-7c will reduce impacts to loss of 
listed wildlife or habitat by conducting appropriate surveys and purchasing lands for mitigation of 
removed habitat. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment ofthe biological resources inipacts of the Project. 

Impact B-8: Construction activities would result iii iitdirect or direct loss of individuah, or a direct Loss of 
habitat-for scmitise plants 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIR:ETS, Construction activities, including the construction of towers, the 
establishment of sfagingllaydown facilities, stringing of conductors, and the increased presence of humans may 
result in direct or indirect impacts to habitat containing sensitive plant species that may occur in the ROW. 
This impact was found to be consistent for all Project and alternative route segments studied. APMs B-8 
and B-9 have been incorporated into the Project to reduce significant effects to listed plant species from 
Impact B-8 to a less than significant level. A complete description of APMs applicable to Biological 
Resources is located in EIR/EIS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environmcnt from Impact B-8. The CPUC finds that implementation of the 
mitigation measure below will initigatc significant Prqject effects to listed plant specics from Impact 13-8 
to a less than significant level. This medsure is identified as B-Sa below. 
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B-Sa Conduct surveys for listed plant species. SCE shall conduct focuscd surveys for listed and sen- 
sitive plants prior to construction, Surveys shall be conducted during the appropriate floristic period 
necessary for the identification of sensitive plant species in all suitable habitat located within the 
project ROW and within 100’ of all surface disturbing activities. 

Populations of sensitive plants shall be flagged *and mapped prior to construction. If listed plants are 
located during the focused surveysi then modification of the placement of towers. access roads, 
laydown areas; and other ground disturbing activities would be implemented in order to avoid listed 
plants. If listed plants c m o t  be avoided, SCE shall be responsible for the translocation of plants 
and/or collection of se& from existing populations that would be impacted and the planting/seed- 
ing of these plants in adjacent suitable portions ofthe ROW that would not be affected by Proposed 
Project construction or maintenance activities. 

Rationale for Finding. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-Sa will ensure that impacts to sensitive 
plant species habitat will be reduced as all sensitive plant species potentially impacted will be idcntiiied, 
and construction activities will avoid these areas. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessnient of the biological resources impacts of the Project, 

Iinpuct B-9: Construction activities woiild result irt indirect or direct loss of individuals, or a direct loss 
of kahitat for sensitive wildlife 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the ENEIS. Construction activities, including the construction of towers, 
the establishment of staging/laydown facilities, stringkg of conductors, and the increased presence of 
humans may result in direct or indirect impacts to habitat containing sensitive wildlife species that may 
occur in the ROW. This impact was found to be consistent for all Pmject alternative route segments studied. 
APMs B-1, B-3, B-5, B-8, B-10, B-12, B-13, 8-14, B-16, €3-17, B-21, B-23, B-25, 8-29, and B-38 have 
been incorporated into the Project to reduce significant effects to sensitive wildlife habitat. A completc 
description of APMs applicable to Biological Kcsources is located in EIRiElS Tablc D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC fmds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from lmpact B-9. The CPUC finds that the implerncntation of 
Mitigation Measures idcntified as B-9a through B-9i below will reducc significant cffccts to individuals 
or habitat for sensitive wildlife species from Impact B-9 to a lcss than significant lcvel. 

B-9a Conduct pre-construction surveys. SCE shall conduct pre-construction surveys for scnsitive 
wildlife in any area subject to project disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted during a time of 
year when these species are known to be active. The location of sensitive species identified dur- 
ing the pre-construction surveys shall be identified on projcct maps. 

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 (including forest watch list animals 
and Forcst Service Region 5 sensitivc spccies) that may be locatcd within or immcdiatcly adjacent 
to the construction areas. If sensitive specics 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 
thc event that the wildlife species may cause harm to the biologist, the biologist shall notify thc 
construction crews and monitor thc species until it moves out of harm’s way. Thc results of all 
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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 CPUC/BLM if any sensitive 
specics are located during construction of the project. SCE shall notify the Forest Service of all 
sensitive species found on Forest Service land. 

B-9c Implement a Worker Environmental Awareness Program. A Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WE AE') shall be implemented for construction crews by a qualified biologist(s) provided 
by SCE and approved by the CPUC/BLM prior to the commcnceinent of construction activities. 
Training matcrials and briefings shall include but not be limited to, discussion of thc Fedcral and 
State Endangered Species Acts. the consequences of noncompliance with these acts, identi- 
fication and values of sensitivc plant and wildlife specics and significant natural plant community 
habitats, firc protection measures, scnsitivities of working on forcst scrvice 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 
outlme shall bc providcd to thc CPUC and BLM for rcview and approval at lcast 30 days prior to 
the start of construction. Training materials and upkates of training materials shail 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 
rcquired when ncw personncl start work. No construction worker may work in the field for morc than 
5 days without receiving the WEAP. 

Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys. Prior to construction. SCE shall conduct surveys in 
areas of suitable habitat for Sonoran desert tortoise, cominon chuckwalla, banded Gila monstcr, 
and descrt rosy boa within 48 hours prior to the start of construction activitics. If common chuck- 
wallas, banded Gila monsters and/or desert rosy boas are found on the construction site, they wili 
bc rclocatcd to ncarby suitable habitat outside the construction area. Following the clearance 
surveys, exclusion fciicing will bc crected or a biological monitor will be onsite during con- 
struction activities. 

B-9d 

0 If potentially suitable burrows or rock piles are found, they will be checked for occupancy. 
Occupied burrows will be flagged and avoidcd (employing a 50-foot buffer) during con- 
struction. If  the burrow cannot be avoided, it will bc cxcavated and the occupant relocated to 
an unoccupied 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, sizc, depth, and oricntation as thc 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. 

During construction, if a common chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, andor desert rosy boa 
occur on the project site, construction activities adjaccnt 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 out- 
side thc construction area. It shall be placed in the shade of a shrub. The Forcst Service will 
be notified of any scnsitivc wildlife identified on NFS lands. 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 Guideiiizes for Handling Sonorun Desert Tortoises 
Encountered Dui- iq  Construction Projects will bc followed by qualificd personnel. 

0 
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B-9e Conduct pre-construction surveys and owl relocation. Prior to construction, SCE shall conduct 
pre-construction surveys for the western burrowing owl. Surveys shall be conducted prior to 
ground disturbance activities in appropriate areas within the potential impact areas of the pro.ject to 
determine the presence of burrowing owls and to ensure clearance of these areas. If active owl 
burrows are discovered during pre-constnlction surveys, owls would be evicted from the burrows 
using either active or passive techniques as recommended by the BLM and Burrowing Owl 
Consortium. Owl relocation, as wcll as discouragemcnt of owls from returning to the site, will 
occur in the following manner: 

0 During the non-breeding season (Scptcmber 1 through January 31), burrowing owls occu- 
pying the Proposcd Project site will bc evictcd by passive relocation. Passive relocation 
would includc installation of one-way doors on burrow entrances that would let owls out of 
thc burrow but would not let them back in. 

If constniction is to occur during the brceding season (February I through August 3 1) and 
prior to thc rclocation of the owls, 75-meter (246-foot) protective buf'fers would bc maintained 
around b~1rr0-7~ occupied by owls until a BLM approved biologist approves other action. 
Other actions could include passive relocation if it is detennined that owls have not begm 
laying eggs or postponeinelit of construction in the area until the young are fledged and no 
longer dependent upon the nest burrow. 

Once fledglings are capable of independent survival and adult non-breeding owls have suc- 
cessfully been relocated offsite, potential owl habitat (squirrel burrows) would be collapsed in 
order to keep the owls from returning. Ground squirrels would be removed from the site by 
trapping and relocation or by other approved means. Following squirrel removal. existing 
ground squirrel burrows would be destroyed. 

0 

0 

B-9f Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period. Coiistruction activities con- 
ducted 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 susvcy €or bighorn slicep shall be conducted on Forest Service lands 
prior to construction and maintenance of thc transmission lincs. If bighorn sheep are found, then 
SCE shall consult with the Forest Service, USFWS. and Bighorn Institute to identify appropriate 
avoidancc measures. 

Conduct pre-construction surveys and relocation for American badger. Prior to construction, 
SCE shall conduct prc-construction surveys for American badger. Surveys will be conducted 
prior to ground disturbance activities in areas that contain habitat for this spccies. Badgcr dcns 
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 
CDFG/BLM/Forest Service shall be consulted regarding options for action. Ehd-excavation is 
an option if occupied dens cannot be avoided, but alternatives shall be considered due to potential 
danger to biologists. Dens shall be hankxcavated only before or after the breeding season 
(February 1-May 30). Any relocation of badgers shall take place after consultation with the 
BLM, Forcst Service, and CDFG. 

Conduct pre-construction surveys for roosting bats. SCE shall conduct surveys focused sur- 
veys for suitable roosting habitat or nursery sites for scnsitive bats at the towcr location, access/ 

B-9g 

B-9h 
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spur roads. and laydo%w~sta&ing areas tliat occur in rocky areas or in areas where caves or old mines 
are present. If suitable roostindnursery sites are found, then focused surveys shall be conducted to 
determine if tlic sites support sensitive bat species. If sensitive bat species occur at these sensitivc 
roosting/nursery sites, then tower-specific adjus$ments and adjustments of the locations of accesdspur 
roads and laydown/staging areas shall be made to avoid these sites. If towers, accessispur roads. 
and/or laydodstaging areas cannot avaid these sites, thcn construction of the towers, roads, and 
establishment of laydo\lvn/staging areas shall be dclaycd until thc breeding cyclcs 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 
avoidancc of roosting/nursery sites for sensitive bats. 

Schedule construction when the Coachella Valley round-tailed squirrel is dormant. SCE shall 
conduct pre-construction surveys for Coachella Round Tailed Squirrels prior to construction to 
identify locations of nesting colonies. Placement of footings, roads, and laydown areas shall avoid 
nesting colonies of this species. If this species is identified within the ROW. construction 
activities shall be scheduled only during periods when this species is dormant (between August 1 
and February 28). 

B-9i 

Rationale for Finding. By conducting ficld survcys and coordinating relocation efforts, all sensitive 
wildlife species arid habitat potentially impacted will be identified, and construction activities will avoid 
these areas. The measures outlined in B-9a through B-9i will reduce impacts to sensitive wildlife species 
and habitat to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a coniplete assessment ofthe biological resources impacts of the Project. 

Itnpaa B-10: The Proposed Project would result in adveme 4fect.Y to Jurisdictional Waters and PVet1and.s 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIREIS, although a formal jurisdictional delineation was not con- 
ducted, numcrous desert washes and ephemeral drainages are present in the desert portion of the Project 
(e.g., from Harquahala Switchyard to Midpoint Substation). The maintenance of existing acccss roads, 
construction of new access and spur roads, and installation or replacement of culvcrts in and adjacent to 
creeks and drainages could result in an alteration of the streambed, discharge of fill into drainages undcr 
the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, increased sedimentation in thc drainages 
(either directly deposited or through runoff), and/or obstruction of water flow. APMs B-7 and B-21 have 
been incorporated into the Project to reduce impacts to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands. A coniplete 
description of APMs applicable to Biological Resources is located in EIWEIS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment froin Impact B-1 0. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
B-la (under Impact B-I, above), the CPUC finds that significant Project effects to Jurisdictional Waters 
and Wetlands from Impact B- 10 to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Finding. Preparing and implementing a Habitat RestorationCompensation Plan, as outlined 
in Mitigation Measure B-1 a, will compensate all Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands potentially impacted 
and will reduce impacts to Jurisdictional Wdters and Wetlands to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a cotnplete assessment of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 
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Impact 8-11: Construction activities would result in adverse effects to the rnovernent of fish, wildlve 
tnoiwnent corridors, or native wildlij2 nursery sites 

As discussed in Scction D.2 ofthe EIWElS, bat nurscry colonies, may be associatcd with the rock crevices 
and caves in the Chuckwalla Mountains, and the Orocopia Mountains. The construction of towers and 
other construction activities in and a4jacent to these mountains could disrupt bat nursery colonies. 
Construction of the Project may also result in the temporary disturbance to breeding bighorn sheep, 
particularly in the Kofa NWR. Vehicle movement, equipment staging, and construction activities could 
temporarily disrupt breeding behavior in this species. APMs B-8 and B-16 have been incorporated into 
the Project to reduce impacts to wildlife movement corridors. A complete description of APMs applicable 
to Biological Resources is located in EIWEIS Table D.2-6. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate sipificant effects on the environment from Impact B-1 1. With implementation of Mitigation Mea- 
sures identificd as B-9f and B-9h (undcr impact B-9, above), the CPUC finds that the levcl of impacts 
will be reduced to less than significant levcls. impacts to wildlife movement or nurscry sites will be 
reduced to less than significant levels through implementation of Mitigation Mcasurc B-9f and impacts to 
bat iiurscry colonies will be reduced with implenicntation of Mitigation Measure B-9h. 

Rationale for Finding. Conducting field surveys prior to construction and avoiding construction outside 
breeding and lambing periods will reducc impacts to wildlife corridors. The mcasures outlined in B-9f and 
B-9h will reducc impacts to wildlife corridors to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of thc biological rcsources impacts of thc Project. 

Impact 8-13: Construction actisities may conjlict with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIR'EIS. The Project would traverse the jurisdictions of the BLM, 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, and cities within. Plans developed by these jurisdictions were 
reviewcd to determine if thcre wcre any biological resources policics that would apply to Project 
construction and opcration. To reducc potential impacts rclatcd to thc direct loss of individuals or a habitat 
for sensitivc wildlifc APMs B-1, B-3, B-4, B-8,B-12, B-13, I3-16.B-19, B-23, B-25 through B-33, and B-36 
have becn incorporated into the Projcct. A coinpletc dcscription of APMs applicdbk to Biological 
Resources is located in EIWEIS Table D.2-6. It was found that the Project and Devers-Valley No. 2 
Alternativc would conflict with thc following plans: 

0 Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC: the impacts resulting &om Project construction will result 
in significant impacts to sensitive habitat in this ACEC and will conflict with the management policies 
in the CDCA Plan. 

Chuckwalla DWhlA ACEC: any permanent and temporary loss of desert tortoise habitat in this 
ACEC will rcsult in significant impacts in this ACEC and will conflict with the managemcnt policies in 
thc Plan. 

Draft Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP): Project constiuc- 
tion through this proposed Conservation Arca may result in temporary and permanent impacts to 
habitat for thcse spccies and rmy result in the loss of individuals of thcse spccics. This impact would 
conflict with the management policies in the Plan. 

0 
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0 Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan - The Pass Area Plan: 
Fro-ject construction (along the Devers-Valley No. 2 route) in the San Gorgonio RiverSan Bernardino- 
San Jacinto Mountains Linkage would conflict with the provisions ofthe Western Riverside MSHCP. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that Mitigation Measures B-7b through B-7d, B-9f7 and B-9i discussed under 
Impacts B-7 and B-9 (above): and B-13a and B-13b (included below) will reduce these impacts a less than 
significant level. 

B-13a Demonstrate compliance with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. SCE shall provide docu- 
mentation that it has complied with the provisions of the MSl-ICP. 

B-13b Implement the Best Management Practices required by the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 
SCE shall provide documentation that is has implemented the Best Management Practices set forth in 
Appendix C of the Western Riverside MSCIIP. 

Rationale for Finding. By denionstrating compliance and implementing BMP’s within the Western Riv- 
erside County MSI-ICP, and implementing applicable APMs and Mitigation Measures, all potential conflicts 
with local plans and polices would be identified, and the Prqject will comply with applicable plans. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 
See Appendix 2 (Policy Screening Report) of the EIR/EIS for a complete discussion of the Project’s 
consistency with applicable biological resources policies. 

Impact B-15: Operation of the transmission line may result in collisions bj, listed bird species 

As discussccl in Section D.2 of thc EIWELS, The operation of thc Projcct may result in mortality of listed or 
sensitive bird spccies and is a significant impact. This impact was found to bc consistent for all Project and 
altcrnative route segments studied. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from Impact B- 15.The CPUC finds that implementation of the 
mitigation measure below will mitigate significant effects related to bird collisions from Impact B-15 to a 
less than significant level. This measure is identified as B-15a below. 

B-15a Utilize collision-reducing techniques in installation of transmission lines. SCE shall install the 
ttansmission line utilizing APLlC standards for collision-reducing techniques as outlined in “Mitigat- 
ing Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State ofthe Art in 1994 (APLIC, 1996)’’ 
0 Placement of towers and lines will not be located significantly above existing transmission line 

towers and lines, topogmphic features, or tree lines to the maxiniuni extent practicable. 

Overhead lines that OCCUT significantly 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, bird flight diverters, avifauna spirals, or other diversion device as 
to be visible to birds and reduce avian collisions with lines. 

0 

Rationale for Finding. By using APLIC Standard collision-reducing techniques, as outlined in Mitigation 
Measure B-15a, impacts to listcd bird species will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

8-30 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/CFT/sid 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 

ATTACHMENT B 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessnient of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 

Inipact B-16: Operation of the fvansniission line may result in increasedpwdation of listed and 
sensitive wildlife species bq' ravens that iiest on fvansniission fowers 

As discussed in Section D.2 of the EIWEIS, the operation of the Project will result in an increasc in the 
numbcr of towcrs, resulting in an increase in potential nesting sites for common ravens. Common ravens are 
known to nest on transmission towers and they arc also known to be opportunistic and will prey upon 
wildlife species in the vicinity of perching and nesting sites. An increase in predation on the desert 
tortoise and other species by ravens nesting in the transmission towers is considered a significant impact. 
This impact was found to be consistent for all Project alternative route segments studied. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changes or altcrations havc been incorporated into tlic Project which miti- 
gate significant cffkcts on the environmcnt froin Impact 8-16. Thc CPUC finds that the Mitigation Mea- 
sure below will mitigate significant effects relatcd to bird collisions fi-om Impact B-16 to a less than sig- 
nificant level. This measure is identified as B-16a below. 

B-16d Prepare and implement a raven control plan. SCE shall prepare a coinmon raven control plan that 
identifies the purpose of conducting raven control, provides training in hou7 to identify raven nests 
and how to determine whether a nest belongs to a raven or a raptor species, describes the seasonal 
limitations on disturbing nesting raptors species (excluding ravens), describes the procedure for 
obtaining a pcrmit koin the USFWS's Division of Migratory Birds, and describes procedures for 
documcnting the adivitics on an annual basis. SCE shall gain approval of the plan from the USFWS's 
Division of Migratory Birds. SCE shall provide this raven control plan to all transmission line 
companies that conduct operations within thc ROW. 

Rationale for Finding. By implcmcntiiig a ravcn control plan, as outlined in Mitigation Measure B-16a, 
impacts related to an increase in hunting by ravens will bc rcduced to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 

inipuct B-18: The Project would result in disturbatice to Managenrent Indicutor Species 

As discussed in Scction D.2 of the ELWEIS, construction and opcration of thc Project within thc Devers- 
Vallcy No. 2 Alternative on NFS lands scgments in tlic SBNF could potentialiy impact one Managcment 
Indicator Spccies, thc Song Sparrow. In addition, project activities in the SBNF arca could causc impacts to 
the California Black Oak and White Fir. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changcs or alterations have becn incorporated into the Projcct which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environnicnt from Impact B-18. In addition to the prcviously identified 
Mitigation Measure B-5a (under Inipact B-5, above), the mitigation measure identified as B-18 (below) 
will reduce significant effects to Managenlent Indicator Species from Impact B-18 to a less than signifi- 
cant level. 

B-18a No Activities in Riparian Conservation Areas. The final project design will include protcctive 
measures that prohibit construction activities on NFS lands in Riparian Conservation Areas in 
compliance with the Forest Plan. Examples of activities that will NOT be allowed include ground 
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disturbance, adding potable water to these areas while implementing erosion control nieasures, 
and removing water from the waterways. 

Rationale for Finding. By prohibiting construction activities within Riparian Conservation Areas within 
NFS lands will avoid impacts to Management Indicator Species. Jniplementation of the measure outlined 
in B- 18a will reduce impacts to Management Indicator Species. 

Reference. Section D.2 provides a complete assessment of the biological resources impacts of the Project. 

V.2.2 Visual Resources 

To assess impacts to Visual Resources two diil’ercnt metliodologies wcre uscd dcpcnding on how thc land was 
administcrcd. For fcderal lands administered by the US Departmcnt of Interior Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), the BLM’s Visual Resource Maiiagcment (VKM) system was used. For other fcderal (non-BLM), 
non-fcdcral public and private lands the Visual Sensitivity-Visual Change systcm u7as uscd. 

The study area for the visual rcsources analysis was dcfined by the numerous viewpoints from which thc 
Project will be seen. The viewshed is extensive given the relative openness of much of the landscape, the 
height of the stmcturcs, and the availability of viewing opportunities from travel routes, recrcatioml use 
areas, and nearby residential and commercial areas. 

Impact V-2: Long-term visibility ojlund scars in arid and semi-arid Icindwapes 

Land scamng fi-om use of staging areas and construction yards, construction of new access and spur 
roads, and activitics adjacent to construction sites and along the ROW can be long-lasting in arid and 
semi-arid environments wherc vegetation rccruitment and growth is slow. In-line views of linear land 
scars or newly bladed roads are particuIarly problematic and introduce adversc viswal change and contrast 
by causing unnatural vegetative lines and soil color contrast from newly exposed soils. APMs (B-14, 
B-19, B-30: B-23-25, W-9, W-17, G-10: (3-11, G-19, V-4, L-1 and L-3) have been incorporated into the 
Project to reducc the number of new access roads, loss or damage to vegetation, and to restore disturbed 
areas. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from Inipact V-2. In addition. the CPUC finds that by requiring 
Mitigation Measures V-2a, V-2b, and V-2c scarring impacts that affect visual resources will be reduced to 
a less than significant level. These measures are identified below. 

V-2a Reduce in-line views of land scars. Construct access or spur roads at appropriate angles from the 
originating, primary travel facilities to minimize extended. in-line views of newly graded terrain. 
Contour grading should be used wherc possible to better blcnd gradcd surfaces wit11 existing terrain. 
SCE shall subinit final construction plans denionstrating compliance with this measure to the BLM 
and CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days prior to the start of construction. 

Reduce visual contrast from unnatural vegetation lines. In those areas where views of land 
scars are unavoidable, the boundaries of disturbed areas should be aggressively revegetated to 
create a less distinct and more natural-appearing line to reduce visual contrast. Furthermore, all 
graded roads and areas not required for on-going operation, maintenance, or acccss shall be 
returned to pre-conshuction conditions. This measure paiZiaily encompasscs BLM permit requirc- 

V-2b 

8-32 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/ CFT/sid 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 

ATTACHMENT B 

inent BLM B-6.9, SCE shall submit final construction and restoration plans denionstrating com- 
pliance with this measure to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days prior to 
the start of construction. 

V-2c Reduce color contrast of land scars. In those areas where views of land scars from sensitive 
public viewing locations are unavoidable, disturbed soils shall be treated with Eonite or similar 
treatments to reduce the visual contrast created by the lighter-colored disturbed soils with the 
darker vegetated surroundings. SCE will consult with the Authorized Officer on a site-by-site 
basis for the use of Eonite. This measure partially encompasses BLM permit requirement BLM 
B-6.4. SCE shall submit final construction and restoration plans demonstrating compliance with 
this mcasure to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval at least 60 days prior to the start of 
construction. 

Rationale for Finding. The APMs, incorporated as part of the Project, will minimize ground disturbance 
and the number of ncw access roads: minimize loss or damage to vegetation; and restore and recontour 
disturbed arcas. The mitigation measures requirc additional actions to reduce in-line view of scars and the 
visual and color contrast associated with scarring. These measures will reduce thc visibility of consti-uction 
scars, limit the activities that contribute to scarring, and will thercfore rcduce thc visual impacts associated with 
construction to a lcss than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.3.6.1 (Visual Resources) ofthe EWEIS provides a complete assessment of the scarring 
impacts of the Project. 

Impact V-35: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockuge, and skylining when 
viewing the Har~qualtalu Junction Switch-yard Alternative sife porn Key Viewpoiii f 29 on Salonte 
High wuy 

Thc placcment of a SO0 kV switchyard immediatcly adjacent to Salomc Highway will introduce substantial 
industrial charactcr, visual contrast and view blockage into views fi-om Salome Highway. Thc resulting 
visual contrast will be modcratc-to-high and the switchyard will appcar co-dominant with thc existing 
landscapc featurcs. Vicw blockage will be nioderatc. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changcs or alterations have becn incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact V-35 to a less than significant level. In addition, 
the CPUC finds that by requiring Mitigation Measures V-6a. V-6b, V-6c, and V-35 visual impacts will be 
reduced to a less than significant level. These measures arc identified below. 

V-6d Reduce visual contrast associated with ancillary facilities. SCE shall submit to BLM and 
CPUC a Surface Treatment Plan dexaibing the application of colors and texturcs to all facility 
structures, buildings, walls, fences, and components comprising all ancillary facilities 
including substations/switchyards, series capacitor banks, and optical repcater stations. The 
Surfiice Treatment Plan must rcduce glarc and minimize visual intrusion and contrast by 
blending the facilities with the landscape. The Treatment Plan shall be submitted to BLM and 
CPUC for approval at least 90 days prior to (a) ordering thc first structures that are to be color 
treated during manufacture, or (b) construction of any of the ancillary facility component, 
whichevcr comes first. If thc BLM or CPUC notifics SCE that revisions to the Plan are 
needed before the Plan can be approved, within 30 days of receiving that notification, SCE 
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shall prepare and submit for review and approval a revised Plan. The Surface Treatment Plan 
shall include: 

0 Specification, and ll”x17” color simulations at life size scale, of the treatment proposed 
for use on project stnict~ires, including structures treated during manufacture 

A list of each major project structure, building. tower and/or pole, and fencing specifying 
the color(s) and finish proposed for each (colors must be identified by name and by 
vendor brand or a universal designation) 

Two sets of brochures and:br color chips for each proposed color 

A detailed schedule for completion of the treatment 

A procedure to ensure proper treatment maintenance for the lifc of the project. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SCE shall not specify to the vendors the treatment of any buildings or structures treated during 
manufacture, or perfbrm the final treatment on any buildings or structures treated onsite, until SCE 
reccivcs notification of approval of the Treatment Plan by the BLM and CPUC. Within 30 days 
following the start of commercial operation, SCE shall notify the BLM and CPUC that all 
buildings and structures are ready for inspection. 

V-6b Screen anciilary facilities. For the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Altcrnative, SCE shall 
provide a Screening Plan for screcning vegetation, walls, aiid fences that reduccs visibility and 
helps the facility blcnd in with the landscapc. The use of berms to facilitate project screening may 
also be incorporated into tlic Plan. SCE shall submit the Plan to the BLM for review aiid approval 
at least 90 days prior to installing the landscape screening. If the BLM notifies SCE that revisions 
to the Plan are needed before the Plan can be approved, within 30 days of receiving that 
notification. SCE shall prepare and submit for review and approval a revised Plan. The plan shall 
include but not necessarily be limited to: 

0 

0 

0 

An 1 l”x17” color simulation of the proposed landscaping at 5 years 

A plan view to scale depicting the project and the location of screening elements 

A detailed list of any plants to be used; their size and age at planting; the expected time to 
maturity. and the expected height at five years and at maturity. 

SCE shall complete installation of the screening prior to the st’art of project operation. SCE shall 
notify the BLM within seven days after completing installation of the screening, that the screen- 
ing components are ready for inspection. 

V-6c Reduce night lighting impacts. SCE shall design and install all permanent lighting such that light 
bulbs and reflectors are not visible fiom public viewing areas; lighting does not cause reflected 
glare; and illuinination of the project facilities, vicinity. and nighttime sky is minimized. SCE shall 
submit a Lighting Mitigation Plan to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval at least 90 days 
prior to ordering any permanent exterior lighting fixtures or components. SCE shall not order any 
exterior lighting fixtures or components until the Lighting Mitigation Plan is approved by the 
BLM and CPUC. The Plan shall include but is not nccessarily limitcd to tlic following: 

0 Lighting shall be designed so exterior light fixtures are hooded, with lights directcd down- 
ward or toward the area to be illuminated and so that backscatter to the nighttime sky is mini- 
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niized. The design ofthe lighting shall be such that the luminescence or light sources is shielded 
to prevent light trespass outside the project boundary 

All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightness consistent with worker safety 

High illumination areas not occupicd on a continuous basis shall have switches or motion 
detectors to light the area only when occupied. 

V-35a Screen alternative switchyard site from Salome Highway views. This measure is required to 
augment and not replace Mitigation Measure V-6b in order to provide more detailed direction 
pertaining to the planting of roadside screening vegetation along Salome Highway. Screening 
vegetation shall be planted along the east side of Salome Highway between mile markers 39 
and 40. Vegetation shall be comprised of native species and shall be selected to achieve heights 
and screen effectiveness comparable to that shown in Figure D.3-30B (see enclosed CD). SCE 
shall submit a Scrcening Plan demonstrating compliancc with this measurc to the BLM for review 
and approval at least 90 days prior to installing the landscape screening. if the BLM notifics SCE 
that rcvisioiis to the Plan arc iiceded beforc the Plan can be approvcd, within 30 days of recciving 
that notification, SCE shall prepare and submit for revicw and approval a revised Plan. The 
Screening Plan shall include but not necessarily bc limited to: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

An ll”xl7” color simulation ofthc proposed landscaping at 5 years 

A plan view to scale depicting the project and the location of screening elements 

A detailed list of any plants to be uscd; thcir size and agc at planting; the expected time to 
maturity, and thc cxpccted height at five years and at niaturity 

SCE shall complete installation of the scrcening prior to the stai-t of project operation. SCE shall 
notify the CPUC within seven days after complcting installation of the screening, that the 
screening components arc rcddy for inspection. 

Rationale for Finding. Tlie visual contrast will bc moderate-to-high and the switchyard will appcar co- 
dominant with thc existing landscapc fcatures. View blockage will be nioderatc. The mitigation measures 
will rcquire screening of ancillary facilities and thc switchyard, reduction of night lighting, and a plan for 
surfacc treatmcnt of the ancillai-y facilities to reduce glarc and miniinize visual intrusion and contrast. 
Thcse measures rcquire plan approval prior to construction to ensure that the regulatory agencies agree 
with the approach to meeting these mitigation measures prior to the start of construction. Because impacts 
have been identified as moderate, mitigation measures will effectite€y reduce the level of impacts 
associated with the switchyard to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.3.8.3 (Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative) of the EIWEIS provides a cornplete 
assessment of the visual impacts to this segment of the route. 

V.2.3 Land Use 

To gathcr information rcgarding the effccts of thc Project on local aiid regional land uses, the CPUC and 
BLM contacted representatives fioni each of the affected jurisdictions in addition to collecting &Ad data. 
The field data identified existing and sensitive land uses along the route. Sensitive land uses are defined 
as band uses that are susceptible to disturbances resulting from either construction or operation of a project 
(e.&., noise. traffic, dust, etc.) (see Section D.4.6 of the EWEIS) In general, residences, educational 
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institutions, recreational facilities, and public facilities (e.g., religious facilities, health care facilities) are 
considered to be sensitive land uses for purposes of the EIREIS. Land uses identified in the analysis 
include those that are located immediately adjacent to the Project, that will be affected by construction 
and operation activities, or that have national, regional, or local significance and are within one mile of 
the route (see Section D.4.2 of the EIREIS). 

Incptzct L-1: Construction Would Temporarily Disturb the Land Uses it Traverses or Adjacent Land 
Uses 

As discussed in Section D.4 of the EWEIS, the increased construction activity along the entire Project route 
will teniporarily disrupt existing land uses. The construction of the Project will bring traffic and 
construction noise from heavy construction equipment on temporary and permanent access roads, moving 
building materials to the tower sites and returning to construction staging areas. The Project will have the 
potential to impact residences, recreational land uses (parks, wilderness areas), open space, public 
facilitics (schools, memorial parks), and retail and commercial businesses. The Project will also cross the 
CAP Canal and the 1-10 as well as arcas managed by resourccs agencies such as the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge . 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorpoi-atcd into the Project which mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from Impact L-1. In addition, thc CPUC finds that by requiring 
Mitigation Mcasures L-la. L-lb, L-lc, L-ld, and L-le land use impacts will be rcduced to a less than 
significant level. Thcse mcasures are identified bclow. 

L-la Prepare Construction Notification Pian. Forty-fivc days prior to construction. SC'E shall pre- 
pare and submit a Construction Notiiication Plan to the CPUC and the BLM for approval. Tlic 
Plan shall idcntify thc proccdurcs to cnsure that SCE will inform propcrty and busincss owncrs of 
thc location and duration of consti-uction, identify approvdls that are needed prior to posting or 
publication of construction notices, and includc template copies of public notices and adver- 
tisements (i.e., fomiatted text). To ensure effective notification of construction activities. the plan 
shall address at a minimum the following components: 

0 Public Notice Mailer. Fifteen days prior to construction. a public notice inailer shall be 
prepared. The notice shall identify conshuction activities that would restrict, block, or require a 
detour to access existing residential properties, retail and commercial businesses: wilderness 
and recreation facilities, and public facilities (e.g., schools and memorial parks). The notice 
shall state the type of construction activities that will be conducted, and the location and 
duration of construction. SCE shall mail the notice to all residents or property owners within 
300 fect of the right-of-way and to speciiic public agencies with facilities that could be 
impacted by construction. If constiuction dclays of more than scven days occur, an additional 
notice shall be prcpared and distributed. 

Newspaper Advertisements. Fifteen days prior to construction, within a route segment, one 
round of newspaper advertisements shall be placed in local newspapers and bullctins. The 
advertisement shall state when and where construction will occur and provide infomiation on 
the public liaison pcrson and hotline identified below. If construction is delaycd as noted 
above, an additional round of newspaper ads shall be placed to discuss the status and 
schedule of construction. 

0 

B-36 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/CFT/sid 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FAC? 

ATTACHMENT B 

0 Public Venue Notices. Thirty days prior to construction, notice of construction shall be 
posted at public venues such as trail crossings; rest stops, desert centers, resource management 
offices (e.g., Bureau of Land Management field offices, San Bernardino National Forest Ranger 
Station), and other public venues to inform residents and visitors to the purpose and schedule 
of construction activities. For public trail closures. SCE shall post information on the trail 
detour at applicable resource management oflices and post the notice within two miles north 
and south of the detour. For recreation facilities, thc notice shall be posted along the access 
routcs to hown recreational destinations that LvouId bc rcstricted, blocked, or detomd and shall 
provide information on alternativc recreation areas that may be uscd during the closurc of 
these facilitics. 

Public Liaison Person and Toll-Free Information Hotline. SCE shall identify and provide 
a public liaison pcrson before and during construction to respond to concerns of neighboring 
property owners about noise, dust, and other construction disturbance. Proccdures for reaching 
the public liaison officcr via tclcphoiie or in person shall bc included in notices distributed to 
the public. SCE shall also establish a toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or 
complaints during constructioii and shall develop procedures for responding to callers. 
Procedures for handling and responding to calls shall be addressed in the Construction 
Notification Plan. 

e 

L-lb Coordinate with the Central Arizona Project regarding canal crossings. Prior to construction, 
SCE shall coordinate with the Central Arizona Water Conservation District and the BLM Phoenix 
Field Office, and shall obtain a license from the Central Arizona Water Conservation District for 
the areas where the project crosses the Central Arizona Project Canal. SCE shall submit the 
approved license to the CPUC and the BLM 30 days prior to the start of construction activities. 
The license or license attachmcnts must idcntify spcciiic locations where the crossings are 
pertnittcd and any conditions of approval that have been agreed to by SCE, the Central Arizona 
Water Conscrvation District, and the BLM Phoenix Field Office. 

L-lc Provide proof of resolution of land acquisition issues for crossing of Agua Caliente Band of 
Cahuilla lndians tribal lands. SCE shall negotiate in good faith to reach a mutually acceptable 
agrecment with thc allottee. lfan agreement is rcached. SCE shall consult and coordinate with the 
Planning Department of the Agua Caliente to provide the inforination and/or fees rcqucsted by 
the Planning Department regarding land use matters. If SCE and thc allottee reach an agrecnicnt 
thcn SCE shall notify the Planning llcpai-tment of the Agua Caliente, and if SCE arid the Planning 
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 departnient 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 notification. SCE reserves the right to institute eminent 
domain proceedings. SCE believes that a conditional use permit is not required. 

Coordinate with affected business owners. Where private parking lots serving businesses would 
be blocked or partially blocked during construction, SCE shall either make prior arrangements 
with the business owner(s) to provide alternative parking within a reasonable walking distance 
(Le,, no more than 1,000 feet), or shall coordinate with affected business owners to arrange the 
construction schedule to ensure that thc functions of the busiiiess(es) are not disrupted. Thirty 
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days prior to construction. SCE shall submit docuinentation to the CPUC and the BLM that out- 
lines the course of action that was taken to reduce impacts to businesses near construction areas. 

L-le Coordinate construction schedule with public and community facilities. SCE shall coordinate 
with the public and community facilities and services listed below regarding the construction 
schedule and duration in order to minimize impacts to these land uses. The purpose of this 
measure is to work with sensitive land uses that would be impacted by construction and to iden- 
tify construction timesfperiods that would have the least impact to peak use of these public and 
community facilities. This coordination could result in limiting or avoiding construction during 
school sessions, identifying hauling routes that do not conflict with school commute routes, or 
working with the memorial parks to address funeral proccssion routes and noise sensitivities. 
Thirty days prior to construction, SCE shall document its coordination cfforts including contact 
persons, information provided. and commcnts receivcd, and submit this documentation to the 
CPUC and BLM. 

0 Schools ncar the projcd route: Beaumont Middlc School and High School, Calvary Christian 
School, Chavcz Elementary School, Terrace View Elementary School, public elemcntary 
school on East Canyon Vista Drive 

0 Sail Gorgonio Memorial Park 

0 Dcsert Lawn Memorial Park 

0 Banning Municipal Airport 

0 Grandview Baptist Chutch 

Rationale for Finding. Most constniction impacts will be addressed by compliance with visual, noise, 
traffic. air quality. and other environmental mitigation measures as notcd above. Notification regarding 
construction activitics and a procedurc for responding to construction complaints or questions will furthcr 
reduce land use impacts along the Project route. Mitigation Mcasurc L-la (Prepare Construction Notifi- 
cation Plan) is a coniprchcnsivc mitigation measure that cnsurcs adequate notification of construction 
activities and rcquircs a contact person in case residents or landowncrs have questions or concerns 
regarding the construction activities. The contact person is especially important as a forum for the public 
and business owners to voice concerns during the construction process. If issues are raised, then the 
notification and response process allows for construction nuisances to be addressed. The measures also 
require coordination of the construction schedule to reduce disruptions to businesses and public facilities 
along the route to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.4 provides a complete assessment of the construction land use impacts of the Project. 

Impact L-2: Operation Would Result in Permanent Preclusion of Land Uses I t  Traverses or Adjacent 
Land Uses 

As discussed in Section D.4 ofthc ELWEIS, the transmission line will cross the CAP Canal in two locations, 
and will parallel the canal at a distance ranging from approximately 2 miles north in some areas to 300 
feet south in other areas. The Project has the potential to inpact the CAP Canal during inaintenance of the 
transmission line and will impact the maintenance of the canal. To minimize potential land use and other 
conflicts with operation of the CAP Canal, SCE must coordinate with the Central Arizona Water 
Conservation District and obtain a license. 
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Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have bcen incoiForated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact L-2. Specifically: Mitigation Measure L- 1 b 
identified above will reduce Impact L-2 to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Finding. Kcquiriiig SCE to obtain a license from the Central Arizona Water Conservation 
District and the BLM (Phoenix Office) will ensure that the project is implemented in a way that least 
impacts cawdl operdtions. In addition, the measure requires that the license be submitted to the CPUC and the 
BLM 30-days prior to the start of construction. This submittal schedule will ensure that coordination has 
taken place with these agencies and the project’s crossing of the canal. 

Reference. Section D.4 provides a complete assessment of the operational land use impacts of tlie Project. 

Cumulatise project activities could impact land uses along Project route 

New residential and commercialiindustrial developments have been proposed or are under construction 
within two milcs of the Project. Somc of thesc new development projects would be travcrsed by the Project 
(e.g., Paradise Valley, Noble Creek. and South Ilills Open Space Plan). It is likely that construction of 
some of these projects would overlap with construction of the Prqject. The construction of multiple 
projects within the same area would create a significant cumulative construction impact to adjacent 
residential land uses. Commercial land uses will be cumulatively impacted if access to these businesses 
was precluded during construction activities. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or a1 terations have been incorporated into the Pro-iect which miti- 
gate significant cumulative land use effects on the environment from cumulative impacts. The CPUC 
further finds that by implementing Mitigation Measures L- la, L-ld, and L- le, cumulative impacts will be 
reduced to less than significant.. 

Rationale for Finding. Construction of the Project will likely occur between the years 2007 to 2009 for 
the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV line segment and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. No definitive 
construction schedule is currently available for the proposed residential and comniercial/industrial 
projects listed in Table F-1 of the ELWEIS. It is likely that construction of some of these projects would 
overlap with construction of the Project. The construction of multiple projects within thc samc area would 
create significant cumulative coiistruction impact to adjacent residcntial, commercial, public Facilities, and 
othcr land uses. 

Reference. Section F.3.3 (Land Use) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete assessment of the cumulative 
land use impacts of the Project. 

V.24 Wilderness and Recreation 

The Pro-ject will be located within or pass adjacent to recreation and Wilderness Areas (WAS) under the 
jurisdiction of the BLM: USFWS, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service, National Park 
Scrvice, State of California, Riverside County, and sevcral cities. In order to gather information regarding 
the effects of the Project on WAS and recreational facilities, the CPUC and BLM contactcd repre- 
sentatives from each of the affected jurisdictions. Ficld data were also collccted June 2005, Scptember 
2005, and February 2006 to identify rccreation and WAS within one mile of the Project route. Additional 
recreation and WAS located greater than onc mile wcre idcntified in the ElRElS for orientation purposcs 
only in tlie environmental setting sections, but were not considered in impact assessment. 
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Impact WR-I: Construction activities would temporarily reduce access and visitation to recreation or 
wilderness areas 

Project construction activities will require the usc of roads that serve as priniary access to the Big Horn 
Mountains WA, Ilarquahala Mountains WA, I-Iarqualiah Peak Pack Trail, and Smitlisonian Observatory. 
No information regarding the number of annual visitors to Harquahala Peak and the WAS is readily 
available. However, visitors will access these resources via 1-10, frontage roads (Le.? Eagle Eye Road, 
Palomas-I-larquahala Road), and the Harquahala Peak Pack Trail. IIarquahala Peak Road (the only road 
with vehicular access to the Peak) is a very rough, narrow, road that requires the use of 4-wheel drive 
vehicles. This 10.5-mile road consists of steep. rugged sections, and has a series of switchbacks near the 
top. Use of the laydown area and access roads for construction activities associated with thc telecom- 
munications facility at Harquahala Pcak will preclude access for visitors to thc WAS and to the rccl-ca- 
tional facilities at Harquahala Peak. 

Project construction activitics create a number of temporary nuisances that will diminish the valuc of the 
Kofa NWR, liidio Hills Palms Statc Park, Coachella Valley Preserve, ACECs (Chuckwalla, Alligator Rock, 
Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard, Potrcro), Santa Rosa and San Jacinto National Monument, San 
Bernardino National Forest, Pacific Crest Trail, and San Jacinto WA. For examplc, the noisc, dust, and 
constivction traffic gencrated during construction activitics negatively affect a visitor's enjoyment of tlic 
recreation area. Recreationists may bc less likely to visit this resourcc during projcct construction. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changes or altcrations have bceii iacol-poratcd into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on thc envii+onmcnt from Impact WK-1. Thc CPUC furthcr finds that Mitigation 
Mcasure WR-la, listed below, and C1-g listed in thc Cultural Rcsources section, impacts will be rcduced to 
less than significant. 

WR-1 a Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer for the recreation 
area. 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 below. 
SCE slid11 schedule construction activities to avoid heavy recreational use periods, including major 
holidays. in coordination with. and at the discretion of the authorized officer. SCE shall locate 
construction equipment to avoid temporary preclusion of recreation areas per the recom- 
mendations of the authorized officer. SCE shall also prepare a public notice of construction 
activities consistent with Mitigation Measure L-1 a (Prepare Construction Notification Plan). 
SCE shall documcnt its coordination efforts with the authorized officer, and provide this docu- 
mentation to the CPUC and the BLM 30 days prior to construction. 
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Big Horn Mountains Wilderness Area 
Harqualiala Mountains Wilderness Area 
Harqualiala Peak 
Eagletail Mountains Wilderness Area 
San Jacinto Wilderness Area 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
Santa Rosa R: San Jacinto Mountains Natioiial 

San Bemardino National Forest 
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 
Cliuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern 
Alligator Rock -Area of Critical Environmental 
Conctm 

Monument 

Coacliella Valley Preserve and Coacliella Valley 
Fringe-Toed Lizard -Area of Critical Eiiviroiunental 
Concern 
Potrero Area of Critical Environmental Coiicern 
BLM off-highway vehicle trails in Shavers 

Indio Hills Palms Statc Park 
Norton Younglove Reserve 
Noble Creek Park 
Hulda Crooks Park 
Oak Valley Golf Club 
City of Loma Linda riding and hiking trail system 
San Tirnoteo State Park 

Valley 

Rationale for Finding. The temporary closure of facilities and roads for construction activities will precludc 
use of recreational resources during construction, Mitigation measures will require coordination of the 
construction schedulc and activities with the authorized officer for the recreation area, minimize impacts to 
recreationists during peak periods, and ensure that recreational users are informed of scheduled con- 
struction activities. In addition, Mitigation Measure C,- 1 g will ensure SCE’s extensive consultation with 
the BLM Phoenix Area Office to define and implement the most effective actions to reduce impacts of the 
telecommunications tower at €-Tarquahala Peak. 

Reference. Section D.5.6 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the EWEIS provides a complete assessment of 
the Wilderness and Recreation kipacts of the Project. 

Impact WR-3: Operation would permunently precbde recreational activities 

The Project will be located adjacent to an existing 500 kV transmission line across the Kopd NWK. Indio 
Hills Palnis State Park, Coachella Valley Preserve, ACECs (Chuckwalla, Alligator Rock. Coachella Valley 
Fringe-Toed Lizard, Potrero), Santa Rosa and San Jacinto National Monument, San Bemardino National 
Forest, Pacific Crest Trail, and San Jacinto WA. As the Project will be constructed across a recreation 
area, impacts will occur to recreational resources located adjacent to the ROW. For example. hking trails 
that pass under or along the ROW will be impacted if a new transmission tower were erected on the trail. 
The construction of new spur roads will also affect recreational resources (e.g., trails, campgrounds) that 
are travcrsed by or located adjacent to thc Project. As such, thc siting of new transmission towers or spur 
roads will perrnancntly impact existing recreational resources within thc refuge and the ACECs. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which niitigate 
significant effects on the environment from fmpact WR-3. The CPUC also finds that implemcntation of 
Mitigation Measure WR-3a, included bclow, impacts will be rcduced to lcss than significant. 

WR-3a Coordinate tower and road locations with the authorized officer for the recreation area. 
Where the proposed route crosses the recreation areas listed below, SCE shall cool-dinate with the 
authorized officer to determine specific tower site and spur road locations in ordcr to minimize 
impacts to recreational resources. This coordination shall occw no less than 30 days prior to the start 
of construction SCE shall document its coordination with the authorized ofl’icer *and shall submit this 
docuinentation to thc CPUC and tlic BLM prior to initiating project constiuction. 
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Kofa National Wildlife Rehge 
Santa Rosa & Sat1 Jacinto Mountains National 

San Berilardino National Forest 
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail 
San Jacinto wilderness Arca 

Chiick\~alla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC 
Alligator Rock ACEC 
Coachella Valley Prescrve and Coachella Valley 
Fringe-Tocd Lizard ACEC 
Potrero ACEC‘ 
Norton Younglove Resenfc 

Monument 

Rationale for Finding. Impacts to existing recreational resources resulting from siting new towers or roads on 
or near these resources wilt preclude recreational and wilderness activities Mitigation Measure WR-3a requires 
coordination of tower and road locations with the authorized officer for the recreation area. This will 
ensure that construction activities are carried out to limit disturbance to recrcational and wilderncss uses. 

Reference. Section D. 5.6 (Wilderness and Recreation) ofthe EIR/EIS provides a complete assessment of 
the Wilderness and Recreation impacts ofthe Project. 

V.2.5 Agriculture 

The CPUC and BLM analyzed effech of the Project on agricultural resources using data collected from 
California Department of Conservation (DOC) and the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 
Agricultural resources that exist along the project route include land designated as important farmland, 
other agricultural operations. and lands under Williamson Act contracts. For the purposes of the analysis 
in the EIR’EIS, important farmland is classified as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
and Unique Farmland. which are collectively referrcd to as “Farmland”, as well as Farmland of Local 
Importancc, and Grazing Land. Additionally, other agricultural operations include active agricultural 
lands along the Project route that have not been classified as Farmland. Williamson Act lands are 
important agricultural lands that arc voluntarily cnrollcd in thc Williamson Act program, which only 
exists in California, and restricts land use in exchangc for prefcrential property taxes, 

Intpact AG-1: Consiruction Activities Will Teinporurily Convert Farniland to Non-Agricultural Use 

As discussed in Scction D.6 (Agriculturc) of thc EIR/EIS, construction activities along the Project route 
will impact Farmland due to the presence and disturbance causcd by use of heavy construction equipment, 
building materials, and workers. The resulting disturbances will tcniporal-ily convcrt approximately 60 
acres of Farmland to non-agricultural uses (ie., construction areas and disturbed lands) where towers are 
erected, pulling and splicing stations are located, and ~ C C C S S  roads are built. This impact is signifkant 
because the conversion of 60 acres is greater than the threshold set to determine the significance of the 
conversion of Fannland. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact AG-1 to a less than significant lev-el. This mea- 
sure is identified as Mitigation Measure AG-I , and is included below. 

AG- la Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural landowners. Sixty 
(60) days prior to the start of project construction, Southern California Edison (SCE) shall secure a 
signed agreement with property owners of Farmland (Prime Farmland, Farndand of Statewide Iinpor- 
tance, Unique Farmland) and Williamson Act lands that will be used for construction and operation of 
the project. access and spur roads, sta,&g areas, and other project-related activities. The purpose of 
this agreement will be to set fo& the use of Prime Fadand, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
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Unique Farmland, and Williamson Act lands during construction in order to: (1 ) schedule proposed 
construction activities at a location and time. ~7hen damage to agricultural operations will be mini- 
mized, and (2) ensure that any areas damaged or disturbed by construction are restored to a condition 
mutually agreed upon by the. landowner and SCE. 

SCE shall coordinate with the agricultural landowners in the affected areas where Familand or 
Williamson Act land will be temporarily disturbed in order to determine when and where coil- 
struction should occur in order to minimize damage to agicultural operations. This includes avoiding 
construction during peak planting, growing, and harvest seasons. If damage or destruction does 
occur, SCE shall perform restoration activities on the disturbed area in order to return the area to 
a pre-deterinined condition or the pre-construction condition, whichcver option is agreed upon by 
the landowner and SCE. This could includc activities such as soil prcparation, regarding, and 
reseeding. This measure applies to agricultural landowners with land that is impacted by tlic 
Project. SCE shall provide proof of the continued use of Farmland and/or Williamson Act lands 
through thc submittal of a signed agreement bctwcen an individual propcrty owner and SCE. Tlic 
signed ageeenicnts shall be submitted to the CPUC and BLM for rcview and approval prior to the 
start of construction. 

Rationale for Finding. Requiring SCE to cstablish an agrcernent with agricultural landowners prior to 
construction will ensure that the lcast amount of Farmland is temporarily convcrtcd to non-agricultural 
uses, and that any land that is disturbcd is restorcd to a mutually agreed upon condition. Coordination 
with landowners will allow landowners to convey specific details about their agricultural operations, 
including type of crop. maintenance requirements, seasonal obligations such as planting or harvesting 
times, and other appropriate information. Knowledge of each agricultural operation will allow SCE to 
schedule construction activities so as to minimize damage by avoiding crops by performing construction 
after harvest season, in a location that is fallow, or during times that will avoid peak gowing season. If 
temporary disturbance does occur, SCE will rcstore the disturbed arca to an a,giculturally usable condi- 
tion (i.e., pre-construction or other condition) agrced upon by the landowner. 

Reference. Section D.6 of the EIWEIS provides a complete assessment of the temporary conversion of 
F m l a n d  to non-agricultural uses due to the Project. 

Impact A G-2: Consfruction Aciivities WilI Irzferfere rvifh Agricu1tur.d Operations 

As discussed in Section D.6 of the EIWEIS, construction activities and the presence of construction 
equipment could interfere with agricultural operations by damaging crops or soil, impeding access to 
certain fields or plots of land, obstructing farm vehicles, or disrupting drainage and irrigation systems. 
These events could further result in the temporary reduction of agricultural productivity. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact AG-2. Mitigation Measures L-la identified above 
in Section IV.2.3, and AG-la, listed above under Impact AG-I, will reduce Impact AG-2 to a less than 
significant levcl. 

Rationale for Finding. Most construction impacts to agricultural operations on Farmland will be addressed 
through Mitigation Measure AG- la, which requires SCE to coordinate the Pro-ject construction activities 
with agricultural landowners in order to minimize disturbance to agricultural land and interference with 
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agricultural operations. If disturbance does occur to Farmland, SCE will restore the land to a condition 
jointly agreed upon by SCE and the landowner. In addition, Mitigation Measure L-la will provide noti- 
fication of construction activities and a procedure for responding to construction complaints or questions 
to landowners in all areas where construction will occur. This provides landowners sufficient notice of 
upcoming construction activities so that they can make appropriate preparations to their property. Addi- 
tionally, this measure provides a mechanism to resolve construction-related complaints. 

Reference. Section D.6 of the EIREIS provides a complete assessment of the impacts to agricultural 
operations caused by construction of the Pro-ject. 

Impact AG-4: Operation Will Interfere with Agricultural Operations 

As discussed in Section D.6 of the EIWEIS, the operation of the Project, including the presence of new 
access or spur roads and new tower structures, could divide farni properties creating an obstacle to farming 
that impedes access to certain fields or plots, and creates irregularly shaped fields in which it will be 
difficult to maneuver faim equipment. New roadways could also disrupt drainage and imgation systems, 
affect the efficacy of windbreaks, fragment farms, and allow for the introduction of invaqive weeds within 
and around disturbed areas. These interferences could permanently decrease a,gricultural productivity in 
the arca. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact AG-4. Mitigation Measure AG-4a, listed below, 
will reduce Impact AG-4 to a less than significant level. 

AG-4a Locate transmission towers and pullingkpiicing stations to avoid agricultural operations. SCE 
shall site transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations in locations that minimize impacts to 
active agricultural opcrations. Specifically, SCE shall comply with the following measures whcn 
siting transmission towers and splicing'pulling stations within areas where active cultivated farm- 
land will be removcd through thc presencc of stnicturcs: 

0 SCE shall avoid orchal-ds, vineyards, row crops, and furrow-irrigated crops where towcrs will 
interferc with irrigation arid harvest activities. 

SCE shall avoid imgation canals and ditches 

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

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

SCE shall construct towers with heights and spacing to minimize safety hazards to aerial appli- 
cators flying in the Palo Verde Valley (CA) and other agricultural arcas. 

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

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SCE shall documcnt and provide proof of compliance with the above listed items 90 days prior to 
the start of Project construction. This documentation shall be submitted to the CPUC and the 
BLM for review and approval prior to the start of construction, and re\iewed with affected land- 
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owners during coordination presented in Mitigation Measure AG- 1 a (Establish agreement and coor- 
dinate construction activities with agricultural landowners). 

Rationale for Finding. Most opcrational impacts to agricultural operations from the Project will bc 
caused by the placement of structures in locations that will not allow existing farming practices. including 
the use of specialized equipment, to continue in their current manner. Therefore, iniplementation of 
Mitigation Measure AG-4a will reduce Impact AG-4 to a less than significant level by requiring SCE to 
adhere to certain factors when determining the final location of Pro-iect structures within agricultural 
ares,  Some of these factors include avoiding orchards, vineyards, row crops, and furrow-irrigated crops due 
to the density of crops and use of special maintenance equipment. Other factors require SCE to consider 
existing agriculture-relatcd practices, such as field boundarics, crop ali,ments, and aerial applicators; and 
stn~cturcs, such as irrigation facilities. canals, and ditches, in their final towcr locations. Proof of SCE’s 
compliance with this measure will be documcnted and provided to the CPUC and BLM. 

Reference. Scctioii D.6 of the EIWEIS provides a complete assessment of the impacts to agriculttiral 
operations caused by opcration of the Project. 

Irnpact AG-5: Consfruction Acfivities Iyill Conflict nifh a Ffilliamson Act Contract 

As discussed in Section D.6 of the EIREIS, construction of the Project will occur over 2.4 miles of land 
under Williamson Act contracts within the Palo Verde Valley in Riverside County, California. These con- 
struction activities will temporarily disturb 1 1.8 acres af Prime (Williamson Act) Agricultural Land. Per- 
forming coiistniction activities on lands under Williamson Act contracts will conflict with the objcctive of 
each contract. which is to preservc important agricultural land. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effccts on thc eiivironmcnt from impact AG-5. Mitigation Measurcs AG-la, idcntificd 
above under Impact AG-1. will reducc Impact AG-5 to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Finding. Requiring SCE to establish an agreement with agricultural landowners prior to 
construction will ensurc that landowners havc bceii coiisultcd and construction activities will creatc the 
least ainount of disturbancc to Williainson Act lands. Coordination with landowners will allow a mutually 
agreeablc construction schedule, which minimizes disturbance, to bc dcveloped. If temporary disturbancc 
does occur, SCE will restore the disturbed area to an agriculturally usable condition @e., pre-construction or 
other condition) agrced upon by the landowner. 

Reference. Section D.6 ofthc EIWEiS provides a complete assessment of the impacts to Williamson Act 
contracts caused by construction of the Project. 

V.2.6 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

As discusscd in Scctioii D.7 (Cultural and Paleontological Kcsources) of the EIR;EIS, record searches 
wcre conducted consisting of a rcview of relevant historic maps. excavation and survey reports, and 
paleontological data. Abundant cultural and paleontological resources data for the Project were availablc 
in archival facilities arid in existing reports as a result of previous studies conducted for the adjaccnt 
DPVl Project. Supplcmental field surveys werc conducted in order to verify the location of any 
previously idcntified cultural resourccs and to cover previously unsurvcyed lands within Areas of 
Potential Effect (APE), which are defined as all acreage that will be affected by new project development 
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and areas of temporary construction activity. For the purposes of the analysis in the E1R;EIS and based on 
NEPA and CEQA requirements. cultural resources are defined as places or objects that are important for 
historical. scientific, and religious reasons and are of concern to cultures, communities, groups, or 
individuals. These resources may include buildings and architectural remains, archaeological sites and 
other artifacts that provide evidence of past human activity, human remains, or a traditional cultural 
property (TCP). Paleontologic resources are a limited nonrenewable, very sensitive scientific and 
educational resource and, in California, are afforded protection under federal and Statc of California envi- 
ronmental legislation. 

Impact C-I: Consfruction of fhe projecf could cause an adverse change fo  known historic properties 

As discussed in Section D.7 of the EIWEIS, any ground-disturbing activity, including tower pad preparation 
and conns~wtion, grading of new access or spur roads, reconductoring activity, tower removal. transportation, 
storage, and maintenance of construction equipment and supplies, staging area and material yard prep- 
aration and use, and usc or irnprovcment of cxisting access roads has the potential to disturb known cultural 
rcsourccs. Impacts could also result from inadvertent trespass out of designated work areas or roads. 
Adversc effects to individual sites cannot be preciscly idcntified for all project arcas until the final tower 
locations arc dcfined, spccific tower locations are detemiincd, detailcd eiiginecring plans for all project roads 
,and facilities arc coniplcted, and h a 1  National Registcr of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligibihty of cultural 
resources has been asscssed. The APES for these activities have not becn detcrmined, thus planning for thcsc 
activities must account for thc sitcs recommended as eligible. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that cliangcs or alterations have been incorporatcd into the Project which mitigatc 
significant cffccts on the cnvironment from Impact C-1 to a less than significant lcvel. Tliese mcasurcs 
identified as C- 1 a through C- 1 g are included below. 

C-la lnventory and evaluate cultural resources in Final APE. Prior to construction and all other sur- 
face disturbing activitics, the Applicant shall have conducted and submitted for approval by the 
BLM and CPUC (and the USFS, OJI San Bernardino National Forest land and the TIIPO 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 
consultation with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SIIPO) 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 will be affected by tower pad 
conshiction, rcconductoring activities, access road installation, and transmission line construction 
and operation. At a minimum, field surveys shall be conducted along newly proposcd acccss 
roads, new construction yards, new tower sites, and any other projccted areas of potential ground 
disturbancc outside ofthe previously surveyed potential impact areas. Site-spccific field survcys also 
shall be undcrtaken at all projectcd areas of impact within the previously sui-veycd corridor 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 &all evaluate the significance of all affected cultural resources on the basis of surface 
observations and provide recommend&ions with regard to their eligibility for the National Register 
of I-Iistoric Ptaces (NRHP) or local registers. Preliminary determinations of NRI E' eligibility will 
be made by the BLM, in consultation with the CPUC and appropriate local governments, the 
USFS (on USFS land), and the appropriate SHPO or THPO. 
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C-lb Avoid and protect potentially significant resources. On tlic basis of preliminary National Rcgister 
of Historic Places (NRI-IP) eligibility assessments (Mitigation Measure C-1 a) the BLM and CPUC 
may require the relocation of the line, ancillary facilities, or temporary facilities or work areas, if any, 
where relocation will avoid or reduce damage to cultural resource values. Where operationally 
feasible, potentially NM-P-eligible resources shall be protected from direct project inipacts by 
project redesign. 

Where the BLM and CPUC decide drat potentially NRI-IP-eligibk cultma1 resources cannot be pro- 
tected from direct impacts by project redesign, the Applicant shall undertake additional studies to 
evaluate the resources’ NRIP-eligibility and to recommend further mitigative treatment. The 
naturc and extent of this evaluation shall be detennincd by the BLM in consultation with the CPUC 
and the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and shall be based on final project 
enginecring specifications. Evaluations will bc based on surfacc rcmains, subsuriace testing, archival 
and ethnographic r~sourccs, and in tlic fkamework of the historic contcxt and important research 
questions of the project area. Results of those evaluation studies and rccommcndations for mitigation 
of project effects shall be incoi-poratcd into a Historic Properties Treatment Plan consistent with 
Mitigation Measurc C-1 c (Develop and implcment Historic Properties Treatment Plan). 

All potentially NRHP-cligi ble rcsources (as dctcmined by tlic BLM and CPUC) that will not bc 
affectcd by direct impacts, but are within 50 fect of direct inipact arcas will be designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Arcas (ESAs). Protectivc fencing, or other markcrs, at the BLM’s dis- 
cretion, shall be erected and maintained to protect ESAs from inadvertent trespass for the dwdtion 
of construction in the vicinity. Construction penonnel and equipment shall be instructed on how to 
avoid ESAs. ESAs shall not be identified specifically its cultural resources, A monitoring program 
shall be developed as part of the Historic Properties Treatment Plan and implemented by the 
Applicant to ensure the effectiveness of ESAs. 

C-lc Develop and implement Historic Properties Treatment Plan. Upon approval of the inventory 
report and the National Register of Historic Places (NRI-IP)-eligibility evaluations by the BLM 
and CPUC, consistent with Mitigation Measures C-la (Inventory and evaluate cultural resources in 
Final APE) and C-lb (Avoid and protect potentially significant resources), the Applicant shall 
prepare and submit for approval a Historic Propei-tics Treatment Plan (HPTP) for NKHP-eligiblc 
cultural resources to mitigate or avoid identified impacts. Treatment of cultural resources shall follow 
thc procedures establishcd by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and other appropriate State and local regu- 
lations. Avoidance, recordation, and data rccovcry will be used as mitigation alternativcs. The HPTP 
shall be submitted to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval. 

As part of the HPTP, the Applicant shall prcpare a research dcsign and a scope of work for eval- 
uation of cultural resources and for data recovery or additional treatment of NW-eligible sites 
that cannot be avoided. Data recovery on most resources will consist of sample excavation and!’or 
surface artifact collection, and site documentation A possible exception will be a site where burials, 
cremations, or sacred features are discovered that cannot be avoided. 

The HPTP shall define and map all known NRI-IP-eligible properties in or within 50 feet of all 
project APES and shall identify the cultural values that contribute to their NIU-IP-eligibility. A cultural 
resources protection plan shall be included that details how NKHP-eligible properties will be avoided 
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and protected during construction. Measures shall include, at a minimum, designation and 
marking of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs), archaeological monitoring, personnel 
training, and effectivencss reporting. Tlic plan shall detail: what mcasurcs will be used: how, 
when, and where they will be implemented; and how protective measures and enforcenient will be 
coordinated with construction personnel. 

The IIPTP shall also define any additional areas that are considered to be of high-sensitivity for 
discoveiy of buricd "€'-eligible cultural resourccs, including burials, cremations. or sacred fea- 
tures. The HPTP shall dctail provisions for monitoring construction in thesc high-sensitivity areas. It 
shall also detail procedures for halting construction, making appropriate notifications to agencies, 
officials, and Nativc Americans, and assessing NRl IP-eligibility in the cvcnt that unknown cultural 
resources are discovered during construction. For all unanticipatcd cultural resource discoveries, 
the 1-IPTP shall detail the methods, the consultation procedures, and the timelines for assessing 
NRIIP-eligibility, formulating a mitigation plan, and implementing treatment. Mitigation and treat- 
ment plans for unanticipated discoverics shall bc approvcd by thc BLM and CPUC, appropriate 
local governnients, appropriate Native Americans, and the appropriate State I fistoric Preservation 
Officer prior to implementation. 

The I-IPTP shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results 
within one year of completion of field studies, curation of artifacts (except from private land) and 
data (maps, field notes, archival materials, recordings, reports, photograplis, and analysts' data) at a 
facility that is approved by BLM, and dissemination of reports to local and State repositories, 
libraries, and interested professionals. The BLM will retain ownership of artifacts collected from 
BLM managed lands. The Applicant shall attempt to gain permission for artifacts from privately 
held land to be curated with the other project collections. The I-IPTP shall specify that archaeolo- 
gists and other discipline specialists conducting the studies meet the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards (per 36 CFR 61). 

Conduct data recovery to reduce adverse effects. If National Register of Historic Places (NKHp)- 
eligible resources, as determined by the BLM and SHPO, cannot be protected from direct impacts 
of the Project, data-recovery investigations shall be conducted by the Applicant to reduce adverse 
effects to the characteristics of each property that contribute to its NRl-1P-eligibility. For sites eli- 
gible under Criterion d, significant data will be recovered through excavation and analysis. For 
properties eligible under Criteria a, b, or c, data recovery may include historical documentation, 
photopphy, collection of oral histories, architectural or engineering documentation, preparation of a 
scholarly work, or some form ofpublic awarencss or interpretation. Data gathered during the evaluation 
phase studies and the research design element of the Historic Properties Treatment Plan (I-IPTP) 
shall guide plans and data thresholds for data recovery; treatment will be based on the resource's 
research potential beyond that realized during resource recordation and evaluation studies. If data 
recovery is necessary, sampling for data-recovery excavations will follow standard statistical 
sampling methods, but sampling will be confined, as much as possible, to the direct impact area. 
Data-recovery methods, sample sizes, and procedures shall be detailed in the HPTP consistent 
with Mitigation Measure C-1 c (Develop and implement Historic Properties Treatment Plan) and 
implemented by the Applicant only after a,pproval by the BLM and CPUC. Following any field 
investigations required for data recovery, the Applicant shall document the field studies and 
findings, including an assessment of whether adequate data were recovered to reduce adverse 
pro-ject effects, in a brief field closure report. 'The field closure report shall be submitted to the BLM 
and CPUC for their review and approval, as well as to appropriate State repositories and local 
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government?. Construction work within 100 feet of cultural resources that require data-recovery 
fieldwork shall not begin until authorized by the BLM or CPUC, as appropriate. 

Monitor construction. The Applicant shall implement archaeological monitoring by a profes- 
sional archaeologist during subsurface construction disturbance at all locations identified in thc 
Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP). Full-time monitoring shall occur when ground-disturbing 
activities take place at all archaeological High-Sensitivity Areas described above and at all cultural 
resource Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs). These loca$ions and their protection boundaries 
shall be defined and mapped in the I-IPTP. Intermittent monitoring may occur in areas of mod- 
eratc archaeological sensitivity at the discretion of the BLM and CPUC. Archaeological monitoring 
shall bc conductcd by a qualified archaeologist familiar with the types of historical and pre- 
historic resourccs that could be encountered within the projcct, and under dircct supervision of a 
principal archaeologist. The qualifications of the principal archaeologist and archaeological mon- 
itors shall be approved by the BLM and CPUC. A Native American monitor may be required at 
culturally sensitive locations specified by the BLM following government-to-government consul- 
tation with Native American tribes. The monitoring plan in the HPTP shall indicate the locations where 
Native American monitors will bc required and shall specify the tribal affiliation of the required 
Native American monitor for each location. The Applicant sl~all retain and schedule any required 
Native American monitors. 

C-le 

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 
Bcrnardino National Forest. to the USFS, and on A@ Calieiite land to the THPO, for the duration 
of projcct construction. in the cvent that cultural resources arc not properly protectcd 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 incrcasc ef'fectiveness of ESAs. At thc discretion of thc BLM 
and CPUC. such initigation may includc, but not be limited to modification of protective measures, 
rcfienicnt of monitorjng protocols, data-recovery investigations, or paymcnt of compensatoiy 
damages in the form of non-destructive cultural resources studies or protection. 

Train construction personnel. All construction personnel shall be trained regarding the recognition 
of possible buried cultural remains and protection of all cultural resources, including prehistoric and 
historic resources during construction, prior ta the initiation of construction or ground-disturbing 
activities. Thc Applicant shall complete training for all construction personnel. Training shall 
inform all construction personnel of the procedures to be folIowed upon thc discovery of archaeo- 
logical materials, including Native American burials. Training shall inform all construction per- 
sonnel that Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) must be avoided and that travel and con- 
struction activity must be confined to designated roads and areas. All personnel shall be instructed 
that unauthorized collcction or disturbance of artifacts or other cultural matcrials 011 or off the 
right-of-way by the Applicant, his represcntatives, or employees d l  not be allowed. Violators 
will bc subject to prosecution undcr the appropriate State and fedcral laws and violations will be 
grounds for removal from the project. Unauthorized resource collection or disturbance may consti- 
tute grounds for the issuance of a stop work order, The following issues shall be addressed in 
training or in preparation for construction: 

c-1 f 

B-49 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/CFT’/sid 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 

ATTACHMENT B 

All construction contracts shall include clauses that require construction personnel to attend 
training so they are aware of the potential for inadvertently exposing buried archaeological 
deposits, their responsibility to avoid and protect all cultural resources. and the penalties for 
collection, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction of cultural resources. 

The Applicant shall provide a background briefing for supervisory construction personnel 
describing the potential for exposing cultural resources, the location of any potential ESA, 
and procedures and notifications required in the event of discoveries by project personnel or 
archaeological monitors. Supervisors shall also be briefed on the consequences of intentional or 
inadvertent damagc to cultural resources. Supervisoiy personnel shall enforce restrictions on 
collcction or disturbaiice of artifacts or other cultural resources. 

Upon discovcry of potential buried cultural materials by archacologists or construction per- 
sonnel, or damage to an ESA, work in the immediate area of the find shall be diverted and the 
Applicant’s archaeologist notified. Once thc find has becn inspccted and a preliminary asscss- 
merit niadc, the Applicant’s archaeologist will consult with the BLM or CPUC, as appropriatc, to 
make thc ncccssaxy plans for evaluation and treatment of thc find(s) or mitigation of adversc 
effects to ESAs. 

C-lg Minimize impacts at Harquahala Peak. SCE shall consult with BLM’s Phoenix Arcd Office to 
definc and implcmcnt thc most effective actions to reduce impacts of the proposed telecoinmu- 
nications tower at Harquahala Peak on cultural, visual, and recreational resources. Options for 
consideration shall include the following: 

0 SCE shall work with BLM to evaluate and analyze different locations for the communications 
facility, and shall document each site as to its adequacy for SCE’s needs. If a different site (or 
sites) appears to be feasible and acceptable to BLM, SCE shall complete biological and 
cultural resources surveys and provide reports to BLM. 

SCE shall design and finish the tower for the proposed new facility to emulate the existing 
facilities. In addition, the location of the proposed new tower shall be relocated to the place 
determined by BLM to minimize effects on the interpretive site. 

SCE shall provide visitor facilities or enhanced historic interpretive information in order to 
better convey to the public the scientific contributions that the Observatory has made to his- 
tory, and which make it worthy of NRHP listing under Criterion 3. 

SCE shall consult with CAP and BLM to develop a co-located communications facility requiring 
only one tower to serve both parties. 

Based on consultation with BLM, SCE shall relocate the laydown area to a site that mini- 
mizes effects on visitors to Hrtrquahala Peak. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

After consultation with BLM on the options defined above, SCE shall submit a revised descrip- 
tion of the Harquahala Peak facilities and laydown area along with detailed construction plaiis for 
review and approval by BLM’s Phoenix Area Office at least 60 days prior to the start of 
constniction. 

Rationale for Finding. Direct impacts may bc avoided through ininor dcsign modifications and Project 
eKects will be reduced to a less than significant level by the avoidance and protection activities listcd in the 
mitigation measures above; this is the preferred treatment for all cultural resources. Once final design is 
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completed and APE locations have been determined, additional surveys and evaluations must occur as 
discussed in Mitigation Measure C-la (Inventory and evaluate cultural resources in Final APE). Using 
cultural rehource studies conducted for this project. as well as past studies, known locations of cultural 
resourccs rccommended as NRHP-eligible have been detcrinined and should attempt to be avoided by 
project redcsign and engineering modifications as described in Mitigation Measure C-1 b (Avoid and protect 
potentially significant resources). If cultural resources are identificd through additional sumcys or con- 
struction activities, then Mitigation Measures C-IC (Develop and implement IIistoric Properties Treatment 
Plan), C-ld (Conduct data recovery to reduce adverse effects}, C-le (Monitor construction), and C-lf 
(Train constnlction personnel), are required to be irnplementcd by the SCE to eiisure disccwery. evaluation, 
and treatment of unknown buricd prehistoric and historical archacologcal sites. 

Reference. Section D.7 (Cultural Resources) of tlic EIRELS provides a complete assessment of the 
constniction-related impacts of the Project on cultui-a1 resources. 

Impact C-3: Construction of fhe project could cause an adverse chunge to Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCP) 

As discussed in Section D.7 of the EIR/EIS, any ground-disturbing activity, including tower pad preparation 
and construction, grading of new access or spur roads, rcconductoring activity, towcr removal, transportation. 
storage, and maintenance of construction equipmcnt and supplies, staging area and material yard prcparation 
and use. and usc or improvcment of existing access roads has thc potential to dishirb known cultural 
resources such as TCPs. Impacts could also result from inadvertent trcspass out of designated work areas or 
roads. To date, no TCPs have been identified for thc Projcct. Howcvcr, there is the possibility of encountering 
unknown TCPs. Therefore, TCPs will be significantly impacted by the Project if not mitigated to a less than 
significant level. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that ch*anges or alterations have been incorpordted into thc Projcct which mitigate 
sigpificant effects on the environment &om Impact C-3. Specifically, Mitigation Measure C-1 c identified 
above and Mitigation Measure C-3a included below will reduce Impact C-3 to a less than significant 
level. 

C-3a Complete consultation with Native American and other Traditional Groups. The Applicant 
shall provide assistance to the BLM, as requested by the BLM, to complete required government- 
to-government consultation with interested Native American tribes and individuals (Executive 
Memorandum of April 29, 1994 and Section 106 of the National IIistonc Preservation Act) and 
other Traditional Groups to assess the impact of the Project on Traditional Cultural Properties or 
other resources of Native American concern. As directed by the BLM, the Applicant shall undertake 
required treatments, studics, or othcr actions that result fiom such consultation. Written docu- 
mentation of the completion of all pre-constniction actions shall be submitted by thc Applicant and 
approved by the BLM at lead 30 days before commencement of construction activities. Actions that 
arc required during or aftcr construction shall bc dcfined, detailcd, and scheduled in the Historic 
Propertics Treatment Plan and implcmented by thc Applicant, consistent with Mitigation Measure 
C- lc  (Dcvelop and implemcnt Historic Properties Treatment Plan). 

\ 

Rationale f& Finding. The BLM, as the Federal Lead Agency under NEPA has only recently initiated 
required government-to-government consultation with appropriate Native American groups and notification to 
other public groups regarding project effects on traditiondl cultural values. Mitigation Measure C-3a ensures 
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that consul tation with Native American and other Traditional Groups are conducted and conipleted, and that if 
TCPs or other Native Amerivdn resources of concern are discovered a Historic Properties Treatment Plan is 
required to be prepred and implemented. 

Reference. Section D.7 (Cultural Resources) of the EIlUEIS provides a complete assessment of the Project 
impacts on traditional cultural properties. 

Impact C-4: Construction ofthe project could destroy or disturb significant paleontological resoiirces 

As shown in Table D.7-7 of Section D.7 (Cultural and Paleontological Resourccs), paleontological resources 
within thc Project corridor vary in scnsitivity from low to high. Paleontologically sensitive resources 
could bc inipactcd by Projcct construction. In addition, there is potcntial to encountcr undiscovered paleon- 
tological resources during Project construction. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changes or altcrations have been incorporated into tlic Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on thc cnvironment from Impact C-4. These measures arc identified as C-4a, C-4b, 
C-3c. C4d,  and C-4e (included below) will reduce Inipact C-4 to less than significant. 

C-4a Inventory paleontological resources in Final APE. Prior to construction and all other surface- 
disturbing activities, the Applicant shall ha~7c conducted and submitted for approval an inventory of 
potentially significant paleontological resources: based 011 field inspection of areas of high or 
undetermined paleontological sensitivity that will be affected by the project as determined by the 
BLM and CPUC. As part of the inventory report, the Applicant shall evaluate and refine the 
paleontological sensitivity modeling of sediments that will be affected. 

C-4b Develop Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan. The Applicant shall, upon approval of the 
paleontological inventory report by the BLM and CPUC, prepare and subnlit for approval a plan to 
mitigate identified impacts. The Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan shall identify 
construction impact areas of high sensitivity for encountering significant resources and the depths at 
which those resources are likely to be discovered. The Plan shall outline a coordination strategy to 
ensurc that all constniction disturbance in high sensitivity sediments will be monitored full-timc 
by qualificd professionals. Sediments of undetermined sensitivity will be spot-checkcd. The Plan 
shall detail the significance criteria to be uscd to dctcrmine which resourccs will be avoided or 
recovered for their data potential. The Plan shall also dctail methods of rccovery, post-excavation 
preparation and analysis of specimcns, final curation of specimens at a fedcrdlly recognized, 
accreditcd facility, data analysis, and reporting. The Plan shall spccify that all paleontological 
work undemken by the Applicant on public land shall be carried out by qualified professionals 
on a currently valid Paleontological Collecting Permit for the appropriate State. Notices to pro- 
ceed will be issued by the BLM and CPUC following approval of the Paleontological Monitoring 
and Treatment Plan. 

C-4c Monitor construction for paleontology. Based on the paleontological sensitivity assessment and 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan consistent with Mitigation Measure C-4b (Develop Paleontological 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan), the Applicant shall conduct full-time construction monitoring in 
areas where and when sediments of high paleontological sensitivity will be disturbed. Construc- 
tion activities shall be diverted when data recovery of significant fossils is warranted. 
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C-4d Conduct paleontological data recovery. If avoidance of significant paleontological rcsources is 
not feasible or appropriate, treatment (including recovery, specimen preparation, data analysis, 
curation, and reporting) shall be carried out by the Applicant, in accordance with the approved 
Treatment Plan per Mitigation Measure C-4b (Develop Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment 
Plan), 

C-4e Train construction personnel. All construction personnel shall be trained regarding the recog- 
nition of possible buried paleontological resources and protection of all paleontological resources 
during construction, prior to the initiation of construction or ground-disturbing activities. The 
Applicant shall complete training for all construction personnel. Training shall inform all 
construction personnel of the procedures to be followed upon the discovery of paleontological 
materials. Training shall inform all construction personnel that Environmentally Scnsitivc Areas 
(ESAs) must be avoided and that travel and construction activity must be confined to dcsignated 
roads and areas. All personncl shall be instructed that unauthorized collcction or disturbance of 
federally protected fossils on or off the right-of-way by the Applicant. his represcntatives, or 
employees will not be allowed. Violators will bc subject to prosecution undcr thc appropriatc State 
and fcderal laws and will be grounds for rcnioval from the projcct. Unduthorizcd rcsource collec- 
tion or disturbance may constitute grounds for the issuance of a stop work order. The following 
issues shall be addressed in training or in preparation for construction: 

0 All construction contracts shall include clauses that require construction personnel to attend 
training so they are aware of the potential for inadvertently exposing buried paleontological- 
deposits, their responsibility to avoid and protect all such resources, and the penalties for 
collection, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction of paleontological resources. 

The Applicant shall provide a background briefing for supervisory construction personnel 
describing the potential for exposing paleontological resources, the location of any potential 
ESA. and procedures and notifications required in the event of discoveries by project per- 
sonncl or paleontological monitors. Supcilrisory personncl shall cnforce rcstrictions on 
collection or disturbance of fossils. 

Upon discovery of potential buried paleontological materials by paleontologists or construc- 
tion personnel, work in the immediatc area of the find shall bc diverted and thc Applicant's 
paleontologist notified. Once the find has been inspccted and a prcliminary assessment made, 
the Applicant's paleontologist will notify the BLM and CPUC and proceed with data recovcry 
in accordance With thc approved Trcatnicnt Plan consistcnt with Mitigation Mcasurc C-4b 
(Develop Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan). 

0 

0 

Rationale for Finding. The mitigation measurcs require invcntory of palcontological resources once a 
final APE has bcen established to cnsure that paleontological resources are avoided to the greatest cxtcnt 
feasible. However, additional measures allow provisions for the discovery and treatment of significant 
fossil remains in the event that they are encountered during construction, and will reduce project effects to 
paleon tological resources. 

Reference. Section D.7 (Cultural Paleontological Resources) of the EIWEIS provides a complete assess- 
ment of Project impacts on paleontological resources. 
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Irrpact C-5: Operation and long-term presence of the project could cause an adverse change to known 
Izistoric properties 

Direct and indirect impacts may occur to historic properties within and in the vicinity of the projcct area 
during operation and long-term presence of the Project from Impact C-5. Direct impacts could result from 
maintenance or repair activities, while increased erosion could result as an indirect project impact. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changcs or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti-ate 
significant effects on the environment. Impacts are significant, but can be mitigated to a level that is less 
than significant by implementing site protection measures and monitoring procedures, as detailed in 
Mitigation Measure C-2 a and C-5a belou7, in addition to C-3a, above. 

C-2a Consult agencies and Nath7e Americans. If human remains are discovered during construction, all 
work will be diverted fiom the area of the discovery and the BLM authorized officer will be 
informed immediately. The Applicant shall follow all State and federal laws, statutes, and regula- 
tions that govern the treatment of human remains. The Applicant shall assist and support the BLM 
in all required government-to-government consultations with Native Americans and appropriate 
agencies and commissions, as requested by the BLM. The Applicant shall comply with and imple- 
mcnt all requircd actions and studies that result from such consultations, as directcd by the BLM. 

C-5a Protect and monitor NREIP-eligible properties. The Applicant shall des ig  and implement a 
long-term plan to protect National Register of Historic Places (NMP)-eligible sites from direct 
impacts of project operation and maintenance and from indirect impacts, such as erosion that result 
from the presence of the prqiect. The plan shall be developed in consultation with the BLM to 
design measures that will be effective against project maintenance impacts and pro-ject-related 
vehicular impacts. The plan shall also include protective measures for NRHP-eligible propei-ties 
within the DPV corridor that will experience operational and access impacts as a result of the 
Proposed Project. The proposed measures may include restrictive fencing or gates, pmnanent access 
road closures, signage, stabilization of erosion. site capping, site patrols, and interpretive/ 
educational programs, or other measures that will be effective for protecting NRHP-eligible prop- 
erties, The plan shall be property specific and shall include provisions for monitoring and reporting 
its effectiveness and for addressing inadequacies or failures that result in damage to NRHP-eligible 
properties. The plan shall be submitted to the BLM and CPUC for review and approval at least 30 
days prior to project operation. 

Monitoring of selected sites shall be conducted annually by a professional archaeologist for a 
period of five years. Monitoring shall include inspection of all site loci and defined surface fea- 
tures, documented by photographs from fixed photomonitorinz stations aid written observations. 
A monitoring report shall be submitted to the BLM and CPUC within one month following the 
annual resource monitoring. The report shall indicate any properties that have been impacted by 
erosion or vehicle or maintenance impacts. For properties that have been impacted, the Applicant shall 
provide recommendations for mitigating impacts and for improving protective measures. After 
the fifth year of resource monitoring, the BLM or CPUC, as appropriate, will evaluate the 
effectiveness of the protective measures and the monitoring program. Based on that evaluation, the 
BLM or CPUC may rquire that the Applicant revise or refine the protective measures, or alter the 
monitoring protocol or schedule. If the BLM does not authorize alteration of the monitoring 
protocol or schedule, those shall remain in effect for the duration of project operation. 
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If the annual monitoring program identifies adverse effects to National Register of Historic Places 
(NRIJP)-eligible properties from operation or long-term presence of the project, or if, at any time, 
the Applicant. BLM or CPUC become aware of such adverse effects, the Applicant shall noti@ the 
BLM and CPUC immediately and implemnmt initigation for advcrse changcs, as directed by thc BLM 
and CPUC. At the discrction of the BLM and CPUC, such mitigation may includc, but not bc 
limited to modification of protcctive measurcs, refincment of monitoring protocols, data-recovery 
investigations, or payment of compensatory damages in tlie form of non-destructive cultural 
resources studies or protection. 

Rationale for Finding. Consultation with Native American groups requires SCE to ensure discovery, 
evaluation, and treatment of unknown buried prehistoric and historical archaeological sites and buried 
Native American human remains. By requiring SCE to protect and monitor NN-IP-eligible properties, 
ensures that tlie CPUC aiid BLM haw the option of modifying protective measures during Project opera- 
tion, refining the monitoring protocols. requiring data-recoveiy investigations, or requiring the payment of 
compensatory damages in the form of non-destructive cultural resources studies or protection. 

Reference. Section D.7 (Cultural and Paleontological Rcsources) of tlic EIWEIS provides a complete 
assessment of the operational impacts of thc Project on cultural resources. 

Cumulative construction project activities could impuct unknown cultural and puleon foiogicai resources 

As described in Table F-1 of’ Section F (Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) of the EIWEIS, there are 
approximately 85 projects in the planning or construction phases within a 5-mile-wide comdor sur- 
rounding the Project that have the potential to adversely affect cultural and paleontological resources. 
However, no cultural resourcc sites are known to exist within the geographic scopc for cumdativc analysis. 
Typically, cultural and paleontological rcsources arc identified as part of the permitting process for indi- 
vidual undertakmgs, and often are discovered only during ground disturbing activities. Applicablc laws 
and rcgdations afford specific protections to discovercd rcsources, Unknown, unrecorded cultural or 
paleontological rcsources may bc found at ncarly any development site. Therefore, there is a potential for 
signifkant cumulative impacts. APMs C-1 through C-11, P-1, B-3, B-17, W-1, W-3, W-9, (3-10, G-11, 
and L-3 have been incorporated into the Project to reduce Project effects on cultural and paleontological 
resources. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changcs or alterations haw becn incorporated into the Projcct which miti- 
gate significant cumulative effects of the Project. With implementation of Mitigation Measures C- la 
through C-lg, C-2a, C-3a, C-4a through C-4e. and C-521, cumulative effects on cultural and paleonto- 
logical resources will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Finding. As they are discovered, cultural sites are recorded and information retrieved. If 
the nature of the resource requires it, the resource is protected. When discovered, cultwal and paleonto- 
logical resources are treated in accordance with applicable federal and State laws and regwlations as well 
as the mitigation measures and permit requirements applicable to a project. Should resources be dis- 
covered they will be sub-ject to legal requirements designed to protect them. 

Reference. Section F (Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) of the EIWEIS provides a complete assessment 
of the cumulative impacts of the Project on cultural and paleontological resources. 
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V.2.7 Noise 

To gathcr inforination regarding the noise effects of the Project, applicable noise rcgulatioiis were col- 
lectcd for each affected jurisdiction. In addition, field surveys werc donc to idcntify noise-sensitive receptors 
along the Project route, Noise-sensitive land uses are defined as land uses that are susceptible to noise 
disturbances resulting from either construction or operation of the Project. In general, residential, edu- 
cational institutions, recreational facilities, and public facilities (e.g., religious facilities. health care 
facilities) are considered to be noise-sensitive receptors uses for purposes of the EIWEIS. Sensitive 
receptors identified in the analysis include those that are located immediately ad-jacent to the Project route 
that will be affected by constnlction and operation activities. For the purposes of the analysis in the EIR’EIS 
and based on NEPA and CEQA requirements, noise impacts are those that exceed local noise regulations 
for constniction noise and any area wherc operational noisc would increasc ambient noise conditions 
more than 3 dBA to a sensitive receptor. 

Impact N-I: Construction noise could suhstuntiully disturb sensitive receptors or violute local rules, 
standurds, anflor ordirtunces 

As discussed in Section D.8 (Noise) of the EWEIS, noise generated by both on-site and mobile constmc- 
tion activities along thc cntirc Project routc will teinporarily disrupt existing rcccptors. Thc construction of 
the Project will bring traffic and construction noisc from heavy construction equipment on temporary and 
permanent acccss roads, moving building materials to thc tower sites and rcturning to construction staging 
areas. This noise will have the potential to impact residences, recrcational land uses (parks, wildemcss 
areas), public facilities (schools, memorial parks), and retail and comicrcial busincsscs. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that Best Management Practices utilized during construction and incorporatcd 
into thc Project will mitigatc significant noise effects on the environment from Impact N-1 to a less than sig- 
nificant level. This measure is identified as N-la bclow. 

N-la Implement best management practices for construction noise. SCE sliall employ the follow- 
ing noise-suppression techniques to minimize the impact of teniporary construction noise and avoid 
possible violations of local rules, standards, and ordinances: 

0 Construction noise shall be confined to daytime, weckday hours (c.g., 7:OO a.m. to 6:OO pm.) or 
an alternative schedule established by the local jurisdiction: 

Construction equipment shall USC noise reduction feahires (e.g., mufflcrs and cngine shrouds) 
that are no less effective than those originally installed by the manufacturer; 

Construction traffic shall be routed away from residences and schools, where feasible; 

Unnecessary construction vchicle use and idling time shall bc minimized to the cxtent feasible. 
The ability to limit construction vehicle idling time is dependent upon the sequence of construc- 
tion activities and whcn and where vchicles are necdcd or stagcd. A “common sense” approach to 
vehicle use shall be applied; if a vehicle is not required for use immediately or continuously for 
construction activitics. its engine should be shut ofY. (Note: certain equipment, such as large diesel- 
powered vehicles, require extended idling for warm-up and repetitive construction tasks.) 

0 

0 

0 

Rationale for Finding. Most construction impacts will be addressed by limiting construction hours con- 
sistent with local jurisdiction noise ordinances, the use of muffling devices on construction equipment 
(where applicable); construction vehicle routes avoiding sensitive noise receptors (where feasible), and con- 
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struction vehicles shutting off engine power to avoid long idling times near receptors, As construction activ- 
ities are considered short-term and temporary in nature, by instigating the measures outlined in N- 1 a, 
construction noise impacts will be reduced. 

Reference. Section D.8 (Noise) provides a complete assessment of the construction noise impacts of the 
Project. 

Ciirnulative construction noise could result in a temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels or violate local noise rules, standards, and/or ordinances 

As discussed in Section F of the EWE& there is the possibility that a varicty of projects will occur at the 
same time as project construction. Some will occur within one-quartcr mile of project-related construction 
activities. In the areas where project construction may occur simultaneously with other development, the 
combined effects of noise generated by the Project and other development will impact sensitive receptors 
cumulatively. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that Best Management Practices utilized during construction and incorporated 
into the Prqject will mitigate cumulative noise effects on the environment from to a less than significant 
level. This measures is identified as N-la above under the discussion for Impact N-1. 

Rationale for Finding. Project specific noise impacts will be addressed by linii ting construction hours 
consistent with local jurisdiction noise ordinances, the use of muffling devices on construction equipment 
(where applicable), construction vehicle routes avoiding sensitive noise receptors (where feasible), and con- 
struction vehicles shutting off engine power to a~70id long idling times near receptors. Mitigation Measure 
N-la will limit the noise impacts of the Project, and the limited likelihood of project noise impacts 
occurring simultaneously with other construction will ensure that project construction noise is not 
cumulatively considerablc and lcss than significant. 

Reference. Section F (Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) provides a complete assessment of the cumulative 
construction noise impacts of the Project. 

V.28 Transportation and Traffic 

To gather information regarding the traffic and trailsportation effects of the Project, applicable traffic 
regulations were collected for each af'fected jurisdiction, including those identified in jurisdictional Gen- 
eral Plans and those outlined by the applicable Department of Transportations. In addition, data for the 
transportation network were collected and analyzed from the following sources: highway maps; route 
alignmcnt maps obtained from SCE; and othcr maps from various rcpoi-ts and websitcs from the affectcd 
State and local agencies. Traffic volume data were obtained from agcncy wcbsites and rcports. Lane 
information was obtained fi-om aerial photographs and field reconnaissance. A complete list of these 
sourccs is availablc in Scction D.9, Transportation & Traffic, of thc ElR/ElS. 

For the purposes of the analysis in the ELWEIS and based on NEPA and CEQA rcquirements, trans- 
mission line projcct impacts to the ground transportation systcm (roads and railroads) during construction 
could occur during installation of towers and the stringing of conductors, as these activities would 
interface with the public roadway system at numcrous locations along the Project route. In addition, 
aviation impacts could occur should a project structurc, crane, or wires bc positioned such that it could 
adversely affect aviation activities. 
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Inipact T-7: Construction vehicles and equipntent will potentially cause physical damage to roads in 
the project area 

As discussed in Scction D.9 (Transportation and Trai%ic) of the EWEIS, the usc of hcavy trucks aiid other 
equipment used during construction activities for the project could potentially cause physical daniagc and/or 
deterioration of the su+ace on the roadways that will provide access to the Project alignment. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that repairing any damaged roadways or roadway features as a result of con- 
struction activities will mitigatc significant kaffic impacts related to physical roadway damage to the 
environment from Impact T-7 to a less than significant level. This activity is incorporated into the Project 
as Mitigation Measure T-7a below. 

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 activities, as determined 
by the CPUC Environmental Monitor or the affected public agency, SCE shall coordinate repairs 
with the ai'fected public agencies and ensure that any such damage is repaired to the pre-construction 
condition within 60 days from the end of all construction within each affected county. 

Rationale for Finding. Most construction activities will be localized at the point of construction, however, 
construction vehicle use could damage existing roadways and roadway facilities, including sidewalks. During 
construction. CPUC Environmental Monitors will be located on-site and will report any damage to SCE 
requiring repair. In addition, local jurisdictions and public agencies can report any damage caused by 
constniction-related use to SCE requiring repair. As construction activities are considered short-term and 
tcmporary in nature, by implcmcnting the mcasures outlincd in T-7a, constmction impacts related to 
physical damagc to roadways and facilities will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.9 (Transportation and Traffic) provides a coniplete assessment of Project construction 
traffic impacts. 

V.2.9 Public Health and Safety 

The Public IIealth and Safety section of the EIWEIS analyzed the effects of the Project for two issues. 
First, Sections D.10.6 through D. 10.10 examined the potential for environmental contamination and 
hazardous materials as a result of the Project in Impacts P-1 through P-4. To evaluate the effects of 
environmental containination and hazardous materials. the CPUC and BLM examiiicd the existing and 
past land uses traverscd by thc project aiid reviewed environmental databascs listing known active 
hazardous waste sites. Cumulativc impacts werc found to bc the same as the Project impacts and will be 
reduced to be less than significant through the iniplementation of mitigation. Second, while not 
considcring electric and magnetic fields in the coiitext of CEQA and NEPA, Sections D.lO.ll through 
D.10.12 providc information about clcctTic and magnetic fields and other electrical ficld issues in Impacts 
PS-1 through PS-6. The examination of electric and magnetic fields and other electrical field issues was 
based on mmgnetic field computer modeling results for the lenagh of the Project. 

Impact P-1: Soil contamination could result from improper Izandlirzg and/or storage ofhazardous 
materiuls during construction activities 

As discussed in Section D.10 of the EIWEIS, hazardous niaterials such as vehicle fuels, oils, and other 
vehicle maintenance fluids will be used and stored in staging yards during construction. There is potential 
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for incidents involving release of gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, hydraulic fluid, and lubricants from vehicles or 
other equipment or the release of solvents, adhesives, or cleaning chemicals from construction activities. 
Spills and leaks of hazardous materials during construction activities could result in soil contamination. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changes or altcrations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact P-1. These measures are identified as P-la, P-lb, 
P- 1 c, and P-1 d, and are included below. 

P-la Develop Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan. A Hazardous 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 inaintemance of the project. SCE shall document c o q l i -  
ance by submitting the plan to the CPUC or BLM or USFWS, as appropriate, for review and approval 
at least 60 days before the start of construction. 

Conduct environmental &aining and monitoring program. An environmental training program 
shall be established to communicate environmental concern and appropriate work practices. inchd- 
ing spill prevention, emergency response measures, and proper Best Management Practice (BMP) 
implementation, to all field personnel prior to the start of constniction. The training program shall 
emphasize site-specific physical conditions to improve hazard prevention (e.€., identification of 
potcntially hazardous substances) and shall include a rcview of all site-specific plans. including but 
not limitcd to, thc project’s Storm Watcr Pollution Prcvcntion Plan and the Hazardous Substances 
Control and Emergency Responsc Plan. SCE shall documcnt compliance by (.a) submitting to the 
CPUC or BLM or USFWS, as approprkte, far rcvicw and approval an outline of thc proposed Envi- 
ronmental 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-lb 

Best Management Practices, as identified in the project Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
and the Hazardous Substanccs Control and Emergency Response Plan, shall be implemented 
during the construction of the project to minimize the risk of an accidental release and provide the 
necessary information for emergency response. 

P-lc Ensure proper disposal of construction waste. All non-hazardous construction and demolition 
waste, including trash and litter. garbage, and other solid waste shall be disposed of properly. 
Petroleum 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. 

P-ld Maintain emergency spill supplies and equipment. Hazardous material spill kits shall be main- 
tained at all construction sites for small spills. This shall include oil-absorbent material, tarps, and 
storage drums to be used to contain and control any minor releases. Emergency spill supplies and 
equipment shall be kept adjacent to all work areas and staging areas, and shall be clearly marked. 
Detailed information for responding to accidental spills and for handling any resulting hazardous 
materials shall be provided in the project’s Hazardous Substances Control and Emergency 
Rcsponse Plan. 

Rationale for Finding. While SCE’s Application indicated that they will prepare a Hazardous Substance 
Control and Emergency Response Plan to reduce impacts to soil contamination, Mitigation Measures 
P-la, P-1 b, P-IC, and P-ld formalize the preparation of this plan and spccify proccdures that will reduce the 
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potential for soil conlainination. Additionally, the environmental training and monitoring program 
described in Mitigation Measure P-lb ensures that all field personnel are aware and traintd in the imple- 
mentation of these procedures. Consequently, if a spill or leak of hazardous inaterials were to occur, 
personnel will be able to respond in a manner that will limit soil contamination. 

Reference. Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety) of the EWEIS provides a conipiete assessment of 
the soil contamitxation impacts of the Project during construction. 

Impact P-2: Residual pesticides and/or herbicidm could he encountered during grading or excavation 
in agricultural areas 

The prescnce of rcsidual pesticide and herbicide contamination of the soil andor groundwater in the agri- 
cultural areas along the route represents a potentially significant impact due to the potential health hazards 
associated with exposure of construction workers and the public to contaminated soil. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have becn incorporated into the Projcct which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment fiom Impact P-2. This measure identified as P-2a is included 
below. 

P-2a Iden@ pesticideherbicide contamination. Soil samples shall be collected in construction areas 
where the land has historically or is currently being fanned to identify the possibility of and to delin- 
eate the extent of pesticide and/or herbicide contamination. Excavated materials containing elevated 
levels of pesticide or herbicide will require special handling and disposal procedures. Standard dust 
suppression procedures (as defined in Mitigation Measure AQ la) shall be used in constiuction areas 
to reduce airborne emissions of these contaminants and reduce the risk of exposure to workers and the 
public. Regulatory agencies for the states of Arizona or California (as appropriate) and the appropriate 
county shall bc contacted to provide oversight regarding the handling, treatment, and/or disposal 
options. 

Rationaie for Finding. Although SCE identified APMs W-3 and W-1 1 to incorporate erosion control and 
hazardous material plans in the construction bidding specifications for thc Project, the identification of 
pesticide and Iierbicide contamination as required in Mitigation Mcasure P-2a details procedures that will 
reduce the impacts of pesticides andor herbicides on workers associated with the Project or the general 
public in the vicinity of the Projcct. The procedures will ensure the coinpliancc of the Project with the 
appropriate agencics in Arizona and California. 

Reference. Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety) of the EIlUEIS providcs a complcte assessment of 
the impacts of the Project on residual pesticides andlor herbicides. 

Iinpuct P-3: Encounteritig unknown preexisting con famination duritag excavation or grading 

Previously unknown soil contamination associated with industrial contamination (e.g., solvents, hydro- 
carbons, heavy metals, etc.) could be encountered during grading or excavation, particularly at or near the 
Harquahala Generating Station switchyard. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the eiivironment fiom lmpact P-3. This measure identified as P-3a is inctuded 
below. 
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P-3a Observe exposed soil for evidence of contamination. During grading or cxcavation work, the con- 
struction contractor shall observe the exposed soil for visual evidence of contamindtion. If viswal 
containination indicators are observed during construction, the contractor shall stop work until the 
material is properly characterized a i d  appropriate measures are taken to protect hurnan health and the 
environment. The contractor shall comply with all local, State: and federal requirements for sampling 
and testing, and subsequent removd, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally. in 
thc cvent that evidence of contamination is observed, the contractor shall document the exact location 
of the contamination and shall immcdiately notify thc CPUC or BLM, describing proposed actions. A 
weckly report listing encounters with contaminatcd soils and describing actions taken shall bc 
submitted to the CPUC or BLM. 

Rationale for Finding. As describcd above fcir the idcntification of pesticides andlor herbicides, rcquiring 
SCE to evaluatc exposed soils for evidence of contamination will ensure that mcasurcs are implemcntcd 
to protect the hcalth of workers associated with thc Project along with the public in the vicinity of 
construction activities. Thc submittal of wcekly reports to tlic CPUC and BLM will also ensure the 
compliance of activitics with local, Statc, and federal requircnicnts. 

Reference. Section D. 10 (Public Health and Safety) of the ElRElS provides a coinplete assessment of 
the impacts of thc Project on preexisting contamination. 

1 nipact P-4: Soil cotitantination front accidental spill or release of Itazardous materials during project 
operations and maintenance 

Soil contamination could result from accidental spills or releascs of hazardous materials at the Harquahala 
Junction Switchyard andor the series capacitor bank during facility operations. This could potentially 
result in exposure of facility and maintenance workers and the public to hazardous materials. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changes or altcrations havc been incorporated into thc Project which miti- 
gate signifkant effccts on the environment from lmpact P-4. This measure idcntificd as P-4a is includcd 
below. 

P-4a Prepare Spa Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control Plans. To minimize, avoid, andor clean up 
unforeseen spill of hazardous materials during operation of thc proposed fzilitics, SCE shall update or 
prepre, if nccessary, the Spill Prevcntion, Countermeasure, and Control plan for each substation, 
series capacitors, and thc switchyard. SCE shall document conipliance by providing a copy of the Spill 
Prcvention, Control, and Countemeam-es plans to the CPUC or BLM or USE'WS, as appropriate, for 
review and approval at least 60 days before the start of operation 

Rationale for Finding. As described above for hipact P-1, preparation of the Spill Prevention, Counter- 
measure, and Control Plans formalizes the procedures ncccssary to limit soil contamination during an 
accidental spill or release, thereby protecting the health of workers and the general public. Submittal of 
the plans to the CPUC, BLM, or USFWS, ensures that these agencies know what is required of SCE in case 
of a spill or release so that they can also prepare accordingly. 

Reference. Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety) of the EIREIS provides a complete assessment of 
the soil contamination impacts of the Project while in operation. 
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Impact PS-I: Radio and Televhion Interference 

Although corona can generate high frcqucncy encrgy that may intcrfere with broadcast signals or clcc- 
tronic equipmcnt, this is generally not a problem for transmission lines. Gap discharges or arcs can also 
be a source of high frequency energy that may interfere with broadcast signals or electronic equipment. 
Corona or sap discharges related to high fiequency radio and televisioii interference impacts are dependent 
upon several factors includiig the strength of broadcast signals and are anticipated to be very localized if 
it occurs. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations hdw been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact PS-I. These measures are identified as PS- 1 a, 
PS-lb. and PS-lc and are included below. 

PS-la Limit the conductor surfaee electric gradient. As part of the desijp and coixtruction process for the 
Proposed Project, the Applicant shall limit the conductor surface electric gradient in accordance with 
the IEEE Radio Noise Design Guide 

P S l b  Document and resolve electronic interference complaints. After energizing the transmission line, 
SCE shall respond to and document all radio:’television/equipnient interference coinplaints received 
and the responsive action taken. These records shall be d e  available to the CPUC for review upon 
request. All unresolved disputes shall be referred by SCE to the CPUC for resolution. 

PS-lc Coordinate with Kofa NWR to prevent radio interference. Pnor to construction, SCE shall 
coordinate with Kofa NatioKdl Wildlife Refuge to determine my additional desigp, phning, or shielding 
measures that are necessary to prevent radio interference within the Refige. 

Rationale for Finding. By limiting the conductor surface electric gradient as proposed in Mitigation 
Measure PS-la, SCE reduces the overall potential for television and radio interference. By recording and 
responding to complaints about interference, as proscribed in Mitigation Measure PS-lb, SCE can locate 
and correct individual sources of adverse radio/television interference impacts on the power lines or can 
shield or correct electronic equipment such as computcr monitors can through the use of sotturarc. For Kofa 
NWK, whcrc radio intei-ference fi-om corona or gap discharges could interferc with law enforcement and 
emergency communications as well as with tracking radio collared animals near the transmission lines, 
coordination with Kofa NWK will limit radio interference during operation of the Project. 

Reference. Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety) of the ELREIS provides a complete asscssinent of 
the radio and television interference impacts of the Projcct while in operation. 

Impact PS-2: Induced Currents and Shock Huzurds in Joint Use Corridors 

Induced currents and voltages on conducting objects near the transmission lines represent a potential 
significant impact that can be mitigated. These impacts do not pose a threat in the environment if the con- 
ducting abjeds are properly grounded. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from Impact PS-2. This measurc identified as PS-2a is included 
below. 
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PS-2a Implement grounding measures. As part of the siting and comh-uction proccss for the Proposed 
Project, SCE shall identify objects (such as fences, metal buildings; and pipelines) within and near the 
right-of-way that have tlie potential for induced voltages and shall inlplement electrical groundmz of 
metallic objects in acconlance with SCE's standards. The identification of objects shall document the 
threshold electric field strength and metallic object size at which grounding becomes necessary. 

Rationale for Finding. Mitigation Measure PS-2a requires SCE to implement procedures to identify and 
properly ground objects near the Project which will prevent shock hazards to workers and the general 
public in the vicinity ofthe Project. 

Reference. Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety) of the EIEEIS provides a complete assessment of 
induced currents and shock hazards associated with the Project while in operation. 

V.2.10 Air Quality 

As discussed in Scction D. 11 (Air Quality) of the EIRWIS, impacts to air quality as a result of Project 
construction and operation was based on federal, State, and local regulations. Local agencies have rep-  
lations for visible emissions, nuisances, and fugitive dust with which all project activities would need to 
comply, include the Maricopa County Air Quality Department (MCAQMD) and the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The United States Environmental Protection Agency (US. EPA), 
California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the local air districts chsify an area as akiinrnent. unclassified, 
or nonattainment depending on whether or not the monitored ambient air quality data shows compliance, 
insufficient data available, or non-compliance with the arrbient air quality standards, respectively. Impacts 
were determined based on activities associated with the Project to generate emissions of air pollutants that 
would exceed those thrcsholds identified in Section D.ll. Air Quality, of the EiR/ElS. in addition, a land 
use suiuey was conducted to identi@ air quality sensitive reccptors (e.g., local residcnces, schools, hospitals, 
churches, recreational facilities) in the gcneral vicinity of the Projcct alignment. Project-gcnerated emissions 
on these receptors were also analyzed. 

Iinpact AQ-1: Construction will generate dust and exhaust emissions 

As discussed in Section D.11 (Air Quality) of the ETREIS, dust and exhaust generated during construc- 
tion will create significant impacts along the entire Project located within air basins managed by the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ). A relatively large construction effort will occur in 
La Paz County at locations far from paved roads. Daily construction emissions will be potentially 
significant for PMlO within the ADEQ jurisdiction. The jurisdiction of the ADEQ includes the following 
projcct componcnts inside the ADEQ, including all of La Paz County and the following projcd components: 

In addition. the following Alternativc segments will result in construction activities within the ADEQ that 
will result in potentially significant impacts for PMlO emissions: 

Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternativ-e 
0 

Construction of 248 new towcrs and 75 milcs of transinission liiic 
Consti-uction of a tclccommunications facility with an emergency engine on Harquahala Mountain 
Access and spur road construction and repair 

Desert Southwest Transmission Project Alternative 
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Finding. The CPUC finds that changcs or altcrations have been incorporated into the Project which 
mitigate significant effects on tlie environment froin Impact AQ- la to a less than significant level. Spe- 
cifically, the following mitigation measures have been incorporated in the Project to address significant air 
quality emission increases on the environment during construction in the ADEQ jurisdiction: 

AQ-la Develop and lmplement a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan. SCE shall develop and imple- 
ment a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan (FDECP) for construction work. Measures to be 
incorporated into the plan include, but are not limited to the APMs (A-1 and A-5 through A-7) 
and the following, which also incorporate and revise the requirements of APMs A-2 through A-4 to 
make them definitive and enforceable: 

CARB certified non-toxic soil binders shall be applied to all active unpaved roadways, unpaved 
staging areas, and unpaved parking arca(s) throughout construction (as allowed by respon- 
sible agencics such as the BLM or USFWS) in amounts inecting manufacturer’s recommcn- 
dations to meet the CARB certification fiigitive dust reduction cfficiency of 84 pel-cent. 

Water the disturbed arcas of the active construction sites, whcre C A M  ccrtificd soil bindcrs 
have not bcen applied. at least three times per day. 

Enclose, cover, water three timcs daily, or apply non-toxic soil bindcrs according to man- 
ufacturer’s specifications to exposed pilcs with a 5 percent or greatcr silt content. 

Install wheel washers/clcaners or wash thc whcels of micks and otlicr heavy equipinent where 
vehiclcs exit thc site or unpaved access roads and swecp paved strects daily with water 
sweepcrs if visible soil material from thc consti-uctioii sites or unpavcd access roads aic 
carried onto adjacent public strcets 

Establish a vegctative ground cover or allow natural rcvegetation to occur on tcmporady &s- 
turbcd areas following the coniplctioii of construction (in compliance with biological resources 
impact mitigation measures), or otherwise create stabilized surfaces on all unpaved areas at 
each of the construction sites within 2 1 days after active construction operations have ceased. 

Increase the frequcncy of watering, or implement other additional fugitive dust mitigation 
nieasures, to all disturbed fugitive dust emission sources when wind speeds (as instantaneous 
wind gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour (mph). 

Travel route planning will be conipleted to identify required travel routes to minimize 
unpaved road travel to each construction site to the extent feasible. 

Rationale for Finding. During construction of the Project within the ADEQ air basins. the maximum 
daily PMlO emissions will be dominated by the unpaved road dust emissions. As a result, use of CARB 
certified soil binders on unpaved roads will be necessary to reduce emissions to bclow the significance 
criteria of 2%) tons per ycar of PMIO. For the potentially significant PMlO cniissions within thc ADEQ, the 
use of Mitigation Measure AQ-la .?vi11 reducc the construction impact to a less than significant level. 

Reference. Section D.11 (Air Quality,) provides a complete assessment of the air quality inipacts of the 
Project. 
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V.2.11 Hydrology and Water Resources 

As discusscd in Section D. 12 (Hydrology and Watcr Resources), the hydrologic and water resources analysis 
prcpared for thc Project was based on data collected &om FEMA, US. Geologic Survey, Statc Watcr 
Resources Control Board, and the ADEQ, as well as from field visits to the Project route, review of aerial 
photographs; and review of topographic maps. Surface water crossings were identified using aerial 
photogrdphs and available topographic maps. Water crossings identified are those that are readily identi- 
fiable by these means. 

Impact H-2: Degradation of water quality through spill of potentially Jzarinful materials used in 
construction 

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 resulting in a degradation of w’ater quality. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact €3-2 to a lcss than significant level. These mea- 
sures are identified as P-la, P-lb, P-lc, and P-Id, and are included above in Section IV.2.9. 

Rationale for Finding. While SCE’s APMs W-2 and W-3 were designed in part to reduce the potential 
for water quality degradation from spills and leaks during construction, Mitigation Measures P- la, P-1 b, 
P-lc, and P-ld formalize the preparation of a Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response 
Plan and specify procedures that will reduce the potential for soil contamination. Additionally, the envi- 
ronmental training and monitoring program described in Mitigation Measure P- 1 b ensures that all field 
personnel are aware and trained in the implementation of these procedures. Consequently, if a spill or leak 
of harmful matcrials were to occur, personnel will be able to respond in a manner that will limit 
degradation of water quality. 

Reference. Section D.12 (Hydrolog and Water Resources) of the EIREIS provides a complete assessment of 
the potential impacts of Project construction on water quality due to the spill of harmful materials. 

Itnpac f H-4: Wa fer quality degradation caused by acciden fa1 releases of oil from project facilities 

Oil from new electrical equipment at the EIarquahala Switchyard and the Arizona series capacitor banks 
could be released accidentally, contaminating local surface water. Implementation of APM W-3 requires 
development of hazardous material plans that will minimize the potential for accidental releases to cause 
water quality degradation. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact €1-4 to a less than significant level. This measure 
identified as P-4a is included above in Section 1V.2.9. 

Rationale for Finding. As described above for Impact I€-2, preparation of the Spill Prevention, Counter- 
measure, and Control Plans formalizes the procedures necessary to limit soil contamination during an 
accidental spill or release, thcreby protecting the health of workers and the general public. Submittal of 
the plans to the CPUC, BLM, or USFWS, ensures that these agencies know what is required of SCE in 
case of a spill or release so that they can also prepare accordingly. 
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Reference. Section D. 12 (Hydrology and Watcr Kcsources) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete assess- 
ment of the potential impacts of Project operation 011 water quality due to the spill of hannful materials. 

Impact H-6: Encroachment into a floodplain or wutercorwse by permunent uboveground project 
features resulting in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion 

Encroachment of a project structure into a water flow path could result in erosion damage to the encroach- 
ing structure. This impact will likely occur oiily if transmission line towers or other permanent project 
features are constructed in or closely adjacent to a watercourse. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have bcen incorporated into the Projcct which 
mitigate significant effects on the eiivironnicnt from Impact H-6 to a less than significant level. This 
measure identified as II-Ga is included below. 

H-6a Design diversion dikes or other site remediations to avoid damage to adjacent property. Where 
diversion dikes are rcquircd to protect towers or other project structurcs fiom flooding or erosion, 
these dikes shall be designed to avoid increasing the risk of erosion or flooding onto adjacent areas 
where life or property could be threatened. Diversion dike designs shall be submitted to the CPUC and 
BLM for review and approval at least 60 days prior to construction. 

Rationale for Finding. SCE’s APMs W-4 through W-6 were designed to avoid the adverse local effects 
related to floodplain encroachnient by avoiding watercourses where possible, ensuring foundations are ade- 
quate to resist scour, and constructing diversion dikes in severe cases. but they could result in adverse 
impacts to adjacent property through diversion and concentration of flows. Requiring SCE to submit 
diversion dike designs to CPUC and BLM will ensure that any floodplain encroachment by project struc- 
hires will be designed in such manner that adjacent areas are protected from erosion and flooding. 

Reference. Section D. 12 (Hydrology and Water Resources) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete assess- 
ment of the Project’s encroachment into floodplains and watercourses. 

V.2.12 Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils 

The CPUC and BLM examined the regional topography, geology, seismicity, soils. and niineral resources in 
the Project area, by collecting baseline geologic information from published and unpublished geologic, 
seismic, and geotechnical literature. The literature review was supplemented by a field reconnaissance of 
the routes studied in the EIWEIS. The literature review and field reconnaissance focused on the 
identification of specific geologic hazards, mineral resources, and soil conditions. 

Itnpact G-1: Construction could accelerufe erosion 

Excavation and gading for tower and sWi tchyard foundations, series capacitor banks. work areas. access 
roads, and spur roads could loosen soil and accelerate erosion, particularly in desert pavement areas. 
Desert pavement. located in the Project segments from I-Iarquahala to the Colorado River and from Mid- 
point Substation to Banning, is a unique geologic/soil feature that takes thousands to tens of thousands of 
years to form and protects the underlying silty and sandy soils from excessive wind and water erosion. 
Damage to dcsert pavement could rcsult in an extreme acceleration of erosion. 

B-66 



A.05-04-015 ALJ/CF"I'/sid 

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 

ATTACHMENT B 

Finding, Thc CPUC finds that changes or alterations havc been incorporated into thc Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact 0-1 to a less than significant level. This measure 
identified as G-la is included below. 

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 arms is not possible, the desert pavement 
surfiacce shall be protected fiom daniage or disturbance from construction vehicles by use of temporary 
mats on the surface. A plan for identification and avoidance or protection of sensitive desert pavement 
shall be prepared and submitted to the CPUC, BLM, and USFWS for review and approval at least 60 
days prior to start of consfruction. 

Rationale for Finding. Implementation of SCE's APMs W-3, W-7 through W-9. W-11, G-10 through 
G-14, and G-19 as well as a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will generally limit erosion 
from construction activities. The APMs do not address the potential disturbance of desert pavement areas, 
however, and will not sufficiently reduce impacts in thcse arcas. The plan required of SCE by thc CPUC, 
BLM, and USFWS under Mitigation Measure G-la will ensurc that SCE will implcmcnt procedurcs to 
sufficiently protect desert pavement areas, in addition to the other protcctions afforded in the APMs and 
SWPPP . 

Reference. Section G. 13 (Geology. Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR/ElS providcs a complete 
assessment of the constiuction impacts of the Projcct on desert pavement. 

Intpacf G-2: Projecf structures could be dainuged by probleinufic soils 

Corrosive subsurface soils which could have a detrimental effect on concrete and metals may exist in 
places along the Project route. Expansive soils, such as those found along the Project route, can also cause 
problems to structures. These soils could rcsult in damage and!or distress of structures, cventually leading 
to structural failures. Loose sands and other compressible soils could also rcsult in excessive scttlement, 
low foundation-bearing capacity, and limitation of year-round access to Projcct facilities. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from lmpact G-2 to a less than signiiicant Icvel. This measure 
identified as G-2a is included below. 

G-2a Conduct geotechnical studies for soils to assess characteristics and aid in appropriate founda- 
tion design. Design-level geotechnical studies shall be performed by the Applicant to identify the 
presence, if any, of potentially detrimental soil chemicals, such as chloridcs and sulf&s. Appropriatc 
design measures for protection of reinforcement, concrete, and nietal-structural components against 
corrosion shall be utilized, such as use of corrosion-resistant materials and cwatings, increased thick- 
ness of project components exposed to potentially corrosive conditions, and use of passive andor active 
cathodic protection systems. The geotechnical studies shall also identi@ areas with potentially 
expansive or collapsible soils and include appropriate design features, including excavation of poten- 
tially expansive or collapsible soils during construction and replacement with engineered backfill, 
ground-treatment processes, and redirection of surface water and drainage away from expansive 
foundation soils. Study results and proposed solutions shall be provided to the CPUC and BLM, 
as appropriate, for review and approval at least 60 days before construction. 
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Rationale for Finding. SCE's application of standard design and construction practices and iinplemen- 
tation of APMs (3-9 aiid (3-15 will reduce the adverse affects of problematic soils, but Mitigation Measure 
G-2a fornializes the specific procedures necessary to ensure the protection of the Project structures in a 
manner sanctioned by the CPUC and BLM. 

Reference. Section G. 13 (Geo1oy,ry7 Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete 
assessment of the impacts of problematic soils on the Project. 

Impact G-3: Excavation or grading during construction could cause slope instability 

Construction consisting of grading and excavation along the foothills at the edge of the New Water Moun- 
tains and thc San Jacinto Mountains could causc slope instability. Excavation operations associated with 
tower foundation construction and grading operations for temporary and permanent access roads and 
work areas could result in slope instability, resulting in landslides, soil creep, or debris flows which have the 
potential to undermine foundations, cause distortion and distress to overlying structures: aiid displace or 
destroy project components. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which mitigate 
significant effects on the environment from Impact (3-3 to a less than significant level. This measure 
identified as (3-321 is included below. 

G-3a Conduct geotechnical surveys for landslides. The Applicant shall perfonn design-level geotechnical 
surveys in areas crossing and adjacent to hills and mountains. These surveys will acquire data that will 
allow identification of specific a res  with the potential for unstable slopes, landslides, earth flows, and 
debris flows along the approved transmission line route and in other areas of ground disturbance, such 
as Lmding for access and spur roads. The investigations shall include an evaluation of subsurface 
conditions, identification of potential landslide hazards, and provide information for development of 
excavation plans and procedures. Where landslide hazard areas cannot be avoided, appropriate 
engineering design and consbuction measures shall be incorporated into the project designs to minimize 
potential for daimge to project fxilities. A report documenting these surveys and design 
measures to protect structures shall be submitted to the CPUC and BLM for review and approval 
at least 60 days before construction. 

Rationale for Finding. SCE has proposed APMs G-6, (3-7, G-10, and G-18 to reduce impacts related to 
slope instability. The APMs proposed by SCE, however, do not provide suilicient detail to ensure that their 
measurcs will adequately reduce the impacts of thc Project. Requiring SCE to submit their geotechnical 
surveys and design measures to the CPUC and BLM will ensure that impacts will be limited to the extent 
authorized by the CPUC and BLM. 

Reference. Section C. 13 (Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete 
assessment of the slope instability impacts of the Project. 

lmpact G-4: Project structures could be damaged by landslides, earthjlo ws, undor debris jlows 

Slope instability including landslidcs, earth f l o ~ s ,  and debris flows has the potcntial to underminc foun- 
dations, cause distortion and distrcss to overlying sh-uctures, and displacc or dcstroy projcct components. 
The area whcrc landslides will be most likely to occur is the slopcs on the southem cdge of the New Watcr 
Mountains and the San Jacinto Mountains. 
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Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact G-4 to a less than significant level. This measure 
identified as G-3a is described above under Tnipact G-3. 

Rationale for Finding. As with Impact (3-3, SCE has proposed APMs G-6 and '3-18 to reduce impacts 
related to landslide hazards during operations of the project, but these APMs do not provide sufficient 
detail to ensure that their measures will adequately reduce the impacts of the Project. Requiring SCE to 
submit their geotechnical surveys and design measures to the CPUC and BLM will ensure that impacts 
will be limited to the extent authorized by the CPUC and BLM. 

Reference. Section (3.13 (Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR'EIS provides a complete 
assessment of the impacts oflandslides on the Project. 

Impact G-5: Project structures could be damaged by seismically included groimdshaking and ground 
failure 

Seismically induced gromd failure cawed by groundshaking, which includes liquefaction and lateral spread- 
ing, could potentially cause damage to project facilities. Liquefaction occurs in low-lying areas where 
saturated non-cohesive sediments are found, such as the area adjacent to the Colorado River and along 
portions of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. Lateral spreading occurs along waterflonts or canals 
where non-cohesive soils could move out along a free-face. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or a1 terations have been iiicorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact 0 - 5  to a less than significant levek This measure 
identified as G-Sa is included below. 

G 5 a  Design project facilities to avoid impact from ground failure. Since seismically induced ground 
failure has the potential to damage or destroy pro-ject components, the Applicant shall complete 
design-level geotechnical investigations at tower locations in areas with potential liquefaction-related 
impacts. These studies shall specifically assess the potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading 
hazards to afTect the approved project and all associated facilities. Where these hazards are found to 
exist, appropriate engineering dcsign and construction measures shall be incorporated into the project 
designs. A report documenting results of tlie geokchnical suiveys shall be submitted to the CPUC and 
BLM for review and approval at least 60 days before construction. 

Rationale for Finding. SCE has proposed APMs G-4 and G-17 to reducc impacts related to seismically 
included groundshaking. The APMs proposed by SCE, however, do not provide sufficient detail to ensure 
that their measures will adequately reduce the impacts of the Projcct. Rcquiring SCE to submit their 
geotechnical suiueys to the CPUC and BLM will ensure that hipacts will be lilnitcd to the cxtent authorized by 
the CPUC and BLM. 

Reference. Section (3.13 (Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR/ElS provides a complete 
assessment of the impacts of groundshaking on the Project. 

Inipact C-6: Constructiori actisities will render known mineral resources inaccessible 

The Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation segment crosses an active sand and gravel quarry in the 
Indio Hills area called tlie Indio Pit operated by Granite Construction. The project route will pass through 
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the site within an existing SCE ROW and will therefore not reduce accessibility to the sand and gravel 
resources. However, construction operations for the Pro-iect could intedere with daily ongoing mining 
operations at the quarry. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations haw been iiicorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact G-6 to a less than significant level. This measure 
identified as G-6a is included below. 

G6a Coordinate with quarry operations. Operations and management personnel for the Indio Pit 
quarry shall be consulted regarding locatioiis of active mining and for coordination of construc- 
tion activities in and through those areas. A plan to avoid or minimize interference with mining 
operdtions shall be prepared in conjunction with mine/quany operators prior to construction. SCE 
shall document compliance with this measure prior to the start of construction by submitting the 
plan to the CPUC and BLM for review at least 60 prior to the start of construction. 

Rationale for Finding. SCE recommended APMs L-8 and G- 1 to reduce this impact, however these APMs 
lack sufficient detail to ensure that impacts will be reduced. By requiring SCE to coordinate with the Indio 
Pit quarry and submit its coordination plan 6 t h  the quarry to the CPUC and BLM, these agencies can 
ensure that the impacts of SCE's construction opcrations on mining will be minimized. 

Reference. Section G. 13 (Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR'EIS provides a complete 
assessment of the impacts of the Project on the Indio Pit quarry. 

Zitzpact G-7: Project structures could be dmnaged by surface fault rupture at crossings of active arid 
pafentially active.fau1t.s 

Project facilities will be subject to hazards of surface fault rupture at crossings of the active Banning, San 
Corgonio. Garnet Hill, San Jacinto. and Casa Loma Faults as well as the potentially active Lorna Linda Fault. 
I-Iazards will not be as great where the Project route crosses traces of potentially active faults, such as the 
Mecca Hills Fault. Additionally, while the Devers Substation is not crossed by an active fault, it is located 
adjacent to two Alquist-Priolo zones. Although unlikely, the substation could potentially be damaged by 
rupture propagatcd along unmapped or new shear zones associated with these faults. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant effects on the environment from Impact G-7 to a less than significant level. This measure 
identitied as G-7a is iiicluded below. 

G-7a Minimize project structures Whin active fault zones. SCE shall perform a geologic/geotech- 
nical study to confirm the location of mapped traces of active and potentially faults crossed by the 
project route. For crossings of active faults, the towers shall be placcd as far as feasible outsidc the 
area of mapped fault traces. Compliance with this measure shall be documented to the CPUC and 
BLM in a report submitted for review and approval at least 60 days prior to the start of 
construction. 

Rationale for Finding. In general, APMs G-2, (3-3, and G-8 require that towers be sited so as not to 
straddlc active fault &aces and that tlic route alignment be designed to cross an active fault such that 
future rupture on the Pdult will iiot causc excessive stress on the line or the towers. By requiring SCE to 
locate towers as far outside of fault areas as possible, this niitigation measure minimizes the length of 
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transmission line within fault zones and distribute fault displacements over a comparatively long span. 
With the report submittal to CPUC and BLM, these agencies can ensure that potential impacts will be 
reduced. 

Reference. Section G. 13 (Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils) of the EIR/EIS provides a coniplete 
assessment of the impacts of faults on the Project. 

V.3 Significant Environmental Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less 
than Significant Level 

Based on the issue area assessment in the EIIUEIS, the Coinmission has detennined that the Project will 
have significant impacts in the issue areas discussed below. and that these impacts cannot be avoided or 
reduced. These findings are based on the discussion of impacts in the detailed issue area analyses in Sec- 
tion D of the EIR/EIS, located in Volumes 1 and 2 and the cumulative impacts discussed in SectionF 
(Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) ofthe EIR’EIS. 

V.3.1 Visual Resources 

Impact V-48: Inconsistency of the Harquahala Mountain Telecnmrnunication Facility with BLIW VRM 
Class I1 inanagetnent objective due to increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, 
and skjdining when viuwed from Harquahala Mountains wilderness and surrounding area 

The Ilarquahala Mountain telecommunication facility w7ill be coiistructed adjacent to an existing facility on 
BLM lands designated VRM Class 11 and in close proximity to the I-Iarquahala Mountains Wilderness Area, 
which is designated VRM Class I. Although the new structures will be similar to the existing facilities, the 
new facility will cause an increase in industrial character, structure skylining, and view blockage. Of 
particular conccrn are vicws from the adjacent Harquahala Mountains Wilderness, the Smithsoiiian 
Observatory, and the Harquahala Pack Trail. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant effects on the environrncnt. Houwer. evcn with implcmentation of Measure C- I g, significant 
unayoidable impacts will occur as describcd above. The CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological. or other considerations, including those considerations set forth set forth in Sections 11I.C 
(Alternativcs to DPV2), I\’ (DPV2 Route Altcrnatives) aiid VU (Statenicnt of Overriding Considerations) 
of tlic Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation nicasures or project alteriiatives identified in the 
Filial EIRElS. 

Rationale €or Finding. The BLM’s Visual Kcsource Managcnient (VKM) Class 11 objective requires that 
the existing character of the landscapc be retained and that the lcvel of change to the charactcristic 
landscapc be low and not attract the attention of thc casual observer. The ncw facility will not reyeat thc 
basic elements found in the natural features of the landscape. Therefore, the new facility will not achieve 
full consistency with the Class I1 objectives because of the moderate level of visual change. The resulting 
visual impact will be significant (Class I) and there are no other feasible measures or alternatives that will 
reduce this impact to less than significant. 
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Reference. Section D.3.6.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) of the ElWEIS provides a 
complete assessment of the impacts from construction of the I-Iarquahala Mountain Telecommunication 
Facility. 

impact V-7: Increased visual contrast, view blockuge, and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 
4 on Crystal Hill Road in Kofa NIFR 

The DPV2 transmission line towers (E’-50 through F-53) will be similar in scale and design to the DPVL 
line and conductor spans will generally be matched. The new structures and conductors will cause a 
noticeable increase in structure prominence and industrial character along the corridor. Additional sky- 
lining (extending above the horizon line) and view blockage of background sky and the Livingston Hills 
and Kofa Mountains will also occur. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of the Mitigation Measure 
V-3a, significant unavoidable impacts will occur at Key Viewpoint 4. The CPUC finds that specific eco- 
nomic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including those considerations set forth in 
Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of Ovemding 
Considerations) of the Decision, make infcasibte additional mitigation rncasui-cs or project altcrnatives 
identificd in tlic Final EWEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. View blockage of background sky and mountains is a key consideration in the 
conclusion of overall visual changc. In this narrow valley landscape with somewhat confmed sightlines, 
the most notable fcaturcs arc the rugged mountains with jagged ridgclines that form the southern back- 
drop to the existing corridor. Any additional blockage of thesc scenic features will substantially cornpromisc 
overall visual quality within this portion of Kofa. The resulting visual impact will be significant (Class 1) 
and tlicre arc no other feasible measures or alternatives that will rcduce this impact to less than 
significant . 

Reference. Section D.3.6.2 (Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) of the EIWEIS provides a complete 
assessment of the impacts from construction to Key Viewpoint 4. 

Impact V-15: Inconsisferccy wifh Interim BLM VRM Class 11 inanugement objective due fo increased 
structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewedfi.orn Key Viekcpoint 
IU in the Alligator Rock ACEC 

Although the new structurcs will be of similar dcsign and hcight as the existing DPVl st~-ucturcs, the ncw 
structures will cause additional skylining and view blockage of the Chuckwalla Mountains in the background. 
The new line will also increase the structural complexity and industrial character visiblc from the scvcrdl 
access roads within the Alligator Rock ACEC. These visual cffccts will become more pronounced the 
closer the viewer is to the transmission line. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporatcd in tlic Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of the Mitigation Measure 
V-321, significant mavoidable impacts will occur in the Alligator Rock ACEC. The CPUC finds that spe- 
cific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including those considerations set 
forth in Sections 1rI.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of 
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Overriding Considerations) of the Decision. make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the Final EIRKIS. 

Rationale for Finding. The BLM’s Visual Resource Management (WM) Class 11 objective require that 
the existing character 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. The new line will not achieve any of the Class 11 
objectives. There is no mitigation available to reduce the significant visual impact to a level that will be less 
than significant. A new 500 kV transmission line will create change exceeding “moderate” and it will 
dominate the view. The resulting visual impact will be significant (Class I) and there are no other feasible 
measures or alternatives that will reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.3.6.6 (Midpoint Substation to Cactus City Rest Area) of the EHUJ3IS provides a 
complete assessment of the impacts from construction to Key Viewpoint 10. 

Inpact V-37: Inconsistency with Interim BLM VRM Claw III managentent objectives due to the 
introduction of structure contrast, industrial character, dew  blockage, and skylining when viewing the 
Chuckwullu Mountainsfioin Key Vivwpoinf 31 on southbound Kaiser Road, north of Deserf Center 

This alternative route will result in the introduction of a new SO0 kV transmission line into a rural land- 
scape lacking similar built structures of industrial character. Although other built structures are visible in 
the Desert Center landscape, only a single telecommunications tower shares the structural complexity or 
vertical extent of the lattice transmission towers. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. I-lowever, even with implementation of the Mitigation Measure 
V03a, significant unavoidable impacts will occur from Key Viewpoint 3 1. The CPUC finds that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including those considerations set forth in 
Sections II1.C (Altcrnativcs to DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Stateincnt of Overriding 
Considerations) of the Decision, mike infeasible additional mitigation measures or project altcrnatives 
identificd in thc Final EIWEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. The ncw line will not repeat thc basic elements of the existing natural fcatures in 
the landscape and will cause view blockagc of sky and portions of the Chuckwalla Mountains and Alligator 
Rock depciiding on viewpoint location. Thc ncw line will also appcar co-dominant to the casual observcr. 
The overall level of change will be moderatc-to-high, which will not mcet the VRM Class Ill objective of 
a modcrate degrec of visual change. The resulting visual impact will be adversc and significant (Class I). 
There are no feasible mitigation nieasures or alternatives available to reduce the significant visual impact 
to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.3.8.5 (Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative) of the EIWEIS provides 
a complete assessment of the inipacts from construction to Key Viewpoint 10. 

Impact V-40: Increased structure contrast and skylining when viewilzg the Sun .lacinto Moztniaim 
from Key Viewpoint 33 on the Pacijic Crest TruiI in the vicinity of the Snow Creek Village residential 
comrttunity 

The new and existing towers will appear similar in design and height and will be paired up. The new 
structures will cause a noticeable increase in structure prominence and industrial character within the 
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corridor. Additional skylining and vie~7 blockage of background sky and mountain ridges ~ 4 l  also occur. 
Additional visual contrast will be caused by the highlighting of the conductors by the afternoon sun. 
Although the additional towers will appear siinilar in design and height to that of the existing towers. the 
additional skylining, view blockage, and increased structural prominence u7ill result in a moderate degree of 
visual contrast. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorpomted in the Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of the measures presented 
below, significant unavoidable impacts will occur to Key Viewpoint 33 on the Pacific Crest Trail. The 
CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including those 
considcrations set forth in Sections 1II.C (Alttmativcs to DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 
(Statement of Overriding Considcrations) of the Decision. makc infeasible additional mitigation measures 
or project altcmatives identificd in the Final ElWEIS. 

V-40a Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. The fbllowing design measwes are to bc 
applied to all ncw structures and conductors in order to rcduce thc degrce of visual contrast 
caused by the new facilities: (a) all new structures arc to as closely as possible match the design of 
the existing structures with which they will be secn; (b) all new structures arc to bc paircd as 
closely as possible with the existing structure(s) in thc conidor in order to avoid or reduce the number 
of ofl-sctting (from existing structures) towcr placemcnts; (e) all new structurcs are to match the 
heights of thc existing D-VI structures to thc extent possiblc as dictated by variation in terrain; 
(d) all neu7 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, particularly at sensitive crossings such as SR 62, 1-10, SR 11 1, 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 visud contrast. and (0 no new 
access roads arc to bc constructed downhill from cxisting or towers to rcducc thc potential for 
skylining. SCE shall provide to the CPUC, BLM. and Forcst Scrvice a Project Dcsign Plan 
dcrnonstrating implementation of this measurc at least 90 days prior to the start of construction, 
and shall not commence construction until the Project Design Plan h'ds becn approvcd by the 
CPUC, BLM, and Forest Servicc. 

V-40b Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors on San Bernardino National Forest land. 
The following design measures are to be applied to all new structures and conductors on SBNF 
land based on SCE's consultation with SBNE' staff prior to completion of final design. The details 
of these measures shall be developed: 

In all areas: 
0 

0 

In mid-slope areas (as defined by SBNF): 
0 

0 

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). 

All towers and concrete bases on slopes which could serve as backdrops (mid-slope) should 
be paintcd olive drab. 
Tower pads should be left unevcn without leveling. 
No construction roads shall be built. 
Towers shall be constructed by air support. 
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At ridge crossing and mid-slope (as defined by SBNF): 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Towers should be constructed of lower profile to more closely "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 concrctc 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. 

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: 

0 Where towers could be practicably back-dropped, utilize niitigation suggested fbr mid-slope 
and Ridge Crossing on SBNF lands (as defined in Mitigation Measure V-40b). 
The PCT shall not be crossed with construction roads. 
Locatc towcrs so that the PCT is in the middle of the span (if this does not involve placemcnt of 
extra or taller span towers to accomplish such action). 

0 

0 

Rationaie for Finding. Thc overall visual change will bc moderate and in the contcxt of the cxisting land- 
scape's overall moderate-to-high visual sensitivity, the resulting visual impact will he significant (Class I). 
This conclusion is substantially influenced by the high sensitivity of the Pacific Crest Trail (that is in 
close proximity to both the lower and upper elevations of route) and the acljacent residential community. 
The San Bernardino National Forest Land Management Plan (Part 11, page 100) states that the scenic value of 
the trail should be protected and where practicable, unconforming land uses within the viewshed of the trail 
should be avoided. The Plan fiirthers states that the trail should be managed as a Sensitivity Level 1 and with 
the Visual Quality Objective of Retention (comparable to the SI0 of High). Based on the policies regarding the 
managemcnt of the Pacific Crcst TraiI and the overall visual changc, the rcsulting visual impact will be 
significant and unavoidable (Class I). There are no other fcasible mitigation measurcs or alternativcs available 
to reduce the significant visual impact to a lcvel that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Scction D.3.9 (Devcrs-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the E W I S  provides a complete assess- 
ment of the impacts fiom construction to Key Vicwpoint 33. 

Inqpac f V-41: Iticonsisfency with BLM VlLM CIuss U matiagenient objective due to introduction of 
sfructiire contrust and industrial characfer when viewing fhe San facinto Mountains from BLM- 
managed lands within fhe Santu Rosa und San facinto Mountains Nafional Monument (in the vicinify 
of K VP 33) 

The D-V2 route will iiitroduce a ncw 500 kV transmission line adjacent to the existing D-V1 transmission 
line. The visual changc associated with this route segment will be siinilar to that described for Impact V-40, 
above, though thc visual impacts will bc somewhat morc pronounced because of the closer proxiinity of 
the route to the BLM-managed lands. 

Finding. The CPUC, finds that changes or alternations havc been incorporated in die Project to address 
significant ef'fects on the environment. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure V-40a, 
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significant uwavoidable impacts will occur in the vicinity of Key Viewpoint 33. The EIREIS did not 
identify any feasible mitigation measures that will this visual impact to less-than-significant levels. The 
significant unavoidable visual effect is overridden as set forth in Section VI1 of the Decision - Statement 
of Overriding Cons ide.rat i ons . 

Rationale for Finding. Although the new structures will be of similar design and height as the existing 
D-VI structures, the new structures will cause additional skylining and view blockage of the Sail Jacinto 
Mountains. The new line will also increase the structural complexity and industrial character visible Gom 
Monument lands. These visual effects will become more pronounced the closer the viewer is to the trans- 
mission line, The resulting visual contrast for structural form and line will be moderate, while color and 
tcxture contrast will be weak. The new line will not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural fea- 
turcs in the landscapc and will cause view blockagc of sky and the San Jacinto Mountains. The new line 
will also appear co-dominant to the casual observer on thc Sail Jacinto National Monument lands. Thc 
resulting visual impact will bc significant and unavoidablc (Class I). Thcre are no other fcasible mitigation 
measures or altcrnatives available to reduce the significant visual impact to a level that will bc lcss than 
significant. 

Reference. Section D.3.9 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete assess- 
ment of the impacts from construction to Key Viewpoint 33. 

Impact V-42: lncoizsisfeiicy with US .  Forest Service Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) due to 
introduction of structure contrast and industrial cliaracter 

Thc D-V2 routc will result in the introduction of additional energy infrastructure onto approximately 1.4 
miles of public lands administered by thc U.S. Forest Servicc. The incrcascd industrial character and 
structural complexity and prominence imparted by the towcrs and conductors will result in lcvels of 
visual contrast that will bc inconsistent with thc VERY HIGH Sccnic lntegrity Objcctive assigncd to thc 
Forest Servicc lands. A VERY HIGH Scenic Integrity Objective mcans the ‘valued” landscape character 
‘‘is’’ intact with only minute if any deviations. Minor adjustments are allowed with Forest Supervisor 
approval or for temporary drops in the Scenic Integrity Objective. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that cliangcs or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to addrcss 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of Mitiption Measure V-40a, 
significant unavoidable impacts will occur to Forest Service lands. The CPUC finds that specific eco- 
nomic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including those considerations set forth in 
Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), N (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of Ovemding 
Considerations) of the Decision, make itlfeasible additional mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the Final EIRBIS. 

Rationale for Finding. The DV-2 route will cause the scenic integrity value to at least two levels to 
MODERATE or possibly three levels to LOW. The increased visual contrast associated with the additional 
transmission line will cause the landscape character to appear at least slightly altered which is a 
characteristic of MODERATE sccnic intcgrity. Since the project-induccd changes will bc essentially per- 
mancnt or at least long-term (greater than three years), the impact will excced the exception allowcd 
under Aesthetic Management Standard SlO. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alterna- 
tives available to reduce the significant visual impact to a level that will be less than significant. 
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Reference. Scction D.3.9 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of tlie EREIS provides a complete asscss- 
ment of the visual impacts from construction of the Pro-ject on Forest Service lands. 

lmpact V-43: Increased structure contrast, skylining, and v i m  blockage when viewed from Key 
Viewpoint 34 in the residential cornnzunity in Cahazon 

Thc new ,and existing towers will appear similar in design and height and will be paired up. Tlic new 
structurcs will cause a substantial increase in structure promincnce and industrial character within the cor- 
ridor, which is located within the immediate foreground, of views from nearby residences. Additional 
skylining and view blockage of background sky and mountain ridges will also occur. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations havc been incorporatcd in tlic Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with iniplenientation of Mitigation Measure V-40a, 
significant unavoidable visual impacts will occur to the residential community in Cabazon. The CPUC 
finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological. or other considerations, including those consid- 
erations set forth in Sections HI.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VII (Statement 
of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or pro-ject 
alternatives identified in the Final EIWEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. Although the additional towers will appear similar in design and height to that of 
the existing towers, the additional skylining, view blockage, and increased structural prominence will result 
in a moderate-to-high degTee of visual contrast due to their close proximity to residential views. The 
D-V2 altemativc will appear co-dominant with tlic existing transmission line and landforms of the Sail Jacinto 
Mountains. View blockage of background sky and mountains will be moderate-to-high. The significant 
impact conclusion is substailtially influenced by the high scnsitivity of the adjacent residential community 
and the close proximity of the structures to those residenccs. There are 110 other feasible mitigation 
measures or alteniativcs available to reducc thc significant visual iinpact to a level that will be less than 
s igni ficaiit . 

Reference. Scction D.3.9 (Devcrs-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the ELR/ElS provides a complete assess- 
ment of the visual impacts from construction of thc Project near the Cabazon residential community. 

lnipact V-44: Increased structure contrast and skylining when viewing tlie Sari Jacinto Mountains 
and Sun Gorgonio Pass froni Key fiewpoint 35 on southbound State Route 243 

Thc new and cxistiiig structures will be paired and will appear similar in design and height but will be 
offsct in elevation due to the slope and variation in terrain. Thc new structurcs will cause a substantial 
increase in structure prominence and industrial character within the corridor as viewcd from SK 243. 

Finding. Thc CPUC finds that changcs or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to addrcss 
significant effects on the environment. Howcver, evcn with implementation of Mitigation Measure V-40a, 
significant unavoidable visual impacts will occur at SR 243. Thc CPUC finds that specific economic, lcgal, 
social, technological, or otlicr considerations, including thosc consideratiom set forth in Sections I11.C 
(Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of Overriding Considerations) 
of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in tlie 
Final EIEUEIS. 
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Rationale for Finding. The new transinksion linc will appear co-dominant compdred to thc existing line 
and the northern ridges of the San Jacinto Mountains and view blockage of higher value landscape 
features (sky, ridges, and the Pass) will be moderate. The overall visual change will be moderate and in 
the context of the existing landscape's modemte-to-high visual sensitivity, the resulting visual impact will 
be significant (Class I). This conclusion is substantially influenced by the high sensitivity imparted to a 
State-designated scenic highway. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available 
to rcduce the significant visual impact to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.3.9 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the EIR'EIS provides a complete assess- 
ment of the visual impacts from construction of the Project at SR 243. 

Impact V-45: Increased structure contrast, skyLining, and view blockage when viewed.from residential 
areas in southern Banning and Beaumont 

The new and existing towers will appear similar in design and height and will be pairedup. The nem7 
Structures will cause a substantial increase in structure prominence and industrial character within the 
comdor, which is located within the foreground, of views from nearby residences. Additional skylining 
and view blockage ofbackground sky and mountain ridges will also occur. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. I-Lowever. even with implementation of Mitigation Measure V-40a, 
significant unavoidable visual impacts will occur in southern Banning and Beaumont. The CPUC finds 
tliat specific economic, legal, social, technological, or othcr considerations, including thosc considerations 
sct forth in Scctions II1.C (Alternativcs to DPV2), IV (DPVZ Koutc Alternativcs) and VI1 (Statement of 
Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project 
alternativcs identified in the Final EIR/ElS. 

Rationale for Finding. Although thc additional towers will appear similar in design and height to that of 
the existing towers, the additional skylining, view blockage, and increased structural prominence will rcsult 
in a modcrdte-to-high degrec of visual contrast due to their close proximity to residential views. The 
D-V2 Alternative will appear co-dominant with the cxisting transmission line and background landforms. 
View blockage of background sky and mountains will rangc from moderate to moderate-to-high 
depending on the viewpoint. This conclusion is substantially influenced by the high sensitivity of the 
adjacent residences and the relatively close proximity of the structures to those residences. There are no 
other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to reduce the significant visual impact to a 
level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.3.9 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the ELR'EIS provides a compkte assess- 
ment of these visual impacts. 

Impact V-46: 1 nconsistency with BLM VRM Class II management objective due to introduction of 
structure contrast and industrial character when viewingfiom BLM-nianaged lands within the Potrero 
ACEC 

Although the new structures will be of similar design and height as the existing D-VI structures, the new 
structures will cause additional skylining and view blockage of sky and mountains. The new line will also 
increase the structural complexity and industrial character visible from within the ACEC. These visual 
effects will become more pronounced the closer the viewer is to the transmission line. 
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Finding. The CPUC finds that cliangcs or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to addrcss 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure V-40a, 
significant unavoidable visual impacts will occur in southern Banning and Beaumont. The CPUC finds 
that specific economic, legal. social. technological, or other considerations, including those considerations 
set forth in Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of 
Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project 
alternatives idcntificd in the Final EIWEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. Lands administered by the BLM within the Potrero ACEC will be subject to Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) Cbss I1 management objective. The VRM Class I1 objective requires that 
the existing character of the landscape be retaincd and that tlic level of changc to the characteristic 
landscape be low and not attract the attention of the casual obscrver. Also, any changes to the landscape 
must repcat the basic elements of form, line. color, and texture found in the predominant natural fcaturcs 
of the landscape. The new line will not achieve any of the Class II objectivcs. Thcrc are no other feasible 
mitigation mcasures or altcrnatives availablc to reduce the significant visual impact to a level that will bc 
less than significant. 

Reference. Scction D.3.9 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of thc EWEIS provides a complete asscss- 
ment of the visual impacts to the Potrero ACEC. 

lnipacf V 4 7 :  Increased structure contrasf, shyZining, aizd view blockage witen viewedfiorn Key 
Viewpoint 36 un Mapes Roud 

The new and existing towers will appear similar in design and hcight and will be paired up. The new 
structures will cause a substantial incrcase in structure prominence and industrial character within thc 
corridor, which is locatcd within the immediate foreground, of views froin numerous ncarby residcnccs. 
Additional skylining and vicw blockage of background sky, hills, and mountain ridges will also occur. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations havc been incoqoratcd in thc Project to address 
significant effects on the environmcnt. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measurc V-40a, 
significant unavoidable visual impacts will occur on Mapes Road. T'hc CPUC finds that specific eco- 
nomic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including thosc considerations set forth in 
Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), TV (DPV2 Route Altematives) and VI1 (Statement of Overriding 
Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or pro-ject alternatives 
identified in the Final ETRElS. 

Rationale for Finding. Although the additional towers will appear similar in design and height to that of 
the existing towers, the additional skylining, view blockage, and increased structural prominence will result 
in a moderate-to-high degree of visual contrast due to their close proximity to residential views and views 
from local roads. The D-V2 route will appear co-dominant with the existing transmission line. View 
blockage of background sky and mountains will be moderate-to-high. This significant impact conclusion 
is substantially influenced by the high sensitivity of the adjacent residences and the close proximity of the 
structul-cs to those residences. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to 
reduce thc si,onificant visual impact to a Icvel that wiIl be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.3.9 @levers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) of the ELR/"EIS provides a complete assess- 
ment of thc visual impacts to Key Viewpoint 36. 
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Cumulative project activities could intpad vkical resources along Project route 

There are six cumulative energy iniirastructurc projects (sce Section F of the EIR/EIS) that would share 
many of the same characteristics of the Project. and may bc within the samc fjeld of view. These cumu- 
lative projects exhibit similar vertical structural form, structural complexity, and industrial character as 
the Project. In each case, the Project and the cumulative projects combined will result in a perceived 
increase in industrialization of the landscape, diminution of visual quality, and increase in visual contrast. 
Also, in the cases where there appear to be multiple corridors due to greater separation between facilities, 
the projects would contribute to a sense of proliferation of energy infrastructure within the 1-10 comdor. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant cumulative effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures V-3a and V-3b, significant unavoidable visual impacts will occur for operation of the Project. 
The CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
those considcrations sct forth in Scctions 11T.C (Altcrnatives to DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Route Altemativcs) 
and VI1 (Statcmcnt of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make infcasible additional mitigation 
measures or projcct alternativcs identified in thc Final ELNEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. The resulting curnulativc visual impacts would be substantially grcater than those 
that would occur with the Projcct alone and they would be significant. For cxamplc. withm Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge, the DPV2 line would result in a considcrable cumulativc visual impact when viewcd in 
the contcxt of the existing DPVl line. Whcn placcd adjacent to DPVI, thc visual cffccts of tlic DPV2 line 
(incrcdscd visual contrast, sti-uctural prominence and, view blockage) would substantially exaccrbate thc 
existing adverse visual impacts of the existing DPVl line. rcsulting in a considcrablc curnulativc visual 
impact. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to reduce the significant 
visual impact to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section F.3.2 (Visual Resources) of the E W l S  provides a complete assessment of the cumu- 
lative impact on visual resources. 

V.3.2 Wilderness and Recreation 

Impact WR-2: Operation would change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing 
its recreational value 

The telecommunications componcnt will require the construction of an approximately 400-squarc-foot 
facility in addition to an 1 10-foot radio tower on a total of 0.25 acres. Construction of this facility will 
increase the total amount of industrial development on the Harquahala Mountain. As the Harquahala 
Mountains WA is located a few feet to the east and extends north to south across thc summit of the 
mountain, visitors to the WA will be able to see this increase in development fiom vantage points within 
the WA (see Section D.3.6.1, Visual Resources). In addition, the teleconimunication facility will have a 
significant indirect effect on the Solar observdtory as a visual intrusion. 

The Project will create a new 500 kV transmission line across the Kopd NWR, Indio Hills Palms State 
Park, Coachella VaUey Preserve, ACECs (Chuckvi.alla, Alligator Rock, Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed 
Lizard, Potrero), Santa Rosa and San Jacinto National Monument, San Bemardiiio National Forest, Pacific 
Crest Trail, and San Jacinto WA. Although the Project will be located adjacent to an existing 500 kV line 
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(DPVl), the amount of industrial development will be intensified as a result of the Project by siting a new 
500 kV transmission line next to an existing 500 kV transmission line. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations havc been incorporated in tlic Project to address 
significant effects on the environment, except that no nieasures were identified to reduce impacts to the 
ACECs. However, even with implementation of measure C- 1 g (noted in Cultural Resources) and measure 
WR-2a below, significant unavoidable impacts will occur along the Harquahala to Kofa NWR segment, 
within Kofa NWR, within the Chuckwalla ACEC and within Alligator Rock ACEC. The CPUC fmds that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations. including those considerations set 
forth in Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of 
Oveniding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the Final EIR/EIS. 

WR-2a Coordinate with USFWS to improve impacted areas within Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. 
SCE shall coordinate with thc USFWS to improve impacted areas within the Kofa National 
Wildlife Rcfuge (NWR). The implcmentation of improvements would be conducted at the discre- 
tion of thc authorized of'ficcr for the Kofa NWR, and may include tlic acquisition of private land in- 
holdings fiom willing sellcrs within tlic refuge boundaries, and the rchabilitation of abandoned 
minc sites and old roads withi  the rcfugc. SCE shall document its coordination with the authorizcd 
officcr of thc Kofa NLVR, and must demonstrate that negotiations and subsequent improvenicnts 
have been conducted to thc satisfaction of the USFWS. Documentation shall be subinittcd to thc 
CPUC and the BLM at least 30 days prior to operation of the project. 

Rationale for Finding. Implementation of the tclccommunications facility resulting from operation of 
the Prqject will permanently diminish the character of tfarquahala Peak and the Harquahala Moun- 
tains WA. Overall, Project operation will significantly change the character of recreational resources 
along the I-Iarqualiala to Kofa NWR segment and diminish their recreational value. 

While the Project will not introduce a new industrial use across an undevelopcd recrcation arca, it will 
intensify the industrial nature of the ROW through the construction and operation of new towers and spur 
roads. Transniission towers are large structures. approximately 150 feet in height. Given the substantial 
size of these structures and their industrial appearance, the transmission towers will contrast with the 
natural landscape of wilderness and recreation resources. The Project will significantly increase the total 
amount of industrial development within the wilderness and recreational resources traversed by the 
transmission line, further dcgrading its landscapc and character. Overall, development and operation of the 
project will change thc character of wilderncss and recreation resourccs and will significantly diminish 
their recreational valuc. 

There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to reduce the significant impact 
to wilderness and recreation to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.5.6 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the E I U I S  provides a complete assessment of 
the wilderness and recreation impacts. 
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Cumulative project activities could intpact Wilderness and Recreation along Project route 

It is likely that constt-uction of some of the cumulative projects would overlap with construction of the 
Project. The construction of multiple projects within the same area will crcate a significant cumulative 
construction impact to wilderness and recreation areas. 

Cumulativeiy considerable impacts will also occur with the implementation or operation of the Project 
and cumulative projects. For example, east of the Devers Substation, the Project would be constructed 
adjacent to the existing DPVl transinksion line. The DPVl transmission line was constructed across or 
adjacent to recreation areas in La Paz and Maricopa Counties in Arizona, and Riverside C,ounty 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 Project to 
this existing corridor and the cumulative projects will intensify the industrial development that crosses 
wilderness and recreational resources. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant effects on the environment. However, even with implementation of measures WR-3a, signif- 
icant unavoidable impacts will occur to wilderness and recreational resources. The CPUC finds that 
specific economic, Icgal, social, technological. or other considerations. including thosc considerations set 
forth in Scctions 11l.C (Alternativcs to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Routc Alternatives) and VI1 (Statcmcnt of 
Ovemding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation mcasures or project 
alternativcs identified in the Final EIREIS. 

Rationale for Finding. Any additional projccts that may traverse wildcrncss and recrcational areas along 
the Project route will further increasc the industrial development and furthcr reduce the undevcloped, 
natural landscape of these arcas. As significant impacts hdvc alrcady occurred to the character and 
recrcational valuc of tlic recreation areas locatcd along the DPVl line (BLM, 1979), operation of the 
Project, alone or in conjunction with othcr projccts, would contribute to a significant, cumulative effect to 
established recreation areas. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to 
reduce the significant impact to wilderness and recreation to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section F3.4 (Wilderness and Recreation) of the EIREIS provides a complete assessment of 
the cuinulative wil&rness and recreation impacts of the Project. 

V.3.3 Agriculture 

irnpcct AG-3: Operation Will Perinaneiitly Convert Farniland to Non-Agricultural Use 

Discusscd in Section D.6 (Agriculturc) of thc EIWEIS, the Project will significantly impact agriculture 
along thc Project routc. The Projcct will create significant and unmitigable impacts to approxirnatcly 16 
acres of Farmland, of which 13.6 acres will bc Prime Farniland. The operation or presence of Project 
coniponcnts will impact Farinland through the permanent rcmoval and conversion of agricultural land to 
non-agricultural uscs, such as from the siting of roadways or tower structures. Therefore, the Projcct will 
cause the loss of 16 acres of Farmland. 

Finding. Tlic CPUC finds that specifk economic, legal, social, technological, or othcr considerations, 
including those considcrations set forth in Sections 11I.C (Alternatives to DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Route 
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Alternatives) arid VI1 (Statement of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible 
additional mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Filial EIRrElS. 

Rationale for Finding. This impact is significant because operation of the Project, or presence of Project 
structures, will permanently remove agriculture land, thereby converting it to use as locations for towers 
structures. roadways. and other Project components. There is no known mitigation for the loss of designated 
Farmland as the only option to mitigate or avoid the Project’s contribution to removing Farniland will be to 
not construct the Project, There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to 
reduce the significant impact to agriculture to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.6 of the EIR/EIS provides a complete assessnient of the operational impacts of the 
Project on the conversion of Farmland to Ron-agricultural uses. 

Construction and Operation of Cumulative Projects Could ItripaL? Agricultural Resources 

As described in Section F (Cumulative Scenario and impacts) of the EIRKlS, other proposed or ongoing 
projects within five miles of the Project will disturb more than 11,500 acres. Due to the quantity and 
location of these projects and the wide distribution of agricultural resources, it is likely these prqjects will 
remove Familand and Willianison Act land and interfere with agricultural operations. Therefore. there is a 
potential for significant cuniulative impacts to agricultural resources. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project which miti- 
gate significant cumulative effects of the Project. With the incorporation of APMs L-4 and L-5, and the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AG-la, AG-4a, and L-la effects on most agricultural resources 
will be reduced to a less than significant level. However, these measures will not reduce the cumulative 
effects to a less than significant level. The CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, technolog- 
ical, or othcr considerations, including those considcrations set forth in Sections 111.C (Alternatives to 
DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, 
make infeasible additional mitigation measures or projcct alternativcs identified in the Final EIWEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. The specific plans of tlic cumulative projects arc unknown, however it is likely 
that these projects will remove significant amounts of Farinland, and significantly interfere with agricul- 
tural opcrations. Therefore, the addition of thc Project will be cumulativcly considerable and add signif- 
icant construction and operational impacts. There arc no other feasibic mitigation measures or alternatives 
availablc to reduce the significant impact to agriculturc to a lcvel that will be lcss than significant. 

Reference. Section F of the EIRiElS provides a complete assessmcnt of the cumulative impacts of the 
Project on Farmland. 

V.3.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Inlpacf C-I: Constructioii of the project coukl cause an adverse change to known historic properties 

As described in Section F (Cultural and Paleontological Resources), for the portions of the Project that lie 
within Arizona, the basis for determining significance of cultural resources is driven by the National 
Historic Prcsewation Act (NI-IPA) (36 CKF Part 60.6). Any action, as part of an undertaking, that could 
affect a “significant” cultural resource is subject to review and comment under Section 106 of the NHPA of 
1966. Cultural resources that rctain integrity and meet one or more of the critcna of significancc [36 CFR 
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60.41 qualify as significant and are eligible for listing on the NRI-TP; such resources must be managed in 
compliance with the Advisory Council's reghtions (36 CFR 800). The criteria used in the evaluation 
process involve districts, sites. buildings, structures. or objects that possess integity of location, design, setting, 
material, workmanship. feling, and association. Criterion (I is most frequently applied to prehistoric sites, 
and often applied to historical-period sites as well. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Pro-ject to address 
significant effects on historic resources. I Iowever, even with implementation of the measures presented in 
the EWEIS and above (Mitigation Measures C- l a  through C- 1 g). significant unavoidable impacts will 
occur. The CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
those considerations set forth in Sections II1.C (Alternatives to DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and 
VLI (Statement of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, makc infeasible additional mitigation 
measures or project alternativcs identified in thc Final ElWEIS. 

Rationale for Finding. It is important to notc that if direct impacts to NRHP propcrtics eligible undcr Crite- 
rion d (significant data potential) are uiiavoidable. mitigation throu& data rccoveiy will reduce impacts, but, undcr 
the NWA regulations, effects will still be considered significant, Likewise, for propcrtics eligible for the NRHP 
undcr Criteria a, b, or c data recovery could not reduce impacts to a less than significant level and effects will 
bc remain significant. There are no other feasible mitigation measurcs or alteinatives available to reduce the 
significant impact to cultural and paleontological resourccs to a level that will bc less than significant. 

Reference. Scction D.7 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the ElWEIS providcs a complete 
assessinent of the cultural resourccs impacts of the Projcct. 

Impact C-2: Consiruction of the project could cause an atlserse change fo unknown signijicunf buried 
prehistoric uric1 historical archueological sifes or buried Native Anterican Ituinan remains 

Thc potential to discover unanticipated cultural resources during construction cxists throughout the Project 
and could rcsult in advcrse cffects to cultural resources. If unaiiticipatcd sites, features, and/or artifacts 
wcre discovered as a result of construction, and those arc dcterniined to be NKHP-eligible at the time of 
discovery, thcre will be an adverse effect. The potential to discovcr unknown buried Native American human 
remains or sacred fcaturcs, in the forni of primary inhumations, crcniations, ccremonial bundles, or 
mourning ceremony features during construction could exist, rcsulting in adverse effects. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternatioiis have been incorporatcd in the Project to address 
significant cffects on cultural resources. Hou~cver, even with iniplemcntation ofthe measures presented in 
the EIIUEIS and above (Mitigation Measures C-lc through C-1 f, and C-2a). significant unavoidable 
impacts will occur. The CPUC finds that specific economic. legal, social, technological, or other con- 
siderations, including those considerations set forth in Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 
Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make infeasible 
additional mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR'EIS. 

Rationale for Finding. Adverse effects could be reduced by data-recovery investigations, but by virtue of 
the fact that such resources will be discovered after final project design and engineering, avoidance and 
protection of such resources will be infeasible. Therefore, if NRHP-eligible resources are impacted during 
construction, even after data recovery, effects will be significant, under the regulations in the NI-IPA. In 
addition, if unanticipated buried Native American human remains or sacred features were discovered as a 
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result of construction; then there will be a significant and unavoidable inipact to the remains; an adverse 
effect under the regulations in the "PA. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
available to reduce the significant impact to cultural and paleontological resources to a level that will be 
less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.7 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the EIR/EIS provides a complete 
assessment of the cultural resources impacts of the Pro-iect. 

V.3.5 Noise 

lmpact N-2: Permanent noise LeveLs aLong the ROW will increase due to corona noise jrom operution 
of the transinission lines 

As discussed in Scction D.8 (Noisc) of the ElIUbIS, noise generatcd by opcration of the Project will 
creatc Corona Noise along the entire Projcct route. Sonw segnicnts of the Project will creatc a permanent 
increase in ambient noisc to nearby rcsidcntial receptors. Along the route, rcsidcntial receptors at the 
following locations will incur pemianent noise increases as a result of the Project: 

0 Two to three residences at State Route 78 (MP E108.4) within 25 feet of the Project ROW will increase 
noise levels in excess of 65 Ldn. 

Residences of unincorporated Riverside County (Thousand Palms and North Palm Springs) withm 25 
fcet of the Project ROW. 

Residences within 25 feet of the corridor of the Dcvcrs-Vallcy No. 2 Altcmative 

0 

Operational noise at these locations will have the potential to permanently increase existing ambient noise 
conditions. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that changes or alternations have been incorporated in the Project to address 
significant permanent noise increases on thc cnvironment. Howcver. even with implementation of the 
APMs incorporated into the project (see APM L-7 which applies to this impact in Tablc B-10 of Section 
€3.5 of thc EIWEIS), sipficant unavoidablc impacts will occiir at those specific locations identified abovc. 
The CPUC finds that spccific economic, legal. social, technological, or other considerations, including 
those considerations set forth in Sections I1I.C (Alternatives to DPV2). 1V (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and V11 
(Statement of OveiTiding considerations) ofthe fkcision, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Rationale for Finding. For the impacted residences identified at State Routc 78 (MP E108.4) within 
25 feet of the Projcct ROW, SC€! hopes to rclocate thc homes, as proposcd in APM L-7; howcver, SCE 
has provided no detaih on whether the proposed relocation of the homes or the lines can feasibly be imple- 
mented. If implementation of APM L-7 proves problematic, the operation of the Project will create an 
infrequent, but significant, impact for residential land uses within 25 feet of the ROW (as identified above) 
that will remain unavoidable. There are no other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available to 
reduce the significant noise impact to a level that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section D.8 (Noise) of the EIWEIS provides a complete assessment of the operational noise 
impacts of the Project. 
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V.3.6 Air Quality 

Inprct AQ-I: Construction wiZl gcnerate dust and exhaust ettiissions 

As discussed in Scction D.11 (Air Quality) of the EIRELS, dust and exhaust generated during construc- 
tion of thc Project will creatc significant impacts to the segments along thc cntirc Project route and alter- 
natives located within air basins managed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 
Daily construction emissions will be potentially significant for NOx, V W ,  and PMlO within the SCAQMD 
jurisdiction. The jurisdiction of the SCAQMD includes the following project components inside the 
SCAQMD boundary, east of tlic Dcvers Substation: 

0 

0 

Construction of 349 new towers aiid 105 miles of transmission line 
Construction of upgrades at the Devers Substation 
Access and spur road construction and repair 

In addition: the following Alternative route segments will result in construction activities within the SCAQMD 
that will result in potentially significant impacts for NOx, VOC, and PMlO emissions: 

0 Devcrs-Vdky No. 2 Alternative 
Alligator Rock-North of Dcsert Center Alternative 

Dcsert Southwest Transmission Projcct Altcrnative 

Finding. The CPUC finds that the mitigation measures listed below (and Mitigation Measure AQ- 1 a from 
Section IV-2.10 abovc) have bcen incorporated in the Projcct to addrcss significant air quality emission 
increases on tlic cnvironment during construction in the SCAQMD jurisdiction. The VOC cmssions 
estimates calculated in the EIS/EIR Section D.ll, Air Quality, will exceed the SCAQMD daily regional 
significance criteria. The Project's NOx and PMlO emissions, even after implementation of these feasible 
mitigation measures, will remain above the SCAQMD daily sigaificance threshold values. In addition, 
even with implementation of the proposed fugitive dust Mitigation Measures presented above. significant 
unavoidable localized PM 10 impacts for nearby sensitive receptors (only those limited sensitive receptors 
located closer than 50 meters to new tower sites) within SCAQMD jurisdiction will still occur. The CPUC 
fiiids that specific economic. legal, social, technological. or other considerations. including those 
considerations set forth in Sections Ll1.C (Alternatives to DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Route Altcrnatives) aiid VI1 
(Statenicnt of Overriding Considcrdtions) of the Decision, makc infeasible additional mitigation measurcs 
or project altcrnatives idcntificd in tlic Final ELWEIS. 

AQ-1 b Use ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel. CAB-certified ultra low-sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel containing 
15 ppm sulfur or less shall be used in all diesel-powered construction equipment. 

AQ-lc Restrict engine idling. Diesel engine idle time shall be restricted to no more than a 10 ininutes 
duration. 

AQ-ld Use lower emitting offroad diesel-fueled equipment. All offroad coiistruction dicsel engines not 
registered under CARB's Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Progani, which have a 
rating of 50 hp or more, shall meet, at a minimum. the Tier 2 California Emission Standards for 
Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines as specified in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
section 2423(b)(l) unless that such engine is not available for a particular item of equipment. In 
thc cvcnt a Tier 2 enginc is not available for any ofTroad engine larger than 100 hp, that engine shall 
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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 manufacturers that the use of such devices is not practical 
for specific engine types. Equipment properly rcgistered under and in compliance with CARB's 
Statewidc Portable Equipnicnt Kcgistration Prograin are considcred to comply with this mitigation 
measure. 

AQ-le Use onroad vehicles that meet California onroad standards. All onroad construction vehicles 
working within California shall meet all applicable California onroad emission standards and shall 
be licensed in the State of Califomia. This does not apply to construction worker personal vehicles. 

AQ-lf Use lower emitting offroad gasolinefueled equipment. All ofoad spationary and portable gasoline- 
powered equipment shall have EPA Phase l/Phase 2 compliant engines, where the specific engine 
requirement shall be based on the new engine standard in ei'fect tu70 years prior to the initiating 
project constiuction. 

AQ-lg Reduce helicopter use during construction. Helicopter usc in California shall be limitcd to that 
necessary for conductor installation, using helicopters of the smallest practical size; and helicopters 
shall not be used for delivering supplies or personnel within California federal or State ozone 
nonattainment areas except as specifically excepted by the CPUC due to limitations in road access 
and/or to rcduce other adverse environmental impacts associatcd with road constiuction/travel 
(such as to biological resources or cultural resources). 

AQ-lh Schedule deliveries outside of peak hours. For marshalling and constniction yards west of the 
eastern border of the City of Indio, all material deliveries to the yards and froin the yards to the 
construction sites shall be scheduled to occur outside of peak "rush hour" traffic hours (7:OO to 
1O:OO a.m. and 4:OO to 7:OO pm.) to the extent feasible, and other truck trips during pcak traffic 
hours shall be minimized to the extcnt feasible. 

AQ-li Obtain NOx emission offsets. SCl3 shall obtain NOx emission reduction credits or offsets in suffi- 
cient quantities to of'fset construction emissions of NOx that excced thc South Coast Air Basin ozonc 
nonattainmcnt area federal General Conformity Rulc applicability threshold as deteiniincd in thc Gcn- 
era1 Confonnity analysis for the project. The emission offset method shall comply with SCAQMD 
rules and regulations, and offsets shall be obtained by SCE prior to construction. 

Rationale for Finding. During construction of the Prqject within the SCAQMD, construction emissions 
will create a short-term, but significant. impact by exceeding the daily NOx, VOC, and PMlO thresholds 
within the SCAQMD jurisdiction. This impact will remain unavoidable. There are no other feasible miti- 
gation mcasures or alternatives available to reduce the significant air quality impact to a level that will be 
lcss than significant. 

Reference. Section D. 1 1 (Air Quality) provides a complete assessment of the air quality impacts of the 
Project. 
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Cumulative construction air qualiiy inyacts could result in a temporary or yerrraizent increase in 
pollutant levels or violate local air quality rules, standards, anrl/or ordinances 

As discusscd in Section F (Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) of the ELWEIS, therc is the possibility that a 
variety of projects will occur at the same time as Project construction. A number of projects were identified 
in California in both the MDAQMD and SCAQMD jurisdiction. In the areas where Project construction 
may occur simultaneously with future and proposed construction projects within one mile of the Project, 
the combined effects of air quality pollutants generated by the Project and other development will result in 
cumulative impacts. 

Finding. The CPUC finds that mitigation nieasures identified for the Project will remain applicable (AQ-la 
through AQ-li listed above). Other cumulative projects will also need to comply with local ordinances 
prohibiting nuisances or requiring dust control. Section D.l l  (Air Quality) of the EIWEIS provides a 
detailed description of the effects of the Project on air quality and the MDAQMD and SCAQMD CEQA 
significancc dctcrmination methodologies. The CPUC finds that spccific economic, legal, social, techno- 
logical, or ather considerations, including those considerations sct forth in Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to 
DPV2), 1V (DPV2 Koute Altcmatives) and V11 (Statemcnt of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, 
make infeasible additioiial mitigation ineasurcs or projcct alternativcs identified in the Final ElK/EiS. 

Rationale for Finding. There is the possibility that a variety of projects, mainly roadway iniprovements or 
local residential development, will occur at the same time as construction of the Project. Pollutants 
generated from construction of these projects could result in an impact on ambient air quality that will 
overlap with those of the Project, if the construction work occurs in close proximity as well as at the same 
time. Construction of the cumulative projects could further exacerbate the potentially significant project- 
related construction impacts (Impact A- I ). Mitigation measures identified for the Project will remain 
applicable. Other cumulative projects will also need to comply with local ordinances prohibiting 
nuisances or requiring dust control. The APMs for air quality and air quality mitigation measures rcc- 
ommcndcd for the Project will reducc cumulative construction impacts to a less than significant lcvel 
within MDAQMD jurisdiction, but impacts will remain signiiicant after mitigation within SCAQMU 
jurisdiction. There are no other feasiblc mitigation nicasurcs or alternatives available to rcduce the sig- 
nificant air quality impact to a levcl that will be less than significant. 

Reference. Section F (Cumulative Scenario and impacts) provides a complete assessment of the air quality 
impacts of the Project. 

VI. Finding on the “West Of Devers” Portion of the Proposed Project 
As described in Section 11. I (Project Description Summary), at the timc of SCE’s Application to the CPUC 
for the DPV2 project, the Project included upgrades to an additional 50 miles of 230 kV transmission lines 
west of the Devers Substation, called the ‘*West of Devers” portion of the Project. The CPUC has decided to 
implement the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative route instcad of the West of Devers upgrades due to the 
legal infeasibility of the Wcst of Devers segment that would cross over Morongo tribal lands. 

Finding/Rationab: The CPUC finds that the West of Devers portion of the proposed Project is lcss 
desirable than the adopted Project (including implementation of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) and 
rejects this portion of the proposed Project as legally infeasible as a result of the segment which would 
cross over Morongo tribal lands. Specific economic. legal, social, technological, and other consider- 
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ations, including those considerations set forth in Sections I1I.C (Alternatives to DPV2). IV (DPV2 Route 
Alternatives) and VI1 (Stateme.iit of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision. make this alternative less 
desirable than the adopted Project. 

VII. Alternatives to the Project 
hi total, t k  alternatives screening process culniinated in the identification and prcliminaly screening of 35 
potential alternatives or combinations of alternatives. These alternatives ranged from minor routing 
adjustments to SCE’s proposed 500 kV project route, to entirely different transmission line routes, to 
alternate system Lroltages, and system designs. Renewable resource technologies, distributed generation, 
and demand-side management were also considered. The alternatives that were eliminated either did not 
meet project objectives, did not meet legal, regulatory, and technical feasibility criteria, andor did not avoid or 
reduce environmental effects of the Project. 

For example, three alternative routes that will avoid Kofa National Wildlife Refiige (SCE North of Kofa 
NWR-South of 1-10 Alternative, SCE North of Kofa NWR-North of 1-10 Alternative, North of Kofa 
Alternative) were developed. All three alternatives will meet project objectives, but all will also be out- 
side of BLM-dcsignated utility corridors. As a result of greatcr impacts to rccreation, visual, and biological 
resourccs, and the challenges in obtaining regulatory approvals, all threc altcmatives that will avoid Kofa 
NWR were eliminated from full consideration and the routc through thc wildlife refuge was found to be 
the most environmcntally preferrcd. 

Vll.1 Transmission Line Route Alternatives: Devers-Harquahala 

Vil.1 .I SCE Harquahala-West Alternative 

Thc “Harquahala-West Subaltematc Route” will bcgin at thc Hat-quahala Generating Station Switchyard. 
Rather than dcparting the Harquahala Switchyard to thc cast paralleling the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 
500 kV towers, the Ratquahala-West Altcrnativc will depart the Harquahala Generating Station Switch- 
yard to the wcst and follow section lincs due west for approximately 12 niilcs through private and State 
lands to the El Paso Natural Gas Pipeline corridor. This portion of the route parallels Courthouse Road 
approximately one mile to the north along section lines to the pipeline corridor. At the pipeline corridor, 
the transmission line will proceed northwesterly along the pipeline corridor for approximately 9 miles to the 
intersection with the DPVl transmission line. immediately north of the El Paso Wendon Pump Station. 
The length of the IIasquahala-West Alternative between the Harquahala Switchyard and the junction with 
the DPVl line and the proposed route is 2 1 miles. 

FindindRationafe. The CPUC finds that the SCE IIarquahala-West Alternative is less desirable than the 
adopted Project and rejects this alternative because it will result in greater environmental impacts due to 
its crcation of a new transmission corridor and cffects on agricultural land (Ptmanent conversion of 23.4 
acres of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use and 35.7 acres of tcmporary agricultural land 
disturbance). Specific cconornic, legal, social, technological, and other considcrations, including those 
considcrations set forth in Sections 111.C (Alternativcs to DPV2), IV (DPVZ Route Alternatives) and VI1 
(Statement of Ovcrridirig Considerations) of the Decision, make this altcrnative less desirable than the 
adoptcd Projcct. 
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W1.1.2 SCE Palo Verde Alternatiie 

Undcr thc Palo Verde Alternative. the DPV2 line will terminate at thc Palo Verdc Nuclear Generating Station 
(PVNGS) Switchyard instcad of Harquahala Gcnerahng Station switchyard as is currently proposed. As 
presented in the 2005 PEA, the Palo Verde Alternative will require construction of a new 500 kV trans- 
mission line parallel to the DPVl transmission line for an additional approximately 14.7 miles to tile 
PVNGS Switchyard. Rather than leave the existing DPVl transmission corridor and follow the existing 
I-Iarquahala-IIassayampa 500 kV transmission line west to the IIarquahala Switchyard, this alternative 
route will cross from the western side of the DPVl transmission line to the east, and continue south, 
parallel to the existing DPVl and Elarquahala-IIassayampa 500 kV lines. This alternative will avoid the 
need to construct thc proposed 5-milc se,gmcnt from the Harquahala Gencrating Station Switchyard to thc 
Harquahala Junction. This route will scrve as a backup if SCE’s contract to w e  Harquahala Generating 
Station as the termination point and acquire the existing Harquahala-tlassayampa 500 kV transmission 
linc falls through and SCE has to build a new linc to thc PVNGS Switchyard. 

Fiizdin/Rafionale. The CPUC finds that this alternative is less desirable than the adopted Project and 
rejects this alternative because it will have greater environmental impacts, because the route will be 
approximately 9.7 miles longer than the proposed route. Longer length will affect the length and intensity 
of short-term construction impacts and ground disturbance, affecting air quality, noise, transportation and 
traffic, hazardous materials related to environmental contamination, water use for dust suppression, and 
geologic resources related to soil erosion. The potential to disturb unknown cultural re.sources and impact 
vegetation and wildlife is also increased with greater ground disturbance. In addition, there will be the, 
potential for adverse visual impacts on views of Saddle Mountain from westbound Salome Highway and to 
approximately eight residences along the east-west portion of DPV2 route in the vicinity of Elliot Avenue 
and west of PVNGS. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations including those 
identified in Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VI1 (Statement of 
Overriding Considerations) of the Decision, make this alternative less desirable as identified in the 
E1R;ElS. 

VII.1.3 Alligator Rock Alternatives 

In addition to the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative described in detail in Section 1I.l 
(above), there are two other potential reroutes around the Alligator Rock area that were developed to reduce 
impacts to cultural and biological resources. A route south of the proposed route was eliminated after 
preliminary screening due to much greater environmental impacts to all issue areas except visual resources. 

Alligator Rock-Blythe Energy Transmission Route Alternative. This route would diverge from the 
Project route approximately 3.5 miles east of Desert Center and would avoid much of the Alligator Rock 
ACEC by ~bilowing its northern edge near 1-10. This alternative would follow the proposed Blythe Encrby 
Project Transmission Line Project (BEPTL) by diverging from DPVl to the north bringing this new 
alignmelit close to Aztec Avenue, an existing El Paso Natural Gas Pipelindaccess road, which would be 
uscd for construction access. Because the proposed new alignment would be close to the pipeline access 
road, each of the spur roads to the tower sites would be from this existing access road. Thc alternative 
route would be approximately 4.6 miles long and the Project would be approximately 3.95 miles long in 
the same segment. 
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AUigator Rock-South of 1-10 Frontage Alternative. This alternativc routc is the samc as the route 
proposed for the Desert Southwest Transmission Project (see below). The South of 1-1 0 Frontage Alternative 
q7ould diverge from the Project approxiniately 3.5 iniles east of Desert Center and would follow the 
Alligator Rock-Blythe Energy Transmission Route Alternative route for 3.25 miles to the point at which 
the BEPTL Alternative turns southwest, just east of Alligator Rock. After passing between the northern 
end of Alligator Rock and the 1-10 itself, this alternative would continue in a westerly direction, 
immediatcly south of 1-10 and Aztcc Avenue for 6.5 miles. It would rejoin the Projcct routc betwecn MPs 
160 and 161. The Alligator Rock-South of 1-10 Frontage Alternative would be 9.77 miles long and the pro- 
posed routc would bc 9.2 miles long in the equivaicnt se,gncnt. 

Findiizflationale. Because it is likely that the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center Alternative will be 
sclccted, these othcr two routc alternatives intended to avoid the impact to the Alligator Rock portion of the 
route proposed by SCE arc not necessary. Therefore. tlic CPUC finds that thesc alternative routes are less 
desirable than thc adopted Project and are rcjected. 

Thc Alligator Kock-Blythe Encrgy Project Alternative is 0.65 miles longer than thc proposcd route. it 
will have the same Class 1 impacts in air quality and cultural resources, although the cultural resourccs 
potentially affect will likely have less valuc than those in the hcart of the ASJX. The altcmativc will create a 
differcnt Class I visual impact, Impact V-38, resulting from inconsistency with Interim BLM VKM Class 
I1 management objective when viewing Alligator Rock from westbound 1-10, east of Desert Centcr. 

Thc Alligator Rock-South of 1-10 Frontagc Alternative is 0.57 miles longer than the proposed route. It 
will havc the sanic Class 1 impacts in air quality and cultural rcsources, although the cultural rcsourccs potcn- 
tially affect will havc lcss value than thosc in the heart of the ACEC. Tlic altcmative will create a dif- 
ferent Class I visual impact. Impact V-39 (inconsistency with Interim BLM VRM Class IT nianageineiit 
objective when viewing Alligator Rock from eastbound 1-1 0. 

Thc CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological or othcr considerations haw including 
those identified in Sections 1n.C (Alternatives to DPV2); IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) and VII (Statement 
of Overriding Considerations) of the Decision make these route alternatives less desirable as identified in 
the EREIS. 

Vl1.2 Other Project Alternatives 
Vli.2.1 Desert Southwest Transmission Project Alternative 

The Desert Southwest Transmission Line Project (DSWTP) Final EWEIR, published by the Imperial 
Irrigation District (ID) and BLM in October 2005, analyzes a proposed new 118-mile 500 kV line between 
Blythe and SCE’s Devers Substation. The BLM issued a Record of Decision on the project on Septem- 
ber 15,2006, The line will originate at a new 25-acre Keim SubstatiodSwitching Station east of the center of 
Blytlie ncar thc Blythe EncrLy Project power plant. In addition, the DSWTP will include a new Midpoint 
Substation/Switching Station, located at the eastcrn intcrxction of the proposed line with the existing DPVl 
line. Thc new line from the new Keim SubstatioidSwitching Station to the new7 Midpoint Substation6witch- 
ing Station will bc constructed as a double-circuit line or two parallcl lincs. Also, in  thc future, a new 
substation could be built near Indio west of Dillon Road, adjacent to thc existing transmission line facil- 
itics, to connect the proposed transmission line to IID’s existing Coachella Substation. 
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Much of this alteiiiative route will bc in the same conidor as SCE’s DPVI transmission line, the proposed 
DPV2 line, and the proposed Blythe Energy Project Transmission Line Modifications (BEPTL). For the 
purposes of this alternatives analysis, the DSWTP differs from the Project in die following respects: 

0 DSWTP includes the construction of three new substatiodswitching stations (Keim, Midpoint, and on 
Dillon Road) that will not be required with the DPV2 Project (although DPV2 includes an option to 
construct tlic Midpoint Substation). 

DSWTP requires construction of onc doublc-circuit 500 kV line or two parallel 500 kV transmission 
lincs for 8.8 milcs from Keim Substation to Midpoint Substation. 

LISWTP will diverge from the DPVl corridor to the north (closcr to 1-10) in the vicinity of Alligator 
Rock for approximately 9.5 miles. 

0 

Finding/Rationaie. Thc CPUC finds that this altcmative projcct will mcet project objectives and will be 
feasible. Overall, thc impacts will be vcry similar to those ofthe proposed DPV2 Project. The DSWTP route 
will reduce impacts to biological and cultural resources in the vicinity of Alligator Rock ACEC. However, the 
Project is preferred over the DSWTP because it will require less ground disturbance aiid construction of 
fewer substations. Specific economic. legal, social, technological and other considerations have been 
identified in Section VI1 of the Decision (Statement of Overriding Considerations) that make tlie DSWTP 
Alternative less desirable than the adopted Project. 

W.3 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Projcct Alternative, construction and operation of DPV2 will not occur. Tlic baseline envi- 
ronmental conditions for the No Projcct Alternatives are the samc as for thc Project. Thc baselinc con- 
ditions will continuc to occur into the future, undisturbed, in the absence of project-related construction 
activities. 

The ob-jectives of tlie Pro-ject will remain unfulfilled under the No Project Alternative. For exaniple, 1,200 
MW of transniission import capability into California will not be added, and tlie additional market 
competition and improved system reliability and operating flexibility associated with the Project will not 
occur. 

The abscnce of the Project may lead SCE or other developcrs to pursue other actions to achievc the objec- 
tives of the Project. The events or actions that arc reasonably cxpccted to occur in the foresceablc future 
without DPV2 include the following: 

0 

The existing transmission grid and power generating facilities will continuc to operate. 

Continued growth in electricity consumption and peak demand within California is expected. To serve 
this growth, additional electricity will need to bc intcrnaily generatcd or imported into California by 
existing facilitics. 

A continuation of baseline demml-side or supply-side actions may be expected to occur. Demand-side 
actions include additional energy conservation or load management. Supp!v-.side actions can include 
acceleratcd development of gcneration, such as conventional, renctvablc. and distributed gcneration, or 
other major transmission projects. 
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Finding/Rationale. The environmental impacts of the No Project Altcrnative will primarily result from 
operation of gas-fired turbine generators and new transmission lines. These long-term operatiomdl 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 Project, as well as impacts of generation sources, the CPUC finds that the No Project Alternative is 
not superior to the Environmentally Superior Alternativc. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or 
other considcrations have bcen identificd in Section V11 of thc Decision (Statement of Overriding 
Considcrations} that make the No Project Alteinative less desirable than the adopted Project. 

Vlll. Findings Regarding Other CEQA Considerations 

vIII.1 Growth Inducing Impacts 

The growth-inducing potential of a project will be significant if it fosters growth or a concentration of popu- 
lation abovc what is assumcd in local and regional land use plans, or in projections made by rcgional planning 
authorities. Significant growth impacts could also occur if a project providcs intirastructure or scrvice 
capacity to accommodate growth levels beyond thosc permitted by local or regional plans and policics. 

Finding/Rationale. Both locally and regionally, the Project area is experiencing substantial population 
growth, which is rcilected in a h g e  number of proposcd and planned future residential development 
projccts. The Project is not intended to supply power rclated to growth for any particular development, 
either diectly or indirectly. The transmission line will be buift so that as power loads increase, future over- 
loading of transmission facilities will be avoided. By increasing capacity and reducing generation outages, 
the Project will increase power reliability. The Project will increase capacity and reduce generation outages, 
increasing power reliability, and could therefore be seen as indirectly inducing growth. However, the Project 
will not result in growth inducing impacts as it will not remove any substantial impediments to growth 
nor will it cause economic expansion or growth in excess of the projected rates of growth in the Project 
area. Additionally, the Project will not introduce power into undcveloped arcas or dcvelopment into open 
space as the Projcct will largely follow existing utility corridors. 

V111.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

Irreversible and irretrievable environmental changes caused by a Project includc uses of nonrcnewable 
resources during construction and operation, long-term or pennanemit access to prcviously inacccssi ble 
areas, and irrcversible damages that may result froin project-related accidents. 

Finding/Rationak The Project will result in a number of irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources. Iniplemcntation of the Project will result in the consumption of energy as it relates to the fuel 
needed for construction-related activities. Construction will requirc the manufacture of ncw materials, 
some of which will not be recyclable at the end of the Project's lifetime, and the energy required for the 
production of these materials, which will also result in an irretrievable commitment of natural resources. 
The consumption of nonrenewable resources during maintenance and inspection of the Project will not 
change appreciably fiom SCE's existing activities in the project area. Although the Project will result in the 
permanent loss of approximately 160.1 acres of vegetation and habitat, more them 892 acres will be 
restored to their previous condition after construction. As this new disturbance will be in existing utility 
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corridors, access to previously inaccessible areas will be niininial. During the operation of the Project, the 
transport of electrical pou7er generated from nonrenewable resources (e.g.. natural gas, nuclear) will con- 
tinue. However, these resources are available and will be avdilable in the reasonably foreseeable future. 

The CPUC finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
those considerations set forth in Sections 1II.C (Alternatives to DPV2), IV (DPV2 Route Alternatives) 
and VI1 (Statement of Ovtrriding Considcrations) of the Decision, make infeasible additional mitigation 
measures or project alternativcs identified in thc Filial EIWEIS. 

W11.3 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIWElS and Revisions to the Final 
EIW ElS 

Volume 3 of the EIR'EIS includes the comients received on the Draft EIRETS and responses to those com- 
ments. The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environment a 1 issues . as 
raised in the comnients, as specified by Section 15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines and 40 CFR 
1503.4 undcr NEPA. 

As noted above, the CPUC has deleted Section €1.1.3 of the Final EIWEIS. 

FifidindRationnle, Responses to comients made on the Draft EIRiElS and the above-referenced 
revision to the Final EWEIS merely clarify and amplify the analysis presented in the document and do not 
trigger the need to recirculate per CEQA Guidelines $15088.5(b). 

IX. Adoption of a Monitoring and Reporting Program for the CEQA 
Mitigation Measures 

Section 2 108 1.6 of the Public Resources Code requires this Commission to adopt a monitoring OK reporting 
program regarding thc changcs in thc project and mitigation mcasures imposcd to lessen or avoid significant 
ef'f'ccts on the environmcnt. The Mitigation Monitoring Pro,gam is adoptcd bccause it fulfills thc CEQA 
mitigation monitoring requirements: 

0 The Mitigation Monitoring and Kcportkg Prograni is designed to ensurc compliancc with thc changes 
in the project and mitigation measures imposcd on the project during project implementation. 

Measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable through 
permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. 

The Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is 
included as Section €I of tlie Final EIR'EIS (Section X). 

I X Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
The following is fiom EINEIS Section H, as modified in Section I of these Findings. 

This EIWEIS includes a proposed Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program (MMCW) for 
the initigation mcasures proposed herciii for the Devcrs-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
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(DPV2). An MMCRP table for the Proposed Project and the alternatives is provided at the end of each 
issue area’s environmental analysis in Section D (D.2 through 11.14). This scction herein providcs the 
recommended framework for thc implementation of the MMCRP by thc CEQA Lcad Agency, the Cali- 
fornia Public Utilitics Conlmission (CPUC), and thc NEPA Lead Agcncy, the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM)? and describes the roles and rcsponsi bilitics of governmcnt agencies in implementing and enforcing 
adopted mitigation. 

H.1 Authority for the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting 
Program 

H.l.l California Public Utilities Commission 

The California Public Utilities Code in numerous places confers authority upon thc CPUC to regulate the 
terms of scrvice and the safety, practices and equipment of utilities subject to its jurisdiction. It is the 
standard practice of thc CPUC, pursuant to its statutory rcsponsibility to protcct the environment. to 
require that mitigation ineas~ires stipulatcd as conditions of approval be implemented properly, monitored, 
and reported on  In 1989, this requircmeiit was codified statewide as Section 21081.6 of the Public 
Resources Code. Section 2108 1.6 requires a public agency to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, 
and Reporting Progrm when it approves a pro.ject that is subject to preparation of an EIR and where the EIR 
for the project identifies significant adverse environmental effects, CEQ.4 Guidelines Section 15097 was 
added in 1999 to further clarify agency requirements for mitigation monitoring or reporting. 

The purpose of a MMCRP is to ensure that measures adopted to mitigate or avoid significant impacts of a 
project are implemented. The CPUC views the MMCRP as a working guide to facilitate not only the hi- 
plementation of mitigation measures by the project proponent, but also the monitoring, compliance and 
reporting activities of the CPUC and any monitors it may designate. 

The CPUC will address its responsibility under Public Resources Code Section 2108 1.6 when it takes action 
011 SCE’s application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. If thc Commission approves 
the application, it will also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Progain that in- 
cludes the mitigation measures ultimately madc a colldition of approval by thc Commission. 

H.1.2 Bureau of Land Management and Other Federal Lands 

BLM is the fedcral Lead Agency for the prcparation of this EWEIS in compliance with NEPA, the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) rcgulafion for implemcnting NEPA (40 Codc of Fcderal Rcg- 
ulations [CFK] 1500-1508), and the BLM NEPA guidance handbook (H-1790-1). As the Lead Agency, 
BLM is also rcsponsiblc for ensuring that mitigation measures are implcmcnted on its land. BLM intcnds 
to work with thc CPUC in implementation of mitigation monitoring during constniction of thc DPV2 
project, and will likely use the CPUC’s cnvironmental contractor for monitoring on its lands. 

For portions of the project on federal lands owned or managed by other federal agencies (e.g., Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge or Y uma Proving Grounds), BLM will consult with these agencies to determine 
whether they would like the sanie contractors who are monitoring for BLM to monitor construction on 
these lands. 
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H.2 Organization of the Final Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
If tlie project or an alternativc to thc project is approved, the MMCRP should serve as a self-contained 
general refcrence for tlic Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted by the CPUC and BLM for the DPV2 
Project. To accomplish this, the Final Mitigdtion Monitoring Plan should contain seven elements (as indi- 
cated below). If and when a projcct has been approvcd by the Commission and BLM, the CPUC and BLM 
will compile the Final Plan fi-om the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the Final EIWElS, as adopted. 
The elements of the Mitigathi Monitoring Plan arc as follows: 

MMCRP Introduction 

0 Program Adoption Process 
Organization of the MMCRP 

Author@ and Purpose of the Prograni 

Roles and Responsibilities 
0 Monitoring Responsibility 
0 Enforccment Responsibility 

Mitigation Compliancc Responsibility 
Dispute Resolution 

General Monitoring Procedures 
0 Environmental Monitor 
0 Construction Personnel 
0 General Reporting Requirements 

Public Access to Kecords 

In the Final MMCRP, this section will contain a concise overview and reference description of the approved 
project that clearly outlines its physical locations and timetable, including construction spreads. This section 
will also specify the “master” reference(s) which the monitors and the Applicant will use in carrying out the 
Prograni, e.g.. the Final EIlUEIS, but also niore detailed working maps and plans. The Applicant Proposed 
Measures, to which SCE has committed to reduce potential inipacts, will also be listed in this section. 

In the Final Plan, this scction will include the list of agencies with jurisdiction over thc project (from 
EIK/EIS Tdblc A-4), and a description of where their respective jurisdictions cxist. For example, for a given 
construction spread, state what region of the California Departnient of Fish and Game has jurisdiction, 
provide the mine of the regional manager, the address, telephone and fax numbers. 

H.3 Roles and Responsibilities 
As the lead agcncies under CEQA and NEPA, the CPUC and BLM, rcspectivdy, are required to monitor 
this project to ensure that the required mitigation measures and Applicant Proposed Measures are imple- 
mented. The CPUC and BLM will be responsible for ensuring full compliance with the provisions of this 
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monitoring progmn and has primary responsibility for implenientation of the monitoring program. The 
purpose of the monitoring program is to document that the mitigation measures required by the CPUC 
and BLM are implemented and that mitigated environmental impacts are reduced to the level identified in 
the Program. 

The CPUC and/or BLM may delegate duties and responsibilities for monitoring to other environmental 
monitors or consultants as deemed necessary, and some monitoring responsibilities may be assunled by 
responsible agencies, such as affected jurisdictions and cities. The number of construction monitors 
assiped to the project will depend on the number of concurrent construction activities and their locations. 
The CPUC and BLM. however, will enmre that each person delegated any duties or responsibilities is 
qualificd to monitor compliance. 

Any mitigation measure study or plan that requires the approval of the CPUC and BLM must allow at 
least 60 days for adequate review time. When a mitigation measure requires that a mitigation program be 
developcd during thc dcsign phasc of thc project, the Applicant must submit the final program to CPUC 
and BLM for re-ticw and approval for at least 60 days beforc construction begins. Otlicr agencies and 
jurisdictions may require additional revicw time. It is thc responsibility of thc environmental monitor 
assigned to each sprcdd to cnsurc that appropriate agcncy rcvicws and approvals arc obtaincd. 

The CPUC and BLM along with its eiivironmcntal monitors will also ensure that any variance process or 
deviation from the proccdurcs identified under the monitoring program is consistcnt with CEQA and 
NEPA requirements: no project variance will bc approvcd by thc CPUC and BLM if it creates ncw si&- 
nificant impacts. As defined in this section, a variance should be strictly liniitcd to minor projcct changes 
that will not trigger other permit requircmcnts, that does not increase thc scverity of an impact or create a 
new impact. and that clearly and strictly complies with the intent of the mitigation measurc. A Proposed 
Project change that has the potential for creating significant environmental effects will he evaluated to 
detemiine whether supplemental CEQA and/or NEPA review is required. Any proposed deviation from 
the approved project, adopted mitigation measures, and Applicant Proposed Measures, and correction of 
such deviation, shall be reported immediately to the CPUC. the BLM, and the environmental monitor 
assigned to the construction spread for their review and approval. In some cases, a variance may also 
require approval by a CEQA or NEPA responsiblc agency. 

H.4 Enforcement Responsibility 
The CPUC and BLM are responsible for enforcing the procedures adopted for monitoring through the 
environmental monitor assigned to each construction spread. The environmental monitor shall note prob- 
lems with monitoring, notify appropriate agencies or individuals about any problems, and report the prob- 
lems to thc CPUC and BLM. 

The CPUC and, BLM, and USFWS (within Koh NWR and Coachelh NWR lands) have the authority to halt 
any construction, operation, or maintenance activity associated with the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Trans- 
mission Linc Project if the activity is determined to be a dcviation from the approvccl project or adopted 
mitigation mcasures, The CPUC and:or BLM may assign this authority to the cnvironinental monitor for 
each constniction spread. 
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H.5 Mitigation Compliance Responsibility 
The Applicant, SCE, is responsible for successfully implementing all the adopted mitigation measures in 
the MMCRP. The MMCRP will contain criteria that defme whether mitigation is successful. Standards for 
successful mitigation also are implicit in many mitigation measures that include such requirements as 
obtaining permits or avoiding a specific impact entirely. Other mitigation measures include success 
criteria that are listed in table at the end of each issue area section, Additional mitigation success thresh- 
olds will be established by applicable agencies with jurisdiction through the permit process and through 
the review and approval of specific plans for the implementation of mitigation measures. 

The Applicant shall inform the CPUC, the BLM, and their monitors in writing of any mitigation measures 
that are not or cannot be successfully implemented. The CPUC and BLM in coordination with their 
monitors will asscss whether alternative mitigation is appropriate and specify to SCE the subscqucnt actions 
required. 

H.6 Dispute Resolution 
It is expected that the Final MMCRP will reduce or eliminate many potential disputes. However, even 
with the best preparation, disputes may occur. In such event, the following procedure will be observed: 

0 Step 1. Disputes and complaints (including those of the public) should be directed first to the CPUC 
andor BLM‘s designated Projcct Managcr, as appropriate, for resolution. The Project Manager will 
attempt to rcsolve thc dispute. 

Step 2. Should this informal process fail, the CPUC andior BLM Project Manager may initiatc enforce- 
mcnt or compliance action to address deviations from the Proposcd Project or adoptcd Mitigation 
Monitoring Propam. 

Thc following stcps apply to thc CPUC only: 

Step 3. If a dispute or complaint regarding the implementation or evaluation of the Progain or the 
mi tigation measures cannot be resolved informally or through enforcement or compliance action by 
the CPUC, any affected participant in the dispute or complaint may file a written “notice of dispute” 
with the CPUc‘s Executive Director. This notice should be filed in order to resolve the dispute in a 
timely manner, with copies concurrently served on other affected participants. Within 10 days of 
receipt, the Executive Director or designee(s) shall meet or confer with the filer and other affected 
participants for purposes of resolving thc disputc. The Executive Director shall issue an Executive Kcso- 
lution describing hidher decision, and serve it on the tiler and other affected participants. 

Step 4. If oiic or more of thc affccted parties is not satisfied with the decision as describcd in the 
Resolution, such party(ies) may appeal it to the Commission via a procedure to be specified by the 
Commission. 

0 

Parties may also seek review by the Commission through existing procedures specified in the Commis- 
sion‘s Rules of Pmcticc and Procedure for formal and expedited dispute rcsolution, although a good faith 
cffort should first be madc to use the foregoing proccdure. 
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H.7 General Monitoring Procedures 

H.7.1 Environmental Monitor 

Many of the monitoring procedures will be conducted during the construction phase of the project. The 
CPUC, the BLM, and the environmental monitorjs) are responsible for integrating the mitigation moni- 
toring procedures into the construction process in coordination with SCE. To oversee the monitoring 
procedures and to ensure success. the eiivironmcntal monitor assigned to each construction spread must 
be onsite during that portion of construction that has the potential to create a significant eiivironmcntal 
impact or other impact for which mitigation is requircd. Thc environmental monitor is rcsponsible for 
cnsuring that all procedures specified in the monitoring program are followcd. 

H.7.2 Construction Personnel 

A key fcature contributing to the success of mitigation monitoring will be obtaining tlx full cooperation 
of construction personnel and supenison. Many of the mitigation measures require action on the part of 
the construction supervisors or crews for successful implenientation. To ensure success. the following 
actions. detailed in specific mitigation measures included in the Final Implementation Plan, will be taken: 

0 Procedures to be followed by construction companies hired to do the work will be written into con- 
tracts between SCE and any construction contractors. Procedures to be followed by construction crews 
will bc written into a separate agrcemcnt that all construction personnel will bc asked to sign, dcnoting 
consent to the proccdurcs. 

Onc or more pre-construction meetings will bc held to inform all and train construction pcrsonnel 
about thc requircmcnts of the monitoring program (as detailcd in thc Final Inlplementation Plan). 

A written summary of mitigation monitoring procedures will bc provided to construction supcrvisors 
for all mitigation measures requiring their attention. 

H.7.3 General Reporting Procedures 

Site visits and specified monitoring procedures performed by other individuals will be reported to the 
environmental monitor assigned to the relevant construction spread. A monitoring record forni will be 
submitted to the environmental monitor by the individual conducting the visit or procedure so that details 
of the visit can be recorded and progress tracked by the environmental monitor. A checklist will be 
developed and maintained by the environmental monitor to track all procedures required for each 
mitigation measure and to ensurc that the timing specified for the procedures is adhered to. The envi- 
roimcntal monitor will note any problems that may occur and take appropriate action to rectify the prob- 
lems. Thc Applicant shall provide the CPUC and, BLM, and USFWS with written quartcrly reports of 
the projcct, which shall include progrcss of construction, rcsulting impacts, mitigation implcmcntcd, and 
all other noteworthy elements of the project. Quarterly reports shall bc required as long as mitigation 
measures arc applicable. 
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H.7.4 Public Access to Records 

The public is allowed access to records and reports used to track the monitoring program. Monitoring 
records and reports will be made available for public inspection by the CPUC and BLM on request. The 
CPUC, the BLM. and the Applicant will devclop a tiling and tracking system. For additional information 
on mitigation monitoring and reporting for the luevers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project, the 
Energy Division of the CPUC will maintain an Internet wcbsite, accessible at thc CPUC websitc at 
h~:/l~.cpuc.ca.gov/environmcnt/info~aspcn~dp~~2~d~~~2.ht1n and at thc BLM wcbsite at http:liwww.ca. 
blm.gov/palmspriiigs/devers_paloverde.htinl. In order to facilitate the public’s awareness, thc CPUC will 
make weckly rcports available on thc website. 

H.8 Condition Effectiveness Review 
As required by CEQA, the CPUC must evaluate the effectiveness of the initigation measures that are imple- 
mented. In order to fulfill its statutory mandates to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment 
and to design a Mitigation Monitoring Program to ensure coinpliance during project implementation 
(CEQA 21081.6): 

The CPUC may conduct a comprehensive review of conditions which are not effectively mitigating 
impacts at any time. it deems appropriate, including as a result of the Dispute Resolution procedure out- 
lined in 1-1.6; and 

If in either review, the Commission determines that any conditions are not adequately mitigating sig- 
nificant environmental impacts caused by the project, or that recent proven technological advances 
could provide morc effective mitigation, then the Coinmission may impose additional reasonable con- 
ditions to effectively mitigate these impacts. 

These reviews will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Commission’s rules and practices. 

H.9 Mitigation Monitoring Program Tables 
Mitigation Monitoring Program tables are presented at the end of each issue area section (Sections D.2 
through D.14). These tables, along with the full text ofthe mitigation measures themselves, will form the 
basis for implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

(END OF ATTACHMENT B) 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPANY AND ITS ASSIGNEES IN 
CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA REVISED 

40-360.06 FOR A CERTIFICATE OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 
AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF A 
500kV ALTERNATING CURRENT 
TRANSMISSION LINE AND RELATED 
FACILITIES IN MARICOPA AND LA PAZ 
COUNTIES IN ARIZONA ORIGINATING 
AT THE HARQUAHALA GENERATING 
STATION SWITCHYARD IN WESTERN 
MARICOPA COUNTY AND 
TERMINATING AT THE DEVERS 
SUBSTATION IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 

STATUTES SECTIONS 40-360.03 AND 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENT AND QUESTIONS 

On December 22,2006, Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting 

Committee (“Line Siting Committee”) Chairman Laurie Woodall filed the comments and 

questions of the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (“ADEQ’) in the above 

referenced case. 

Southern California Edison Company (“SCE’) appreciates the opportunity to 

1798353~2 

submit the following response, as requested by ADEQ. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7th day of February, 2007 

LEWIS AND ROCA LLP 

/G&&HA~ 
Thomas H. Campbell 
Albert H. Acken 
40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Attorneys for Southern California Edison Compa 

ORIGINAL and twenty-five (25) copies 
of the foregoing filed this 7th day of 
February, 2007, with: 

The Arizona Corporation Commission 
Utilities Division - Docket Control 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

COPY of the foregoing hand-delivered 
this 7th day of February, 2007, to: 

7 

Laurie A. Woodall, Chairman 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Office of the Attorney General 
1275 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Keith Layton, Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Cornmission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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COPY of the foregoing mailed 
this 7th day of February, 2007, to: 

William D. Baker 
Ellis & Baker P.C. 
7310 N, 16'h Street 
Suite 320 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020-5276 

Timothy M. Hogan, Executive Director 
Arizona Center for the Law in the Public Interest 
202 E. McDowell Road 
Suite 153 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4533 

Jay Moyes 
Steve Wene 
Moyes Storey 
1850 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 1100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Court S. Rich 
Rose Law Group 
6613 N. Scottsdale Road 
Suite 200 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 

Scott S, Wakefield 
RUCO 
11 10 W. Washington Street 
Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Donald Begalke 
P.O. Box 17862 
Phoenix, Arizona 8501 1-0862 
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Thomas W. McCann 
Central Arizona Water Conservation District 
23636 N. 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Walter Meek 
Arizona Utility Investors Association 
2100 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 210 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Michael W. Patten 
Roshka DeWulf & Patten 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
Suite 800 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2262 

Patrick J.  Black 
Fennemore Craig P.C. 
3003 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 

Larry K. Udall 
Michael Curtis 
Curtis Goodwin Sullivan Udall & Schwab PLC 
501 E, Thomas Road 
Phoenix, A2  85012 
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SOU1 riERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COkir‘ANY’S 
RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENT AND QUESTIONS 

DOCKET NO: L-OOOOOA-06-0295-00130 

SPECIFIC QUESTION 

1. What will be the regional haze impacts of this project? 

RESPONSE 

The scope of the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project (“DPV2” or 

“Project”) in Arizona is the construction and operation of a 500 kV alternating current 

transmission line and related facilities in Maricopa County and La Paz County, from the 

Palo Verde hub area to the California border. 

During construction, the Project will use mitigation measures that will be very 

effective in reducing dust emissions so that the overall effect on the environment will be 

insignificant.’ As stated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), for 

construction in La Paz County, “the use of mitigation Measure AQ-1 a would reduce the 

construction impact to a less than significant level (Class II).”2 In Maricopa County, “the 

level of construction activity . . . would be relatively minor resulting in emissions well 

below the applicable  threshold^."^ Moreover, in Maricopa County, Project construction 

will be subject to the most stringent measures in the country for regulating fugitive 

The Project will comply with all fugitive dust control requirements and mitigation 

measures established by ADEQ and other agencies. 5 

See Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee Case No. 130 Transcript (”Tr.”) vol. 9, 1 

1943: 17- 1944:6 
* FEIS Section D.11 Air Quality, p. 11-30 

FEIS Section D.11 Air Quality, p. 11-28 
Id.; fn. 1 
Id. 

4 

5 
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SOU1 kERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENT AND QUESTIONS 

DOCKET NO: L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

Power plant emissions are not directly associated with the Project. However, 

because construction and operation of this Project will lead to increased utilization of 

newer, cleaner, and more efficient plants, and decreased use of older and less efficient 

plants, regional power plant emissions will be reduced.6 Regionally, emissions of carbon 

dioxide, a greenhouse gas associated with global warming, will decrease by 350,000 tons 

per year. Governor Napolitano’s Executive Order 2006-1 3, recognizing that greenhouse 

gas emissions are a regional and global issue, directs ADEQ to work with other western 

states to establish a greenhouse gas registry to enable tracking, management, crediting 

and baseline protection. (Attached as Exhibit A) 

7 

Additionally, the estimated increases in Arizona emissions (estimated at 0.05% for 

nitrogen oxides (“NOx”)) resulting from increased generation from Arizona plants will 

be well within the air emission limits that the Line Siting Committee, the Arizona 

Corporation Commission (“ACC”) and pertinent environmental agencies, including 

ADEQ, have determined are environmentally compatible.8 As stated in the FEIS: 

The additional power plant emissions aggregate from small increases at several 
facilities in locations around the State, within existing permit limits, that would 
not significantly impact any single attainment or non-attainment area in 
Arizona. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s direct and indirect project 
emissions would be consistent with the local air quality rules, regulations, 
and attainment plans, and no cumulatively considerable air quality impacts 
would occur. [F’EIS, Section F. Cumulative Impacts, p. F-431 

See Tr. vol. 4,787:14-788:2 (Aug. 22,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1109:15-16 (Sep. 1 I ,  2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1141:7-17 (Sep. 
11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1142:3-24 (Sep. 1 I ,  2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1143:24-1144:13 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1162:17- 
1163:6 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1167:19-1168:8 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1313:17-25 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 
14,2814:23-2815:25 ( a t .  31,2006); Tr. vol. 14,2849:14-22 (Oct. 31,2006). 

Id. 
See Tr. vol. 4,787:14-788:2 (Aug. 22,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1167:19-1168:8 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 14,281423- 

7 

8 

2815:25 (Oct. 31,2006);Tr. vol. I4,2849:14-22 (Oct. 31,2006). 
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SOU’IHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENT AND QUESTIONS 

DOCKET NO: L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

SPECIFIC QUESTION 

2. How are the secondary impacts on Arizona’s air and water resources, arising 
from this project’s accelerated consumption of existing electricity generation 
capacity, to be quantified? 

RESPONSE 

The responses to questions 1 and 4 provide additional information concerning the 

quantification of air and water secondary impacts. 

Please note, DPV2 will not materially accelerate consumption of existing 

electricity generation. DPV2’s indirect impact on Arizona generation is minimal, 

because exports to California will occur mostly during off-peak hours and off-peak 

season when their capacity is not needed to supply Arizona load.’ During peak hours and 

peak season, i.e., the summer daytime, the project is expected to increase Arizona 

generation on average only by about 50 megawatts.” 50 megawatts represents only one 

month of Arizona utilities’ load growth.” 

DPV2 will provide the opportunity for transmission-constrained, underutilized, 

existing generation resources to sell additional power, particularly during off-peak 

seasons and off-peak hours.’* This will encourage investment in, and help defray costs 

of, new resources that will be needed in Arizona to serve Arizona’s growing population, 

regardless of DPV2. l3 

See Tr. vol. 5 ,  1000:18-1001:2 (Sep. 11,2006); Ti-. vol. 5 ,  1151523 (Sep. 1 I ,  2006);Tr. voI. 14,2797:12-27985 
(Oct. 3 I ,  2006). 

Id. 
I ’  ld. 

SeeEx. A-8, Tab 1, Slide46;Tr. vol. 5 ,  1114:7-15 (Sep. 11,2006);Tr. vol. 5 ,  1115:20-1116:24 (Sep. 11,2006); 
Tr. vol. 5, 1123:23-1124:20 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5 ,  1153:20-25 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1192:16-23 (Sep. 12, 
2006); Tr. vol. 12,2450:2-4 (Oct. 17,2006). 

See Ex. A-8, Tab 1, Slides 43-44; Tr. vol. 5,999:18-1000:4 (Sep. 1 I ,  2006); Tr. vol. 5,1044:25-1045:l (Sep. 11, 
2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1 1  14:2-1115:l (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5,1115:25-11165 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. voI. 5, 11 163-24 

10 

12 

13 
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SOU? M5RN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENT AND QUESTIONS 

DOCKET NO: L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

SPECIFIC QUESTION 

3. What additional capacity will be added to utilize the new transmission line; Le., 
what additional generation capacity will be needed to serve both California and 
Arizona? 

RESPONSE 

DPV2 does not include a new generation component. 

Although there is currently excess generation in the Palo Verde area year-round, 

Arizona utilities believe the current peak excess may be utilized as soon as 201 1, even 

without DPV2.I4 Arizona’s current load growth is about 500 to 600 megawatts a year, 

which requires the addition of a large power plant annually in order to keep up with the 

load growth.” Even when the current peak excess is utilized, there will continue to be 

excess merchant and utility generation during the off-peak hours and seasons.16 

In order to meet the growing demand for generation capacity in California, 

numerous power plants have been built between 2001 and 2005 totaling over 13,000 MW 

of new generat i~n.’~ A significant number of new generating plants are expected to be 

built in California in the near future.I8 

(Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1 1  18:2-6 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1151:12-23 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 13,2723:17- 
2724:9 (Oct. 30,2006). 

See Ex. COM-1; Tr. vol. 5 ,112057 (Sep. 11,2006). 
See Tr. vol. 5, 112O:l-4 (Sep. 11,2006). 

14 

15 

I6 See Ex. A-8, Tab 1, Slides 60-62; Tr. vol. 5 ,  1058:18-25 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, I 1  15:20-22 (Sep. 
11,2006); Tr. vol. 14,2797:25-27985 (Oct. 31,2006). 

See Ex. A-2, Slide G; Ex. A-15; Ex. A-18; Tr. vol. 1,96:18-97:14 (June 26,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1017:15-22 (Sep. 
11,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1282:l-18 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1342:9-25 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1343:2-15 (Sep. 
12,2006); Tr. vol. 13,2688:18-2689:12 (Oct. 30,2006). 

See Ex. A-2, Slide G ;  Ex. S-9; Ex. S-19; Tr. vol. 1,97:6-14 (June 26,2006); Tr. v01. 5, 1017:15-22 (Sep. 11, 
2006); Tr. vol. 6, I347:1-5 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1348:3-8 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1350:19-1351:2 (Sep. 
12,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1355:23-1356:14 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 13,2691:s-25 (Oct. 30,2006). 

17 

18 
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SPECIFIC QUESTION 

4. What permanent commitment of Arizona’s resources, particularly water, will 
result? 

RESPONSE 

The Project will not have any direct effects on water usage.I9 

For every thousand megawatts of generation requiring wet cooling, there is an 

average of 5,000 acre feet of water used per year.20 Operation of the Project will increase 

utilization of Arizona generation, leading to an average incrementa1 increase in Arizona 

generation of 230 megawatts of generation.2* Therefore, the Project will result indirectly 

in an estimated increase of 1150 acre feet of water use per year.22 The estimated increase 

in water usage is less than 0.2% of the total industrial water use in the Phoenix Active 

Management Area, or less than 0.02% of Arizona’s total water use (i.e., over 7 million 

a~re-feet/year).~~ The incremental change resulting from increased generation from 

Arizona plants will be well within the water use limits that the ACC, Line Siting 

Committee, and pertinent environmental agencies have determined are environmentaIly 

compatible .24 

See Tr. vol. 14,2851:18-24 (Oct. 31,2006). 
SeeTr. vol. 14,2816:6-2817:18 (Oct. 31,2006). 
Id. 
Id. 

23 Id. 
Id. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 
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SOUl’HERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENT AND QUESTIONS 

DOCKET NO: L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

SPECIFIC QUESTION 

5. What additional risks to Arizona will be posed by expansion of nuclear 
generation capacity? 

RESPONSE 

The Project does not encompass any plans to expand nuclear generation capacity. 

DPV2 will provide access to underutilized, existing, lower cost resources in the 

Southwest, including highly efficient natural gas-fired plants near the Palo Verde 

Overall, the project will provide transmission access to more different types of power 

plants, using more diverse fuel sources. Ultimately, less new generation capacity would 

be needed.26 

Before any nuclear generation facilities that may be contemplated in the future are 

permitted and constructed in Arizona, multiple authorities, including ADEQ and the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, would analyze and address risks in the licensing 

process under federal, state, and local agency regulations. 

See Fn. 6. 25 

26 SeeTr. Vol. 5 1109:10-1110:3 (Sep. 11,2006) 
1798353~2 
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SPECIFIC QUESTION 
~~ - 

6. What are the expected impacts of additional air pollution from fossil-fuel 
powered generation, including compliance with ambient air quality standards, 
regional haze impacts, and deposition of acid, nitrogen and mercury? 

RESPONSE 

In accordance with the goals of Governor Napolitano’s Executive Order 2006-1 3, 

the Project reduces emissions regionally, because newer, cleaner, and more efficient 

plants will be utilized more, and older and less efficient plants will be used less.27 

Regional carbon dioxide emissions will decrease approximately 350,000 tons per year.28 

The estimated increases in Arizona NOx emissions (0.05%) resulting from 

increased generation from Arizona plants will be well within the air emission limits that 

the Line Siting Committee, ACC and pertinent environmental agencies, including ADEQ, 

have determined are environmentally ~ornpa t ib l e .~~  

Additionally, the Project will improve Arizona’s and the region’s access to 

renewable resources, which will alleviate Arizona’s dependence upon fossil fuel-powered 

generation in the future.30 

See Tr. vol. 4,787:14-788:2 (Aug. 22,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1109:15-16 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. VOI. 5, 1141:7-17 (Sep. 
11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1142:3-24 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1143:24-1144:13 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5 ,  1162:17- 
1163:6 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5 ,  1167:19-116823 (Sep. 11,2006);Tr. vol. 6, 1313:17-25 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 
14,2814:23-2815:25 (Oct. 31,2006); Tr. vol. 14,2849:14-22 (Oct. 31,2006). 

21 

Id. 
See Tr. vol. 4,787:14-788:2 (Aug. 22, 2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1167:19-1168:s (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 14,2814:23- 

2815:25 (Oct. 31,2006); Tr. vol. 14,2849:14-22 (Oct. 31,2006). 
See Ex. A-8, Tab 1, Slides 53-56; Tr. vol. 4, 848:3-10 (Aug. 22,2006); Tr. vol. 4, 854:16-25 (Aug. 22,2006); Tr. 

vol. 4,87723-1 1 (Aug. 22,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1000:5-11 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 5, 1045:4-7 (Sep. 11,2006); Tr. vol. 
5, 1113:l-7 (Sep. 11,2006);Tr. vol. 5, 1132:21-1137:20(Sep. 11,2006);Tr. vol. 5, 1165:18-1166:l (Sep. 11, 
2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1202:22-1203:4 (Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 6, 1285:23-24 (Sep. 12, 2006); Tr. vol. 6 ,  1290:6-11 
(Sep. 12,2006); Tr. vol. 13,2720:25-2721:13 (Oct. 30,2006). 

28 

29 

30 
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DOCKET NO: L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

SPECIFIC QUESTION 

7. What are expected conventional waste management impacts, particularly ash 
and cooling water (including salinity increases)? 

RESPONSE 

Increased utilization of Arizona generation that will occur as a result of operation 

of the Project will result in only a nominal increase in cooling water use.31 Cooling water 

use will be within the limits established by the ACC, the Line Siting Committee, and the 

Arizona Department of Water Resources. 

There will be no ash generated by the construction and operation of the proposed 

DPV2 transmission line. Disposal of ash and spent cooling water at existing permitted 

generating plants is regulated by state or federal agencies. Typically, in water-cooled 

generating plants, the water is recycled through closed circuit cooling systems and stored 

in evaporation ponds until salts are removed in solid form. 

During Project construction activities and operation, mitigation measures specified 

in the FEIS will ensure the proper handling andor storage of hazardous materials, 

prevent potential contamination, and address any preexisting contamination, pesticides, 

or herbicides encountered. The mitigation measures include the following: 

P-la Develop Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response 
Plan. A Hazardous 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 maintenance of the project. SCE 
shall document compliance by submitting the plan to the CPUC or BLM 
or USFWS, as appropriate, for review and approval at least 60 days 
before the start of construction. 

SeeTr. vol. 14,28162-2817:18 (Oct. 31,2006). 31 
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P-lb Conduct environmental training and monitoring program. An 
environmental training program shall be established to communicate 
environmental concerns and appropriate 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 
Substances 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. 

Best Management Practices, as identified in the project Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan and the Hazardous Substances Control and 
Emergency Response Plan, shall be implemented during the 
construction of the project to minimize the risk of an accidental release 
and provide the necessary information for emergency response. 

Ensure proper disposal of construction waste. All non-hazardous 
construction and demolition waste, including trash and litter, garbage, 
and other solid waste shall be disposed of properly. Petroleum 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. 

P-lc 

P-ld Maintain emergency spill supplies and equipment. Hazardous 
material spill kits shall be maintained at all construction sites for small 
spills. This shall include oil-absorbent material, tarps, and storage 
drums to be used to contain and control any minor releases. Emergency 
spill supplies and equipment shall be kept adjacent to all work areas and 
staging areas, and shall be clearly marked. Detailed information for 
responding to accidental spills and for handling any resulting hazardous 
materials shall be provided in the project’s Hazardous Substances 
Control and Emergency Response Plan. 

P-2a Identify pesticideherbicide contamination. Soil samples shall be 
collected in construction areas where the land has historically or is 
currently being farmed to identify the possibility of and to delineate the 
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DOCKET NO: L-OOOOOA-06-0295-00130 

extent of pesticide and/or herbicide contamination. Excavated 
materials containing elevated levels of pesticide or herbicide will require 
special handling and disposal procedures. Standard dust suppression 
procedures (as defined in Mitigation Measure AQ-la) shall be used in 
construction areas to reduce airborne emissions of these contaminants 
and reduce the risk of exposure to workers and the public. Regulatory 
agencies for the states of Arizona or California (as appropriate) and the 
appropriate county shall be contacted to provide oversight regarding the 
handling, treatment, and/or disposal options. 

P-3a Observe exposed soil for evidence of contamination. During grading 
or excavation work, the construction contractor shall observe the 
exposed soil for visual evidence of Contamination. If visual 
contamination indicators are observed during construction, the 
contractor shall stop work until the material is properly characterized 
and appropriate measures are taken to protect human health and the 
environment. The contractor shall comply with all local, State, and 
federal requirements for sampling and testing, and subsequent removal, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally, in the event 
that evidence of contamination is observed, the contractor shall 
document the exact location of the contamination and shall immediately 
notify the CPUC or BLM, describing proposed actions. A weekly report 
listing encounters with contaminated soils and describing actions taken 
shall be submitted to the CPUC or BLM. 

P-4a Prepare Spill Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control Plans. To 
minimize, avoid, and/or clean up unforeseen spill of hazardous materials 
during operation of the proposed facilities, SCE shall update or prepare, 
if necessary, the Spill Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control plan for 
each substation, series capacitors, and the switchyard. 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. [FEIS Section D.10, Public HeaIth and Safety, pp. D.10- 
12 - 10-15.1 
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SPECIFIC QUESTION 

8. What additional transmission lines will be needed to serve Arizona’s electricity 
demand? 

RESPONSE 

Many future transmission projects are planned or proposed to meet Arizona’s 

electricity demand.32 The ACC’s Draft Fourth Biennial Transmission Assessment 

(“BTA”) 2006 Report summarizes all planned Arizona transmission additions.33 (BTA 

Appendices F and G attached as Exhibit B.) 

SeeEx. COM-2, Slides 51-53; Tr. vol. 7, 1627:lS-1630:19 (Sep. 25,2006). 
See BTA, 6O:Fig. 10,76:§ 5.1 1, 139: Appendix F, 143: Appendix G (Doc. 1.d. E-00000D-0 

32 

33 

- 15 - 

0040 Oct. 2006). 
1798353v2 
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SPECIFIC QUESTION 

9. What environmental mitigation conditions to the ACC approval or independent 
commitments of the Applicant could be technically and economically 
implemented? 

RESPONSE 

SCE’s proposed Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (“CEC”), filed 

November 29,2006, contains many technically and economically feasible conditions 

designed to minimize environmental, natural resource, and land use impacts. (Attached 

as Exhibit C) 

For example, the proposed CEC would require SCE to obtain all necessary 

approvals and comply with all existing appIicable air and water pollution control 

standards and regulations. SCE also would be required to develop a construction 

mitigation and reclamation plan to avoid impacts where practical, minimize unavoidable 

impacts, and focus onsite preparations to facilitate natural processes of re-vegetation and 

drainage. Proposed Condition 17 would require SCE to comply with the environmental 

mitigation measures of the Bureau of Land Management right-of-way grant and Plan of 

Development, the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge right-of-way grant, and the U.S. Army 

Proving Ground right-of-way grant. Other conditions also would ensure impacts to 

wildlife, native plants, cultural resources, and visual resources are minimized. 
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EXHIBIT A 



Executive Order 2006-13 
Climate Change Action 

WHEREAS, Executive Order 2005-02 recognized that a scientific consensus has developed that 
increasing emissions of carbon dioxide (C02), methane and other greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
released to the atmosphere are affecting the Earth’s climate; and 

WHEREAS, between 1990 and 2005 Arizona’s GHG emissions increased by an estimated 56 
percent; and 

WHERIEAS, GHG emissions in Arizona are projected to increase by an estimated 148 percent 
over 1990 levels by 2020; and 

WHEREAS, Arizona and other Western States are experiencing the effects of a hotter, drier 
climate, including prolonged drought, excessive heat waves, reduced snow pack, increased 
snowmelt, decreased spring runoff, altered precipitation patterns, more severe forest and 
rangeland fires, widespread forest diseases and other serious impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Western Governors Association has declared that climate change could have 
severe economic and environmental impacts on Arizona and the West in coming decades; and 

WHEREAS, the Western Governors Association also has declared that action to reduce GHG 
emissions can have sigd’kant economic and environmental benefits for Arizona and other 
Western States, including increased energy efficiency, improved air quality, cost savings, job 
growth, increased revenues, and reduced water pollution; and 

WHEREAS, the Climate Change Advisory Group (CCAG), established by Executive Order 
2005-02, has submitted a Climate Change Action Plan to the Governor that contains numerous 
recommendations €or addressing and reducing GHG emissions in Arizona; and 

WHEREAS, in addition to substantially reducing Arizona’s GHG emissions, it is estimated that 
the CCAG’s recommendations could result in overall net economic cost savings in Arizona of 
more than $5.5 billion between 2007 and 2020, with additional significant cost savings between 
2020 and 2040; 

NOW THEREFORE, I, Janet Napolitano, Governor of the State of Arizona, by virtue of the 
powers vested in me by the Constitution and laws of this State, do hereby order: 

1. As recommended by the CCAG, it shall be the goal of the State of Arizona to reduce 
GHG emissions in Arizona to its 2000 emissions level by 2020 and to 50 percent below 
its 2000 emissions level by 2040. Furthermore, I direct the Climate Change Executive 
Committee to explore reaching 2000 emissions level by the Arizona Centennial, 2012. 



Executive Order 2006-1 3 
Page 2 

2.  The Climate Change Executive Committee is hereby established and charged with 
recommending strategies to the Governor for implementing recommendations in the 
Climate Change Action Plan in consultation with the Governor's Office. 

3. The Climate Change Executive Committee shall be organized and coordinated by the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) and shall be chaired by the 
Director of ADEQ. 

4. The Climate Change Executive Committee shall be appointed by, and serve without 
compensation at the pleasure of, the Governor and shall consist of the following 
individuals or their designees: 

a. 
b. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

h. 

C. 

(3 0' 

1. 

j. 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 

P. 
4. 
r. 

0. 

The Director of Arizona Department of Administration; 
The Director of the Department of Agriculture; 
The Director of the Department of Commerce; 
The Director of ADEQ; 
The Director of the Department of Housing; 
The Director of the Department of Insurance; 
The Director of the Department of Real Estate; 
The Director of Arizona Department of Transportation; 
The Director of the Department of Water Resources; 
The Director of Arizona Department of Weights and Measures; 
The Director of the Residential Utility Consumer Office; 
The Director of Arizona Game and Fish; 
The Commissioner of the State Land Department; 
The State Forester; 
The Director of the Arizona Department of Revenue; 
The Director of the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting; 
One Representative from the Arizona Corporation Commission; and 
Other members as the Governor may hereafter appoint. 

5. State Executive Branch agencies shall endeavor to assist the State in reducing its GHG 
emissions, including by doing the following (notations refer to specific CCAG 
recommendations): 

a. The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) shall develop a GHG 
emissions reporting mechanism (CC-2) and shall work with other Western states 
to establish a GHG registry to enable tracking, management, crediting and 
baseline protection for entities in Arizona that reduce GHG emissions (CC-3); 

b. In consultation with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), ADEQ 
shall adopt and implement the Clean Car Program to reduce GHG emissions from 
passenger vehicles (TLU-1); 



Executive Order 2006-13 
Page 3 

c. The Arizona Department of Weights and Measures (ADWM) and ADEQ shall 
deveIop standards for neat biodiesel (€31 OO), biodiesel blends, and ethanoI blends 
sold in Arizona (TLU-5); 

d. In consultation with ADEQ, ADOT shall implement a pilot program to allow 
designated hybrid motor vehicles to drive in high-occupaicy-vehicle lanes on 
roadways, consistent with the provisions of A.R.S. 28-737 and tj 28-2416 
(TLU-7); 

e. In compliance with requirements to be developed by the Anzona Department of 
Administration (ADOA) in consultation with ADEQ, beginning January 1,2007, 
all state agencies, boards and commissions shall purchase only vehicles that irre 
hybrids, meet low-GHG emissions standards, or use E-85 fuel, biofbels or other 
low-GHG alternative he ls  (TLU-13), with the goal that by January 1, 2010, all 
State vehicles shall be hybrids, meet low-GHG emissions standards, or use E-85 
fuel, biofbels or other low-GHG alternative fuels (TLU-13). Certain state law 
enforcement vehicles, including "pursuit-rated" and covert vehicles, shall be 
exempt from these requirements. 

IN WITNESS 
and caused to 
Arizona. 

WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
be affixed the Great Seal of the State of 

DONE at the Capitol in Phoenix on this 7th day of 
September in the Year Two Thousand and Six and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the Two 
Hundred and Thirty-First. 

ATTEST- 

/@ 
/ SECRETARY OF STATE 
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Arizona Corporation Commission 
Fourth Biennial Transmission 
Assessment - 2006-201 5 

Arizona Corporation Commission Fourth Biennial Transmission Assessment 
for 2006-201 5, 
Docket No. E-00000D-05-0040 

Arizona Corporation Commission Utilities Division 

KEMA, Inc. 



Appendix F: Arizona planned EHV transmission additions 
Status I Project I Justification I CECneeded 
2006 completion 
2005 The upgrading of the series capacitors allows for the 
construction Hassayampa-North increase in transfer capability among Arizona, 
start Southern Nevada and Southern California and has an 

economic value from an adequacy stand point. 

Palo Verde-Devers and 

Gilla 500 kV line 
upgrades 

No information tiled 

2008 completic 
2007 
construction 
start 
2007 
construction 
start 

2007 
construction 
start 

2007 
construction 
start 
2007 
construction 
starf 
2007 
construction 
start 

2007 
construction 
start 

2009 completil 
2008 
construction 
start 

2009 
construction 
start 

2009 
construction 
start 

Hassayampa-Pinal 
West 500kV line 

Interconnection of 
Westwing - South 
345 kV via new Pinal 
West 5001345 kV 

To accommodate load growlh and access to energy 
sources in the central Arizona area. 

To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company's EHV 
system and to provide a higher capacity link for the 
flow of power from the Palo Verde area into TEP'S 
service territory. SWTC, ED2, ED3, and ED4 are also 

Substation I participants. 
EOR 9300MW I To increase East of River {Path 491 transfer CaDabilitv 
Upgrade Project by 1250MW by upgrading series compensation on 

Mead-Perkins & Navajo-Crystal 500kV lines, by- 
passing Perkins phaseshifling transformer, etc. SRP 

500kV area generation to the Pinal West Substation 

Pinal West-Santa Rosa 
500kV 

To provide access to resources from the Palo Verde 
area generation to the Santa Rosa Substation 

Palo Verde - Pinal 
West 500 kV 
(Reference SRP Ten- 
Year Plan 2006 filing) 
Pinal West - Southeast 
Valley 500 kV 
(Reference SRP Ten- 
Year Plan 2006 filing) 

To provide access to resources from the Palo Verde 
area generation to the future (beyond this Ten-Year 
Plan) 500169 kV station located at the Pinal West 
substation. 
To Palo Verde area generation to the 
Santa Rosa 500 1230 kV Substation 

Flagstaff 345169kV 
Interconnection 

This project will serve projected need for electric 
energy in APS' northern service area. The project will 
improve reliability and continuity of service for the 
growing communities in northem Arizona. 
This line will serve proiected need for electric energy Palo Verde-TS5 500kV 

line in the area immediately north and west of the Phoenix 
Metropolitan area. It will increase the import capability 
to the Phoenix Metropolitan area as well as increase 
the export capability from the Palo Verde hub. This is 
a joint participation project with APS as the project 
manager. 
This project will be needed to serve projected need for 
electric energy in Show Low and the surrounding 

Second Knoll loop-in of 
Coronado-Cholla 
500kV line communities. 

Siting Case #124, issued May 2004 

Included in Siting Case #124 

Not required 

CEC Ordered in Case 124, Issued 
May 24,2004 

CEC Ordered in Case 126, Issued 
August 25,2005 

CEC Ordered in Case 124, Issued 
May 24,2004 

CEC Ordered in Case 126, Issued 
August 25,2005 

A Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility is not needed for this 
project. 

Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility issued 8/17/05 (Case 
No. 128, Decision No. 68063, Palo 
Verde Hub to TS5 500kV 
Transmission project). APS, as project 
manager, holds the CEC. 

A Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility is not needed for this 
project. 

Fourth Biennial Transmission Assessment for 2006-2015 Regulatory Activities 
Docket -00000D-05-0040 139 September 29,2006 



Status 1 Project 1 Justification I CECneeded 
2009 1 VV1 IooD-in of Navaio- I This Droiect will serve Droiected electrical needs and 1 A Certificate of Environmental 
construction Westwing 500kV l in i  provide k~pport to the exkting subtransmission 
start system in the Verde Valley and Prescott areas. 
2009 This 500 kV line will increase transfer capability 
construction 2 500 kV Line between Arizona and Southern California. 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 

Compatibility is not needed for this 
project. 
No information filed 

2008 Upgrade Coronado Add series compensation to Coronado-Silverking Not required 
construction 500kV Transmission 500kV line. 
start System 

2010 completic 
2008 
construction 
start 

2008 
construction 
start 

2011 completic 
2009 
construction 
start 

201 0 
construction 
start 

2012 completic 
2008 
construction 
start 

Raceway-Pinnacle 
Peak 500kV line 

Series Capacitor 
Upgrade Project on 
Navajo Southern 
500 kV Transmission 
System 

This line is a result otjoint planning through the SWAT 
forum. The project is needed to increase the import 
capability to the Phoenix Metropolitan area and 
strengthen the transmission system on the east side of 
the Phoenix Metropolitan valley. This will be a joint 
participation project with APS as the project manager. 
The loopin of a Navajo-Westwing 500kV transmission 
line into the Raceway W k V  substation will be part of 
this project. 
The upgrading of the series capacitors allows for the 
increase in transfer capability from northern Arizona to 
central Arizonaa and has an economic value from an 
adequacy stand point. APS, SROP, TEP, 
BOWWestern are participating. 

I 
I 

Pinal West -Southeast 
ValteylBrowning 500 
kV line (Reference SRP 
Ten-Year Plan 2006 
filing) 
Mazatzal loopin of 
Cholla-Pinnacle Peak 
345kV line 

To deliver Palo Verde area generation to the 
Santa Rosa 500 I230 kV Substation 

This substation will sewe projected need for electric 
energy in the area of Payson and the surrounding 
communities. Additionally, improved reliability and 
continuity of service will result for the growing 
communities in the Payson area. 

An application for a Certficate of 
Environmental Compatibility is 
expected to be filed in 2006. 

No information filed 

CEC Ordered in Case 126, Issued 
August 25,2005 

A Certficate of Environmental 
Compatibility is not needed for this 
project. 

I 
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construction I line 
start 

Undeterminec 
Dependent 
upon permitting 

Dependent 
upon permitting 

Postponed 
indefinitely 

TBD 

Under Review 

Under Review 

Under Review 

Under Review 

Under Review 

Under Review 

Under Review 

electric energy in the area immediately north and west 
of the Phoenix Metropolitan area. It will increase the 
import capability to the Phoenix Metropolitan area as 
well as increase the export capability from the Palo 
Verde hub and provide support for multiple Westwing 
5001230kV transformer outages. This will be a joint 
participation project with APS as the project manager. 

uring 2006-2015 peri 
TEP-Unisource Energy 
Services 345 kV 
Interconnection Line- 
South Substation to 
future Gateway 
Substation (2 ckts.) 
Gateway Substation to 
Comision Federal de 
Electricidad (CFE) (2 
ckts.) 345 kV 
Greenlee Switching 
Station through 
Hidalgo to Luna 
(Deming area) 345 kV 
Palo Verde-Saguaro 
500kV line 

Pinal West Substation 
to Tortolita Substation 
500 kV 

Pinal South Substation 
to Tortolita Substation 
500 kV 

Tortolita Station to 
Winchester Station 500 
kV 

Winchester Substation 
to Vail Substation - 2nd 
circuit 345 kV 
Vail Station to South 
Station - 2nd circuit 
345 kV 
Springerville 
Substation to Greenlee 
Substation - 2nd circuit 
345 kV 
Tortolita Substation to 
South Substation. 

To provide an alternate transmission path to 
Unisource Energy Services in Ncgales, Arizona 
pursuant to ACC order. 

To interconnect to the Comision Federal de 
Electricidad in Sonora, Mexico. 

To provide additional interconnection with the Arizona 
Utilities and into southern New Mexico 

This line is the result of the joint participation CATS 
study. The line will be needed to increase the 
adequacy of the existing EHV transmission system and 
permit increased power delivery throughout the state. 
It is anticipated the line will be a joint participation 
project. 
To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company’s EHV 
system and to provide a higher capacity link for the 
flow of power from the Palo Verde area into TEP‘S 
northern service territory. 
To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company’s EHV 
system and to provide a higher capacity link for the 
flow of power from the Palo Verde area into TErs 
northern service territory 
To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company’s EHV 
system and to provide a higher capacity link for the 
flow of power from the Palo Verde area into TEPS 
eastern transmission system. 
To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company’s EHV 
system and to provide additional transmission capacity 
from the future Winchester Station into Tucson 
To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company’s EHV 
system and to provide additional transmission capacity 
between Vail and South Substations 
To deliver power and energy from major TEP 
interconnections in the Four Comers and Eastern 
Arizona regions. 

To reinforce Tucson Electric Power Company’s EHV 
system and to provide a high capacity link for the flow 
of power in Southern Arizona. 

CEC needed 
An application for a Cerlficate of 
Environmental Compatibility has not 
yet been filed. 

Siting Case#111 

Siting Case # I  11 

Yes; Issued in October, 1975 

Certficate of Environmental 
Compatibility issued 01/23/1976 
(Case No. 24, Decision No. 46802). 

Yes 

Yes 

Siting Case No. 23 

Yes 

No 

Issued in 2975,1977,1982 and 
1986 

Siting Case #50 
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Under Review 

Under Review 

Westwing Substation 
to South Substation 
(2nd circuit) 345 kV 
Gateway 34511 15 kV 
Substation 

Justification I CECneeded 
To deliver power and energy from maior TEP I Sitincl Case # 15 
interconnections in the Northwest Phoenix region. 

The proposed substation facilities provide an 
interconnection and source for UNS Electric’s second 
transmission line to UNS Electric’s Santa CNZ Service 
Area and a future distribution substation as provided 
for in CEC. 

1 
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Appendix G: Arizona planned HV transmission additions 

Status Project Justification CEC needed 

2006 completion 
Construction 
start 2005 

Construction 
start 2006 

Sand a ri o 
Substation loopin 
of Avra Valley 
to Three Points 115 
kV line 
Saddlebrooke 
Ranch 115 kV 
Substation 

To provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trico Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. in Northwest Tucson 

To provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trico Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. in Southern Pinal County 

Construction 
start 2006 

Construction 
start 2006 

Construction 
start 2006 

Construction 
start 2006 

Construction 
start 2006 

Construction 
start 2007 

Yes. The Commission in Case 125 issued a 
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility for the 
project (Decision No. 67432) on December 3,2004 

No 

2007 completion 
Browning-Dinosaur 
230kV line 

Orme-Anderson 
230kV line 

Loopin of Liberty- 
Orme 230kV line 
into Rudd 
Substation 
Loop existing West 
Ina Substation to 
Tucson Station line 
through Del Cerro 
(formerly 
Sweetwater) 
Substation. 138 kV 
Hackberry 230169 
kV Substation 

RuddPalm Valtey- 
TS4 230kV line 

Serves new substation at Dinosaur, a key source to 
new load development in the Apache Junction 
area. Line will be installed in the extra conductor 
position on Pinal West-Browning 5001230kV 
towers. 
Reconfigure existing parallelcircuit tower line into a 
doublecircuit arrangement to relieve 230kV 
transmission overloads. 
Loopin of Libert-Orme into existing Rudd 
Substation to relieve 230kV transmission 
overloads. 

To provide additional electric service to the western 
part of Tucson Electric Power Company’s service 
area and to reinforce the local distribution system. 

To provide transmission service to PDs Safford 
mining operations in Graham County and to provide 
for enhanced service reliability to the existing 
Graham County 69 kV system. 
This project will provide a source for the Palm 
Valley 230169 kV substation and 69 kV substations 
planned in the western and southwestern Phoenix 
Metropolitan area to accommodate the growing 
need for electric energy in the area. Increased 
reliability and quality of service will result for 
customers served by the 230169 kV substation. 

Siting Case #I24 

Not required. Original construction of this line 
predates the siting statute 

Not required. Predates siting statute and loop-in is 
contained within the station site. 

Siting Case #62 

No 

Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued 
2/12/02 (Case No. 11 5, Decision No. 64473, 
Southwest Valley Project). Revised on 4/9/02, 
Decision No. 64704. This CEC is for the 230kV line, 
Rudd-Liberty, running east and west on the same 
poles as the Palo Verde-Rudd 500kV line. The 
portion of line running from the existing Rudd- 
Liberty line to the Palm Valley substation and 
F’roject and a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility was issued 12/24/03 (Case No. 122, 
Decision No. 66646, West Valley South 230kV 
Transmission Line Project). 
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start 2007 tine Upgrade 

Construction Loop existing Vail 
start 2006 Substation to East 
(Phase II, Loop Substation 
Phase I line through future 
completed) Pantano and Los 

Reaies 
Substations. 138 
kV 

2008 completion 
Construction Naviska to Saguaro 
start 2007 115 kV 

Construction Valencia to CAP 
start 2008 Black Mountain 115 

kV 
Line 

Construction Gordon Sloan 
start 2008 230/69 kV 

Substation 
Construction Apache to Hayden 
start 2008 115 kV line to APS 

San 
Manual Substation 

Construction Naviska to 
start 2009 Thornydale 115 kV 

Line 

2009 completion 
Construction I TS5TSI 230kV 

voltage criteria violations due to n-loutages on the 
115 kV system between Bicknell and Marana and 
to provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trico Electric 
Cooperative, lnc. 
To provide additional electric service to the eastem 
part of Tucson Electric Power Company’s service 
area and to reinforce the local distribution system. 

To provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. in Northern Pima and Southern 
Pinal Counties 
To provide an additional source to the SWTC 115 kV 
system and for the Valencia Substation which is 
currently served by a radial 115 kV line from Three 
Points Substation 
To provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Sulphur Springs Valley 
Electric Cooperative, Inc 
Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southern Pinal County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trico Electric 
Cooperative, lnc. 
Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southern Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

This project is required to serve the increasing 
need for electric energy in the western Phoenix 
Metropolitan area, providing more capability to 
import power into the Phoenix Metropolitan area 
along with improved reliability and continuity of 
service for growing communities such as El Mirage, 
Surprise, Youngtown, and Buckeye. The first circuit 
is scheduled to be in-service for the summer of 
2009 and the in-service date for the second circuit 
will be evaluated in fbture plannina studies. 

CEC needed 
No 

No 

Yes 

YeS 

No 

YeS 

Yes 

Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued 
5/5/05 (Case No. 12 7, Decision No. 67828, West 
Valley North 230kV Transmission Line project). 
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Construction 
start 2008 

Construction 
start 2008 

Construction 
start 2008 

Racewa y-Avery 
230kV line 

Rancho Vistoso 
Substation to future 
Catalina Substation 
138 kV 
Valencia to San 
Joaquin 115 kV 
tine 

2010 completion 
Zonstruction 
;tart 2004 

:onstruetion 
;tart 2008 

:onstruetion 
;tart 2009 

Pinnacle Peak- 
TS6-Avery 230kV 
line 

Palm Valley-TS2- 
TSI 230kV line 

Raceway 500kV to 
230kV substation 
230kV line 

Justification 
This line will serve projected need for electric 
energy in the area immediately north of the Phoenix 
Metropolitan area. Additionally, improved reliability 
and continuity of service will result for the area’s 
growing communities such as Anthem, Desert Hills 
and New River. The first circuit is 
scheduled to be in-service for the summer of 2009 
and the inservice date for the second circuit will be 
evaluated in future planning studies by SRP as part 
of their planned Westwing-Pinnacle Peak 230kV 
project. 
To provide additional electric service to the south- 
central part of Tucson Electric Power Company’s 
service area. 

Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southern Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

This project will serve projected need for electric 
energy in the area immediately north of the Phoenix 
Metropolitan area. Additionally, improved reliability 
and continuity of service will result for the growing 
communities in the areas of Anthem, Desert Hills, 
New River, and north Phoenix. The first circuit is 
scheduled to be in-service for the summer of 2010 
and the in-service date for the second circuit will be 
evaluated in hture planning studies by SRP as part 
of their planned Westwing-Pinnacle Peak 230kV 
project. 
This project is required to serve the increasing 
need for electric energy in the western Phoenix 
Metropolitan area, providing more capability to 
import power into the Phoenix Metropolitan area 
along with improved reliability and continuity of 
service for growing communities such as El Mirage, 
Surprise, Youngtown, and Buckeye. The first circuit 
is scheduled to be in-service for the summer of 
2010 and the in-service date for the second circuit 
will be evaluated in future planning studies. 
The Raceway 500kV substation will be located 
north of the existing Raceway 230kV substation 
due to physicawgeographic constraints. The 
5001230kV transformers will be located at the 
Raceway 500kV substation, therefore 230kV lines 
are needed between the 5001230kV transformers 
and the Raceway 230kV substation. 

CEC needed 
Certificate of Environmental Compatibilitv issued 
6/18/03 (Case No. 120, Decision No. 64473, North 
Valley Project). 

Under Review 

Yes 

Zertificate of Environmental Compatibility issued 
5/18/03 (Case No. 120, Decision No. 64473, North 
Valley Project). 

The Palm Valley-TS2 230kV line portion was sited 
3spart of the West Valley South 230kV 
rransmission tine project and a Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility was issued 12/24/03 
Case No. 122, Decision No. 66646). The TSI -TS2 
!30kV line portion was sited as part of the West 
dalley North 230kV Transmission Line project and 
3 Certificate of Environmental Compatibility was 
ssued 5/5/05 (Case No. 127, Decision No. 67828). 

4n application for a Certificate of Environmental 
Zompatibility has not yet been filed. It is anticipated 
hat this project will be filed with the Raceway- 
’innacle Peak 500kV Transmission project. 
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start 201 0 
Vail - Wentworth 

circuits 
138 kV -two 

201 1 completion 
Construction 
start 2009 

Construction 
start 2008 

Construction 
start 2010 

Construction 
start 2010 

Construction 
start 201 1 

Desert Basin-Pinal 
South 230kV line 

Western Parker- 
Davis 115 kV 
Upgrades to 
230 kV (Reference 
Western Ten-Year 
Plan 2003 
filing) 
Jojoba loopin of 
TS6Panda 230kV 
line 

Loop existing 
lrvington Station to 
Vail Substation #2 
line through future 
University of 
Arizona Tech Park 
Substation. 
Thomydale to CAP 
Twin Peaks 115 kV 
Line 

2012 completion 
Construction Upgrade existing 
start 2009 115kV transmission 

line to Nogales 

Construction North Gila-TS8 
start 2010 230kV line 

- 
A$ti flcation 
Required to serve load at the new Wentworth 
138A3.8 kV Substation locate approximately 7.5 
miles due east of the Vail Substation Circuit 1: 
utilize conducfor that was installed in the past but 
left de-energized, install - 3.0 miles of new 
conductor east from Vail on existing structures to 
make connection to this existing conductor Circuit 
2: tap the existing Vail-Fort Huachuca or Vail- 
Spanish Trail line 

Will provide capacity for the delivery of Desert 
Basin power plant output to the valley and allow for 
possible capacity expansion at the plant. Majority of 
line to be strung in vacant position of 500kV towers. 
Expected to deliver lower cost energy via additional 
capacity over the upgraded 230 kV System, and to 
provide redundancy to bulk receiving stations. 

This substation will be needed to serve projected 
need for electric energy for the growing 
communities in the areas of Buckeye, Goodyear, 
and Gila Bend. 
To provide additional electric service to the south- 
central part of Tucson Electric Power Company's 
service area. 

Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southem Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

CEC needed 
Yes 

SRP will file a CEC application in Fall 2006 fort the 
tap or loopin Desert Basin, but the authority for the 
portion of the line strung on the 500kV structwes is 
provided for in Case No. 126 granted in 2005. 
No. Western will upgrade existing 115 kV 
facilities to 230 kV. 

Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued 1 
0/16/00 (Case No. 102, Decision No. 62960, Gila 
River Transmission Project). 

Yes 

Yes 

reliability and continuity of 
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Construction 
start 201 0 

Construction 
start 201 1 

Construction 
start 201 1 

- 
Project 
Sandario to San 
Joaquin 11 5 kV 
Line 

Picture Rocks to 
CAP Twin Peaks 
115 kV Line 

Sandario to CAP 
Brawley 115 kV 
Line 

2013 completion 
Construction 
start 2012 

Adonis 115124.9 kV 
Substation 

Justification 
Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southem Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 
Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southem Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 
Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southem Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Yes 

YeS 

Yes 

Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southem Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trico Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

No 

2014 completion 

Construction New Tucson Provide for increased transfer capability and No 
start 2013 230124.9 kV voltage support in Southern Pima County and to 

provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trico Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Substation 

2015 completion 

Substation 

Construction 
start 201 5 

Upgrade of Marana 
to Avra Valley 115 
kV Line 

Undetermined 
Consfruction lrvington 
started 1985 Substation to East 
Phase I - Loop Substation 
1994 (through 22nd 
(Completed) Street Substation). 
Phase 2 - 
2000 
(Completed) 

Provide for increased transfer capability and 
voltage support in Southem Pima County and to 
provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of Trim Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 
To mitigate various thermal overloads andor 
voltage criteria violations due to n-I outages on the 
11 5 kV system between Bicknell and Marana and 
to provide for anticipated load growth in the 
certificated service area of TRco Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

No 

YeS 

To provide additional electric service to the central 
area of Tucson Electric Power Company’s service 
area and to reinforce the local transmission system. 

Siting Case #66 
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Construction 
started 1985 
Phase 1 - 
1987 
(Completed) 
Construction 
started 1976 
Phase 1 - 
1977 
(Completed) 
Phase 2 - 
1983 
(Compteted) 
TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

Jnder 
ieview 

Jnder 
qeview 

East Loop 
Substation to 
Northeast 
Substation (through 
Snyder Substation) 
Val Substation to 
East Loop 
Substation (through 
Houghton Loop 
Switching Station*, 
Spanish Trail and 
Roberts 
Substations). 
Sanfa Rosa-Pinal 
South 230kV line 

Westwing-El Sol 
230kV line 

Westwing-Raceway 
230kV line 

Yucca-TS8 230kV 
line 

Extend 138-kV line 
from Midvale 
Substation through 
future Spencer 
Switchyard to 
future San Joaquin 
Substation. 
South Substation to 
DeMoss Petric 
Substation 138 kV 

Justification 
To provide additional electric service to the 
northeastern area of Tucson Electric Power 
Company’s service area. 

To provide additional electric service to the eastem 
portion of Tucson Electric Power Company’s 
service area and to reinforce the local transmission 
system. 

This line will serve increasing loads in Pinal County 
and will improve reliability and continuity of service 
for the rapidly growing communities. 

This line will increase system capacity to serve 
growing demand for electric energy in the Phoenix 
Metropolitan area, while maintaining system 
reliability and integrity for delivery of bulk power 
from Westwing south into the APS Phoenix 
Metropolitan area 230kV transmission system. 

rhis line will serve increasing loads in the far north 
3nd northwest parts of the Phoenix Metropolitan 
3rea and provide contingency support for multiple 
Nestwing 5001230kV transformer outages. The in- 
service date for the first circuit will continue to be 
?valuated in future planning studies by APS and the 
n-service date for the second circuit will be 
?valuated in future planning studies by SRP. 

rhis project would serve the increasing need for 
?lectric energy in the city of Yuma. Additionally, 
mproved reliability and continuity of service will 
.esult for the fast growing Yuma County. 
To provide additional electrical service to the far 
Mestem portion of Tucson Electric Power 
2ompany’s service area and to reinforce the local 
listribution system. 

Fo provide additional electrical service to the far 
Mestern portion of Tucson Electric Power 
2ompany’s service area and to reinforce the local 
listribution system. 

Siting Case #8 

Authority for the 230kV line strung on the 500kV 
structures was granted in the Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued in 2005, Case 
No. 126, Decision Nos. 68093 and 68291. 
Certificate of Environmental compatibility issued 
7/26/73 (Case No. 9, docket No. U-1345). Note that 
this Certificate authorizes two doublecircuit lines. 
Construction of the first double circuit line was 
completed in March 1975. Construction of the 
second line, planned to be built with doublecircuit 
capability but initially operated with a single circuit, 
is described above. 
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued 
5/18/03 (Case No. 120, Decision No. 64473, North 
Valley 230kV Transmission Line Project). 

4n application for a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility has not yet been filed. 

Under Review (dependent upon use of federal 
and/or Tohono r h )  

Yes 
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started 1995 
Phase I 
completed 
1997; phase 
2a completed 
2006; phase 
2b under 
review 

Under 
Review 

Under 
Review 

Under 
Review 

Under 
Review 

Under 
Review 

South Substation to 
Cyprus Sierrita 
Extension 
Switchyard through 
future Canoa 
Ranch (formerly 
Desert Hills) 
Substation and 
Green Valley 
Substation. 138 kV 
Loop Green Valley 
to CypmsSierrita 
line through Canoa 
Ranch (formerly 
Desert Hills) 
Substation. 138 kV 
Tortolita-Rillito 138 
kV 

Griffith-North 
Havasu 
Transmission 230 
kV, 69 kV 
Nogales 
Transmission tine 
#2 115 kV 

Valencia 115 kV 
Substation 
Expansion 

Justification 
To provide additional electrical service to southern 
area of Tucson Electric Power Company’s service 
area and to reinforce the local transmission & 
distribution system. 

To provide additional electric service lo the south- 
central part of Tucson Electric Power Company’s 
service area. 

Required to fully utilize increased import capability 
of additional EHV capacity into Tortolita Substation 
(Pinal West - Tortolita). 
Reinforce the existing transmission grid and 
provide interconnection between UNS Electric load 
centers in Mohave County. 

The additional transmission line increases 
transmission system reliability and provides 
additional load serving capacity to UNS Electric 
Santa Cruz Service Area. 
The proposed substation facilities provide an 
interconnection and source for UNS Electric’s 
second transmission line to UNS Electric’s Santa 
CNZ Service Area and a future distribution 
substation as provided for in CEC. 

__I_ 

CEC needed 
Siting Case #84 (Extension to Certificate being 
sought due to delayed load growth and 
condemnation issues) 

No 

Yes 

~ 
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EXHIBIT C 



.’ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
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25 
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BEFORE THE ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND 

TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPANY AND ITS ASSIGNEES IN 
CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA REVISED 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 
AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF A 
500kV ALTERNATlNG CURRENT 
TRANSMISSION LINE AND RELATED 
FACILITIES IN MARICOPA AND LA PA2 
COUNTIES IN ARIZONA ORIGINATING 
AT THE HARQUAHALA GENERATING 
STATION WEST OF PHOENIX, 
ARIZONA AND TERMINATING 
AT THE DEVERS SUBSTATION IN 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

STATUTES SECTIONS 40-360.03 AND 
40-360.06 FOR A CERTIFICATE OF 

1 
) Docket No. L-OOOOOA-06-0295-00130 
1 
) Case No. 130 
) 
) 
) 
1 
) 
1 
) 
) 
1 
) 
) 

CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 

Pursuant to notice given as provided by law, the Arizona Power Plant and 

Transmission Line Siting Committee (the “Committee”) held public hearings on June 26 

and 27, August 21 and 22, September 11,12,25 and 26, and October 3,4,16,17,30 and 

31,2006, and January 8 and 9,2007, all in conformance with the requirements of 

Arizona Revised Statutes 8 40-360, et seq., for the purpose of receiving evidence and 

deliberating on the Application of Southern California Edison Company (“Applicant”) 

for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility in the above-captioned case. 
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The following members and designees of members of the Committee were present 

at one or more of the hearings for the evidentiary presentations and/or for the 

deliberations: 

Laurie Woodall 

David L. Eberhart, P.E. 

Ed Ranger 

Jim Arwood 

Greg Houtz 

Jeff McGuire 

Michael Palmer 

Joy Rich 

A. Wayne Smith 

Margaret Trujillo 

Michael Whalen 

Chairman, Designee for Arizona Attorney General, 
Terry Goddard 

Designee for Chairman, Arizona Corporation 
Commission (“ACC”) 

Designee for Director, Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality 

Designee for Director, Energy Department, Arizona 
Department of Commerce 

Designee for Director, Arizona Department of Water 
Resources 

Appointed Member 

Appointed Member 

Appointed Member 

Appointed Member 

Appointed Member 

Appointed Member 

The Applicant was represented by Thomas H. Campbell and Albert H. Acken of 

Lewis and Roca LLP and Michael D. Mackness of the Southern California Edison 

Company Law Department. The following parties were granted intervention pursuant to 

A.R.S. 5 40-360.05: ACC Staff, represented by Christopher Kempley and Keith Layton; 

I77B020-6.DOC 

- 2 -  
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the Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter, represented by Timothy Hogan; Harquahala 

Valley Irrigation District, represented by William D. Baker; Walter Meek, Pro Se; the 

Residential Utility Consumer Office (“RUCO”), represented by Scott Wakefield; Donald 

G. Begalke, Pro Se; Central Arizona Water Conservation District (“CAWCD’), 

represented by Thomas W. McCann; Harquahala Valley Power District, represented by 

Jay I. Moyes and Steve Wene of Moyes Storey, Ltd.; Gila River Power LP, represented 

by Patrick Black of Fennemore Craig P.C.; Tucson Electric Power Co., represented by 

Michael W. Patten, J .  Matthew Derstine and Laura Sixkiller of Roshka DeWulf & Patten, 

PLC; Langley Properties, LLC, represented by Court S.  Rich of Rose Law Group PC; 

and Mohave Electric Cooperative, Inc., represented by Michael A. Curtis, Larry K. Udall 

and William P. Sullivan of Curtis, Goodwin, Sullivan, Udall & Schwab, P.L.C. 

At the conclusion of the hearings, the Committee, having received the Application, 

the appearances of the parties, the evidence, testimony and exhibits presented at the 

hearings, and being advised of the legal requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes $5 40- 

360 to 40-360.1 3 and the holding in Grund Cunyon Trust v. Arizona Corporution 

Commission, 210 Ariz. 30,38,107 P.3d. 356 (App. 2005), found that the Project is 

environmentally compatible, and upon motion duly made and seconded, voted to grant 

the Applicant a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (Case No. 130) for authority 

to construct the following facilities as requested in the Application: a 500kV alternating 

current transmission line and related facilities in Mmicopa and La Paz counties in 

Arizona originating west of Phoenix, Arizona at either: (1) the Harquahala Junction 
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Switchyard; or (2) the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard; and terminating at the 

Devers substation in Riverside County, California as indicated below and depicted on 

Attachment A (the “Project”). The Project consists of approximately 102 miles of 500kV 

transmission line in Arizona. 

PROPOSED ROUTE 

The Arizona portion of the Project originates at a new Harquahala Junction 

Switchyard (Line Siting Case No. 128) to be Iocated in the southwest quarter of Section 

25, Township 2 North, Range 8 West. The entire Project will be located within a 

nominal 130-foot-wide right-of-way on Federal land and state land and a nominal 160- 

foot wide right-of-way on private land adjacent to the existing Devers to Palo Verde No. 

1 500kV transmission line (“DPV1”) (Line Siting Case Nos. 34 and 48) right-of-way. 

The Project right-of-way will be to the west and south of the DPVl right-of-way east of 

Copper Bottom Pass (located in La Paz County, Section 20, Township 3 North, Range 20 

West), and on the east and north side of the DPVl right-of-way between the western end 

of Copper Bottom Pass (Section 14, Township 3 North, Range 21 West) and the 

Colorado River. The majority of the proposed route is located within Bureau of Land 

Management (“BLM’) designated utility corridors. 

From the Harquahala Junction Switchyard, the route will head north and parallel 

DPVl for approximately 2.7 miles to Interstate 10 (“I-lO”), where it will cross 1-10 and 

proceed to a point 1 mile northwest of Burnt Mountain. 

The route will then turn west and generally parallel the I- 10 and Central Arizona 
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Project (“CAP”) Canal for approximately 20 miles through the Big Horn Mountains and 

across the Harquahala Plain to a point 0.5 mile north of 1-10. The route will then turn 

southwest, crossing 1-10, and proceed approximately 5 miles to intersect the El Paso 

Natural Gas Company’s existing pipeline just north of its Wenden Pump Station north of 

the Eagletail Mountains. 

The route will then roughly parallel the El Paso Natural Gas pipeline and parallel 

the DPVl line for approximately 56 miles, crossing the Ranegras Plain, through 

approximately 25 miles of the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (beginning at the east 

boundary in Section 13, T2N R15W, and ending at the west boundary in Section 7, T2N 

R18W ), La Posa Plain, and Arizona State Highway 95, through the Dome Rock 

Mountains to the summit of Copper Bottom Pass. The route will include the existing 

double circuit transmission towers located dong a three-mile segment in the Copper 

Bottom Pass. 

The route wilt then turn southwest away from the pipeline, descend the western 

slope of the Dome Rock Mountains and proceed approximately 9 miles to a crossing of 

the Colorado River in La Paz County, Section 5,  Township 2 North, Range 22 West. 

The Committee also approves an alternative interconnection option to originate the 

line at the Haquahala Generating Station Switchyard (Line Siting Case No. 96). If this 

interconnection option is used, the transmission line would exit the Harquahala 

Generating Station Switchyard located in Maricopa County, Section 3 I, Township 2 

North, Range 8 West, and parallel the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa 500kV line (Line 
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Siting Case No. 96) in an easterly direction for approximately 5 miles within a 1,000- 

foot-wide corridor centered on the existing line. 

FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING THE NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

1. The Project reduces critical congestion on Path 49 between Arizona and 

California. The need to reduce this congestion has been identified by the 

Department of Energy, various regional planning groups, and Southern 

California Edison (the Applicant). The regional planning groups and the 

Applicant have confinned that the Project will reduce this congestion. 

Reducing this congestion strengthens the Southwestern transmission grid. 

The Project will meet the need for underutilized power plants in Arizona to 

sell additional power, particularly during the off-peak seasons and off-peak 

hours. Currently, while there is excess generation in the Palo Verde area 

year-round, Arizona utilities believe the current peak excess may be utilized 

as soon as 201 1. However, even at that time, there will continue to be 

excess merchant and utility generation during the off-peak hours and 

seasons. The ability to use the excess non-peak capacity also will 

encourage investment in and help defray the costs of new resources that 

will be needed to meet Arizona’s growing peak loads. 

The Project will also help meet California’s need for diverse, cost effective 

resources. Particularly in off-peak periods, the Project will allow California 

access to excess lower cost resources from more efficient plants thereby 

reducing costs to California consumers and providing a more diverse and 

environmentally compatibIe portfolio of energy resources. 

The Project will enhance grid and resource reliability, especially in 

emergency situations. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

1721020_6.Doc 

- 6 -  



.’ 

1 

L 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

The Project will increase power pooling. 

The Project will result in significant economic and fiscal benefits from 

construction and increased state and local taxes. 

The Project will help maintain greater liquidity at the Palo Verde Hub and 

thereby reduce transaction costs for Arizona utilities. 

The Project will result in greater fuel and load diversity for Arizona and the 

Southwest . 

The Project will improve Arizona generation investment climate thereby 

reducing the cost of building or procuring the additional generation supply 

Arizona will need to serve its growing load. 

The Project will improve Arizona’s resource utilization, including the 

increased opportunity for Arizona utilities to make off system sales so that 

some of their costs will be paid by California customers resulting in lower 

cost to Arizona customers. 

The Project will improve Arizona’s and the region’s access to renewable 

resources. 

The Project complements Arizona interstate transmission projects such as 

Trans-West Express and Project Zia. 

The Project enhances interconnection opportunities (e.g., at Harquahala 

Junction Switchyard). 

Planned development of Arizona natural gas transmission and storage 

facilities will more than offset an estimated increase in Arizona natural gas 

usage resulting from increased utilization of generating facilities. 

The estimated increase in Arizona utilities’ production costs reported in the 

Applicant report to California Independent System Operator (CAISO) is 

minimal, less that 0.2% of the Arizona utilities’ annual costs. Moreover, 
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this report is based on assumptions about Arizona utilities buying all energy 

on the spot market and Arizona requiring that all future generation be built 

by merchant companies, not Arizona utilities. If these two assumptions are 

adjusted to comport with Arizona realities, the estimated production cost 

increases will be even smaller if not entirely offset. 

The increased Arizona production costs reflected in the Applicant report to 

CAISO are more than offset by economic benefits to Arizona in general 

and benefits to Arizona utilities in particular. 

The Project reduces emissions regionally, including C02, a greenhouse gas 

associated with global warming, because newcr, cleaner, and more efficient 

plants are being utilized more, and older and less efficient plants are used 

less. 

The estimated increases in Arizona NOx emissions (0.05%) and water 

usage (0.02%) resulting from increased generation from Arizona plants will 

be well within the air emission and water use limits that the Siting 

Committee, ACC and pertinent environmental agencies have determined 

are environmentally compatible. 

Numerous power pIants have been built in California from 2001 to 2005 

totaling over 13,000 MW of new generation. A significant number of new 

generating plants are expected to be built in California in the near future. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

CONDITIONS 

This Certificate is granted upon the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant shall obtain all required approvals and permits necessary to 

construct the Project. 

The Applicant shall comply with all existing applicable air and water 2. 
1724020-6.Doc 
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pollution control standards and regulations, and with all existing applicab 

ordinances, master plans and regulations of the State of Arizona, the 

L 

County of Maricopa, the County of La Paz, the United States, and any other 

governmental entities having jurisdiction. 

This authorization to construct the Project shall expire 10 years from the 

date the Certificate is approved by the ACC unless construction is 

completed to the point that the Project is capable of operating by that time; 

provided however that prior to such expiration the Applicant or its 

assignees may request that the Commission extend this time limitation, 

The Applicant shall make every reasonable effort to identify and correct, on 

a case-specific basis, all complaints of interference with radio or television 

signals from operation of the transmission line and related facilities 

addressed in this Certificate. The Applicant shall maintain written records 

for a period of five years from the date of any such complaints of radio or 

television interference attributable to operation, together with the corrective 

action taken in response to each complaint. A21 complaints shall be 

recorded to include notations on the corrective action taken. Complaints not 

Ieading to a specific action or for which there was no resolution shall be 

noted and explained. The record shall be signed by the Applicant and also 

the complainant, if possible, to indicate concurrence with the corrective 

action or agreement with the justification for a lack of action. 

The Project shall comply with applicable noise guidelines of the Federal 

Department or Housing and Urban Development and the Environmental 

Protection Agency. 

If human remains andor funerary objects are encountered during the course 

of any ground disturbing activities relating to the development of the 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 .  
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subject property, Applicant shall cease work on the affected area of the 

Project and notify the Director of the Arizona State Museum in accordance 

with A.R.S. 3 41-865. 

Applicant shall consult an archeologist during construction activities in 

applicable areas, as determined by the State Historic Preservation Office 

(“SHPO’), to advise them in connection with any additional archeological 

studies that may be required and any mitigation efforts for archeological 

sites that may be affected by the construction of the Project. 

After construction, the Applicant, in conjunction with any applicable land 

managing agency, shall allow Arizona Site Stewards, a volunteer-staffed 

SHPO program, to periodically inspect archeological sites within the 

corridor for vandalism or other damage. 

If any archaeological, paleontological or historical site or object that is at 

least fifty years old is discovered on state, county or municipal land during 

survey, excavation, construction or other like activity, the person in charge 

shall promptly report the discovery to the Director of the Arizona State 

Museum, and in consultation with the Director, shall immediately take all 

reasonable steps to secure and maintain the preservation of the discovery 

pursuant to A.R+S. $41 -844. 

The Applicant shall follow the Arizona State Land Department’s 

instructions, if any, regarding the treatment of State Register of Historic 

Places-eligible properties situated on Arizona State Land Department land 

in consultation with SHPO. 

In consultation with SHPO and the land-managing agency, the Applicant 

will consider and assess potential direct and indirect impacts to eligible 

properties related to new access roads or any existing access roads that 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1 - 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

require blading. 

Where practicable, the Applicant shall use existing roads for construction 

and access. The Applicant shall minimize vegetation disturbance outside of 

the transmission line right-of-way, particularly in drainage channels and 

along stream banks. 

The Applicant shal1 use non-specular conductor and dulled surfaces for 

transmission line structures. 

Within 45 days of: a) securing easement or right-of-way for the Project on 

private property; or b) approval of the Certificate by the Commission, 

whichever is later, the Applicant shall erect and maintain signs on such 

private property providing public notice that the property is the site of a 

future transmission line or switchyard site. Such signage shall be no 

smaller than a normal roadway sign printed on materials of a color designed 

to attract attention. The Applicant shall place signs such that the public is 

notified along the full length of the transmission line until the transmission 

structures are constructed. 

In the event that the Project requires an extension of the term of this 

Certificate prior to completion of construction, Applicant shall use 

reasonable mems to directly notify all landowners and residents within a 

one-half mile radius of the Project facilities for which the extension is 

sought. Such landowners and residents shall be notified of the time and 

place of the proceeding in which the Commission shall consider such 

request for extension. 

Before construction on this Project may commence, the Applicant must file 

a construction mitigation and reclamation plan with ACC Docket Control, 

with copies to affected areas of jurisdiction. The Applicant shall, within one 
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year of completion of construction of the Project, re-vegetate any area of 

native vegetation disturbed by construction of the Project outside of the 

transmission line right-of-way, except for any road that may be necessary to 

access the transmission lines or substation sites for maintenance and repair. 

The goals of the Plan will be to: 

0 Avoid impacts where practical; 

0 Where impacts are unavoidable, minimize impacts; and 

Focus on site preparation to facilitate natural processes of re-vegetation 

and drainage 

Other key elements of the Plan, when not inconsistent with the respective 

land management agencies’ or local owners’ requirements, are to: 

0 Emphasize final site preparation to encourage natural re-vegetation; 

0 Avoid (z.e., preserve), where practical, mature native trees; 

0 Stipulate a maximum construction corridor width; 

0 Reserve topsoil and native plant materials from right-of-way before 

grading, and distribute over the right-of-way after construction is 

complete; 

0 Imprint the reclaimed right-of-way to provide indentations to catch seed 

and water; 

0 Implement best management practices to protect the soil; 

0 Apply reclamation methods that have been proven effective in the desert 

environment ; and 

0 Prevent, where applicable, the spread of noxious weeds or other 

undesirable species. 

17. On federal lands, Applicant shall comply with the environmental mitigation 

measures and other conditions or requirements of the right-of-way grant and 
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Plan of Development on BLM lands, the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 

right-of-way grant, and the US.  Army Yuma Proving Ground right-of-way 

grant. 

Applicant shall monitor all ground clearing/disturbance activities that could 

affect sensitive species or habitat. Where warranted, Applicant shall retain 

a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction activities to minimize or 

prevent impacts to sensitive species or habitat. Specifically, in areas 

considered to comprise sui table Sonoran desert tortoise habitat, Applicant 

shall conduct preconstruction surveys andor monitor for desert tortoises. If 

desert tortoises are encountered during construction, the Applicant shall 

foltow the Arizona Game & Fish Department’s Guidelines for Handling 

Sonoran Desert Tortoises. 

Applicant shall salvage mesquite, ironwood, palo verde trees and saguaros 

removed during project construction activities consistent with Arizona’s 

Native Plant Law and use the vegetation for reclamation in or near its 

original location. 

Applicant shall provide copies of this Certificate to La Paz County and 

Maricopa County planning agencies, the county boards of supervisors, the 

Arizona Department of Real Estate (“ADRE’)), SHPO, AGFD and ASLD. 

Prior to the date this transmission line is put into commercial service, 

Applicant shall provide homebuilders and developers of record of land 

parcels located within one mile of the center line of the certificated route 

the identity, location and a pictorial depiction of the type of power line 

being constructed, accompanied by a written description, and encourage the 

developers and homebuilders to include this information in the developers’ 

and homebuilders’ homeowners’ disclosure statements. 

18. 

19. 

20. 
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22. Applicant shall publish a copy of this Certificate and the attachments on 

Applicant’s project website within 10 days of approval of the Commission. 

Applicant agrees to make good faith efforts for the term of the Certificate, 

not to exceed ten years, to work within California and FERC proceedings to 

encourage regional access to natural gas storage facilities in California in a 

manner that addresses natural gas service reliability and efficiency in the 

region, including Arizona. 

To ensure the Project does not adversely affect reliability of the Arizona 

Extra High Voltage (EHV) grid and power plants interconnected at the Palo 

Verde Hub, one of the following options must be adopted by Applicant for 

construction of the new line: 

The line must be constructed on towers or monopoles for its entire length 

and have sufficient physical separation from the existing DPVl line to 

assure a common mode outage frequency of less than one in thirty years 

(per NERCNECC Planning Standards S-2) or that no cascading outages 

would occur for such a common mode outage (per NERC Category C.5) 

OR 

The WECC rated Path 49 shall not be operated above a level at which a 

NERC Category C.5 common mode outage of the two Devers to Palo 

Verde lines would cause cascading outages. Studies are to be performed 

annually to establish with WECC such a Path 49 Operational Transfer 

Capability (OTC) limit for the common mode outage of the two Devers to 

Palo Verde transmission lines. 

The Project shall terminate at the new Harquahala Junction Switchyard 

23. 

24. 

25. 
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(Case 128) along with the existing Harquahala to Hassayampa 500kV line 

in order to mitigate prevailing reliability risks associated with extreme 

contingencies in the vicinity of the PaIo Verde Hub. The Harquahala 

Junction Switchyard is to be jointly owned by the Palo Verde to TS5 

participants and Applicant. The Harquahala Junction Switchyard to 

Hassayampa Switchyard line is to be jointly owned by Applicant and the 

Palo Verde TS5 transmission participants. 

If Harquahala Junction Switchyard (Switchyard) joint agreements, 

Switch yard property acquisitions, and other necessary Switchyard joint 

arrangements are not completc by December 3 1,2007, Applicant may 

terminate the Project at the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard. 

26. Applicant commits to work with APS so that the Harquahala Power Plant 

can schedule its full capacity from Harquahala Junction Switchyard to 

Hassayampa Switchyard. 

27. The ACC Staff maintains that control area authority and associated 

operational reliability obligations placed by the ACC upon power plants 

originally interconnected at the Palo Verde Hub are to be maintained with 

the new interconnection at Harquahala Junction and that such power plant 

obligations can be transferred to the transmission control area to which 

they are interconnected in the event that they desire to discontinue as a 

generator-only control area operator. Applicant will not object to Staff's 

position. 

28. SCE shall support an Arizona based utility having operational control of 

the IIarquahala Junction Switch yard, the Harquahala Junction Switchyard 
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to Hassayampa Switchyard transmission line and the Harquahala Junction 

Switchyard termination of the Project and the Harquahala Power Plant line. 

SCE shall not have operational control of the above facilities. 

GRANTED this - day of , 2007. 

THE ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND 
TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

By: 

Laurie A. Woodall, Chairman 
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Alan J. Fohrer 
Chief Executive Officer 

John R. Fielder 
President 

June 19,2006 

Mr. Jeff Hatch-Miller, Chairman 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2996 

Ms. Kristin K. Mayes, Commissioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2996 

Re: Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

Dear Chairman Hatch-Miller and Commissioner Mayes: 

Southern California Edison (SCE) received your letters dated May 10,2006, requesting 
information about the proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) transmission line. This letter 
responds to those letters. SCE will present further detail and backup materials at the Line Siting 
Committee’s evidentiary hearings. 

The DPV2 project has been the subject of extensive studies for several years by regional 
planning groups. These groups, which include the Westem Electricity Coordinating Council 
(WECC), Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP), the Southwest Area Transmission 
(SWAT), the Palo Verde Engineering and Operating Committee, and the Western Arizona 
Transmission Study (WATS) organizations, have evaluated and approved various studies 
supporting the proposed line. DPV2 is just one of many transmission projects under 
consideration for the Western Interconnection that will strengthen the reliability of the 
transmission system, improve the grid’s ability to transport the output from new and existing 
generation resources by removing transmission constraints, and thereby help meet the growing 
demand for electricity demand in the West. 

California is not relying solely on out-of-state resources to meet its generation needs. It is also 
building generation facilities in California - 13,000 MW of new generation have been 
constructed since 2001. Another 8,400 MW of new generation have been approved but not yet 
constructed. An additional 8,000 MW have been announced or are undergoing regulatory 
review. The California Legislature has also undertaken an aggressive goal for California 
investor-owned utilities to meet 20% of their energy needs with renewable resources by 201 7. 
SCE is committed to meet the RPS requirement by 2010 or as soon as otherwise feasible. 

P. 0. Box 800 
2244 Walnut Grove Ave. 
Rosemead, CA 91 770 
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Consumer Costs of Proposed DPV2 

A. SCE’s Report to the CAISO (Appendix G in SCE’s California Application) 

It is important that we make a clarifying point regarding SCE’s report to the California 
Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO). DPV2 will not cost Arizona consumers 
$231 million between 2009 and 2014. As explained below, the “Consumer Surplus” figure does 
not reflect the actual costs to Arizona consumers. In fact, as the evidence at the hearing will 
demonstrate, even the DPV2 costs noted in footnote 3 in Commissioner Mayes’ letter to Arizona 
are offset by many benefits. DPV2 is expected to provide a substantial overall economic benefit 
to Arizona consumers, as discussed below and will be discussed in the evidentiary hearings. 

A few points regarding SCE’s report to the CAISO. First, in evaluating SCE’s report to the 
CAISO, it is important to note that the analysis is based on a market simulation model that is a 
commonly-used tool in the electric power industry to forecast market prices and production 
costs. The model dispatches generation based on least-cost economics, subject to transmission 
constraints, and determines regional market prices based on the marginal cost of generation in 
each area. 

Second, the Arizona cost impact fi-om the report to the CAISO is expressed in the “Net Impact” 
number. This net impact represents the change in production costs to Arizona due to DPV2. 
The model calculates the change in utility production costs using three measurements: (1) the 
change in power costs paid by Arizona utilities if all power was purchased at market prices (the 
“Consumer Surplus”); (2) the profits that would be received by these same utilities for their own 
generation (“URG Producer Surplus”); and, (3) the “transmission congestion revenue” that 
would be received by these same utilities if they operated in a market with congestion pricing. In 
actuality, Arizona utilities do not purchase all of their power at market prices and they neither 
sell generation from their own plants to their own retail customers at market prices nor do they 
earn congestion revenues. However, netting these three components reflects customer impacts 
because if utilities earned such profits and congestion revenues, they would be passed on to 
customers in the form of lower rates. The resulting “Net Impact” is the costs imposed on the 
Arizona utilities and their customers due to DPV2, and includes the cost of buying power fi-om 
independent generators at slightly higher market prices. For instance, in 2009 this net impact is 
about $12 million. This net impact represents the change in production and purchase costs to 
Arizona utilities due to DPV2. 

Third, even this net impact of DPV2 as estimated by the model is more than offset by the 
benefits Arizona receives from DPV2, which are summarized below and details of which will be 
also provided during evidentiary hearings. 
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B. Arizona Consumer Benefits 

Before we talk about benefits, there is an important point about project costs. The construction 
and operating costs of the DPV2 line itself will be paid for by California consumers. Arizona 
consumers will benefit from the construction of DPV2 in several ways. The DPV2 line will 
provide a reliability benefit, including improved protection during extreme contingencies. For 
example, a SCE extreme contingency study shows that DPV2 would significantly reduce the 
amount of load that would need to be dropped to mitigate the loss of the Palo Verde hub. During 
such extreme contingencies, DPV2 could provide a transmission path for power to flow to 
Arizona from California or the Pacific Northwest. As major outages in the Western 
Interconnection during the last 10 years have shown, such emergencies unfortunately do occur 
from time to time. 

Arizona will also benefit from local economic development associated with DPV2, including 
increased employment and tax revenue during construction and increased tax revenue throughout 
the life of the project. Among other benefits, DPV2 will also provide greater fuel and load 
diversity and improve generation investment incentives. The project may complement and 
support other proposed transmission projects, such as the TransWest Express, which would 
import to Arizona low-cost energy and renewable power from Wyoming and adjacent states. 
DPV2 will improve the utilization rates of generating resources in Arizona and neighboring 
states, thus increasing efficiency of the electrical grid and its interconnected resources 
Furthermore, DPV2 will help support and improve liquidity of the PV Hub, which offers the 
benefits of reduced transaction costs and improved price transparency, risk management, and 
procurement opportunities for Arizona utilities. 

Impact on Arizona’s Power Supplies 

As noted in letters from various Arizona utilities to the Commission, Arizona will need to 
increase its power supplies in the not too distant bture. The DPV2 line will not have any 
material impact on this need. The production cost model that SCE used to study the cost- 
effectiveness of the proposed line estimates that the power flowing across the line will come 
from a variety of generation resources in the Desert Southwest, with only a smaller portion 
coming from resources in Arizona. The proposed DPV2 is a 1200 MW line, with an expected 
average flow of 900 MW. However, on average only 230 MW of this 900 MW will come from 
increased Arizona generation, and the majority of that will be utilized during Arizona’s off peak 
hours. During peak hours, DPV2 will only increase Arizona generation by approximately 50- 
100 MW. This amount comprises less than % of 1% of Arizona’s power supply during summer 
peak hours. Therefore, DPV2 will have minimal effect on the. availability of Palo Verde 
generation to serve the peak loads of Arizona’s utilities. Arizona has already approved several 
thousand megawatts of power generating facilities that have not yet been built. 

If even a portion of these approved, but not yet built, facilities is added to current supply, the 
effect of DPV2 on the availability of Arizona generation is even more de minimus. 
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DPV2 does not materially alter Arizona’s resource needs. Based on the letters sent from Arizona 
utilities, it appears that they will need new power supplies in the 201 1 to 201 2 time period with 
or without DPV2. Furthermore, by making it more attractive for generation to locate in Arizona 
due to the presence of available transmission, the DPV2 line will have a positive impact on 
Arizona’s generation supply. 

ReliabilityPower Supplies Directed from California into Arizona 

The line can carry power to Arizona from California and other parts of the Western grid and can 
do so during emergency conditions, such as during major generation or transmission outages in 
the Palo Verde area. In addition to providing access to CaIifomia generation during emergency 
conditions, the DPV2 line will also provide Arizona utilities with access to two important 
resources: new generation near Blythe and the substantial planned additions of California 
renewable resources. 

Environmental Impacts to Arizona Resulting from DPV2 

SCE needs to clarify another point. SCE has not conducted any studies on the environmental 
impacts of the construction of additional generation in AZ that will be spurred by the 
construction of DPV2, because DPV2 will not require that new generation be built in Arizona. 
Rather, DPV2 will help encourage utilization of existing facilities and investment in new 
generation and support transmission that Arizona utilities acknowledge they will need. SCE 
understands that the ACC has already approved additional generating capacity that has not been 
built in part because of transmission congestion. DPV2 will help alleviate that congestion and 
therefore may facilitate the development of generation already approved by the ACC. 

SCE has, however, conducted extensive studies concerning the environmental impact of the 
construction and operation of DPV2. SCE’s application provides extensive documentation to 
support a finding that this project is environmentally compatible. The recently issued Draft 
EIS/EIR by the Bureau of Land Management and the California Public Utilities Commission 
supports this view. 

Estimated Tax Benefits from DPV2 

SCE is still continuing to refine its analysis of tax benefits, and will provide this information at 
the hearings. However, based on the current results, the combined tax and construction benefits 
- without considering the other benefits discussed above (see Section B, p. 3, supra) - exceed 
the net lifecycle costs as reflected in the study SCE did for the CAISO. 
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If you have any questions, please feel fi-ee to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. F$&r 
Chief Executive Officer 
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SALT RIVER PROJECT 
P.O. Box 52025 
Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025 

Fax 1602) 236-5444 
(602) 236-5886 

Commissioner Kristin K. Mayes 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 

Re: Proposed Devers - Palo Verde No. 2 Power Line; 
Docket No. L-00000A- 06-0295-001 30 

‘ Dear Commissioner Mayes: 

In your letter dated May 11 th, 2006, you asked SRP to provide information 
as to when it is anticipated Arizona, and in particular SRP, will need the excess 
power generated out of the Palo Verde Hub. You also asked what SRP believes 
will be required to make up for any potential shortfall. 

SRP will require additional resources to meet its retail load, including 
reserves, by 2012. SRP is pursuing options to meet this growing need. Clearly 
one option is the purchase of energy and capacity from the market. SRP’s other 
option is the construction of additional peaking capacity. 

The current surplus of generation in the Southwest permits SRP to 
purchase from ample operating reserves in the short term market. We also 
routinely purchase energy on the wholesale market and restrict SRP owned 
resources whenever the market price of electricity is below our marginal cost to 
generate. As the supply of generation available to Arizona utilities decreases, we 
will be required to accelerate construction of additional plant capacity, or deveiop 
mechanisms to reach other markets. 
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Among other things, you asked that we address environmental, 
operational, economic and reliability information with regard to the Palo Verde 
Devers II line. SRP has not analyzed the CEC application and, therefore, is 
unable to provide detailed comments regarding these issues. Nevertheless, we 
offer the following general observations. Clearly, this line will enhance inter- 
regional transfer capability, and thus wholesale transactions will be increased. 
Southern California prices have generally been higher than Palo Verde prices, 
and with increased inter-regional transfer capability, we expect those prices will 
move closer. In addition, generally speaking, increased transfer capability 
between regions improves reliability, assuming each region has similar reserves 
to begin with. 

bne ra l  Manager 

cam 

cc: Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
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June 6,2006 

Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Marc Spitzer 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 

Re: Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) Power Line; Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130. 

Dear Colleagues and Parties to the Docket: 

As part of a recent filing in this matter, Staff asks the Line Siting Committee to take testimony 
from Robert Smith, Transmission Planning Manager for Arizona Public Service (“APS”), an, 
among other topics, transmission congestion between Arizona and California. 

I am writing to express my concern with regard to the inclusion of Mr. Smith as an expert 
witness in this case. Though Staff undoubtedly chose Mr. Smith for his expertise in his 
respective field, I worry that his testimony could be unduly influenced by recent statements of 
support for the proposed power line by Mr. Smith’s superiors. Bill Post, Chairman and CEO of 
Pinnacle West, recently expressed his support for the new Devers-Palo Verde transmission line. 
At Pinnacle West Capital Corporation’s recent annual meeting, Mr. Post stated: 

Existing transmission corridors must also grow. Last month, a new transmission 
line from southern California to Palo Verde was announced that has the potential 
to expand our wholesale power markets. I believe California ’s electric prices will 
always exceed ours and therefore, the California rnarket offers iinportant business 
opportunities. Greater access into those markets will give us the oppoi-tunity to 
reduce our customer ,s costs with additional sales while increasing our own 
profitability through higher margins.’ 

As an APS employee: it could be argued that Mr. Smith’s opinions and testimony could be 
influenced by the statements made by the Chainnan of his company. I realize Staff is seeking 
the most qualified individuals possible to provide evidence in this important case. However, 
under the present circumstances, I respectfully ask that Staff find another expert witness to 
testify on the issues identified for presentation by Mr. Smith. 

Remarks of Bill Post at the Pinnacle West Capital Coiporation Annual Meeting: May 17,2006 
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation is the parent conlpany of APS. 

I 
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Sincerely, 

Kris Mayes 
Conmissioner 

Cc: Ernest Johnson 
Chris Kempley 
Brian McNeil 
Heather Murphy 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
Docket 
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Fax 602/250-3303 
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June 2,2006 

Commissioner Kristin K. Mayes 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Re: Proposed Devers - Palo Verde No. 2 Power Line 
Docket No. L-OOOOA-06-0295-00130 

Dear Commissioner Mayes: 

I received your May 1 1,2006, letter concerning the proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 
2 (DPV2) Power Line. While Arizona Public Service Company ( A P S )  has not analyzed the 
application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (CEC), I will attempt to address 
your questions in a preliminary and somewhat general manner. 

As noted in your letter, APS’s load is growing at approximately 4%, or almost 
3OOMW, annually. APS is attempting to meet this growth though the competitive market 
consistent with Decision No. 67744 (April 7, 2005). As the result of a 2005 Request for 
Proposals (RFP), APS contracted for 11 50 MW, with about 40% coming from sources that 
were identified as being in Arizona. Because APS is using the market to obtain resources, 
A P S  cannot say definitively when it would be using the specific assets around Palo Verde. 
However, if you assume that A P S ,  Salt River Project, and Tucson Electric Power were to 
acquire all of their additional needs from the assets around the Palo Verde hub, the utilities 
would grow into the uncommitted capacity in the 2010-201 1 timeframe. 

You also asked for additional comments on environmental, operational, reliability or 
economic issues. Let me address each of these issues separately. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

A P S  has not analyzed the application for a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility (“CEC”) for the DPV2 line and therefore is not able to provide 
comments on the full scope of environmental issues that may be before the 
Commission and other regulatory agencies involved in approving the line’s 
construction. However, we note that the DPV2 likely will be placed in the same 
Bureau of Land Management utility corridor with DPVl for much of its length, 
which should help mitigate potential environmental impacts. 
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OPERATIONAL 

The addition of DPV2 could provide for more efficient economic dispatch of 
generation in the southwest region by providing more efficient total loading of new 
combined-cycle generation, thereby improving overall efficiency of gas use within 
the region. However, it would not be possible at this point, based on the information 
available, to determine what, if any, impact such new electric transmission might 
have on natural gas transportation and supply. 

The addition and routing of DPV2 also could open up opportunities to tie in baseload 
additional resources, including coal, that might be located in western Arizona. Such 
new resources would benefit both Arizona and the region. 

RELIABILITY 

APS continues to play an active and leading role in regional transmission planning 
efforts. APS participates in STEP, SWAT and other regional planning efforts 
because of APS’s view that such planning efforts result in improved overall grid 
reliability and market enhancement. APS believes that the western states will benefit 
if all of the states in the region view proposed infrastructure projects (transmission or 
otherwise) from a regional perspective. 

APS generally believes that the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) 
region will benefit from the addition of interstate transmission such as the DPV2 
project. The DPV2 line has been part of the regional planning efforts for many years 
because of the belief that its addition will increase the grid reliability throughout the 
region. Studies perfonned by the STEP subregional planning group have shown a 
reliability benefit for the grid from the addition of DPV2. Another interstate 
transmission project that could benefit overall grid reliability and is presently under 
study is the TransWest Express Project (TransWest) that APS has proposed. In 
addition to improving grid reliability, TransWest would allow APS, SRP and other 
southwest utilities to access the significant wind and coal resources located in 
Wyoming. The addition of DPV2 also could facilitate interest in the TransWest 
project by Southern California utilities, thus increasing the feasibility, and viability, 
of the project. APS will need to seek siting approval from other states for the 
TransWest line and hopes that those other states consider the regional value of the 
project when evaluating APS’s  request for siting approval. 

ECONOMIC 

The addition of the DPV2 line will allow California utilities to have increased access 
to generation resources located in Arizona and beyond. While this may impact the 
prices in Southern California and at the Palo Verde hub, we are not certain exactly 
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how the market will adjust prices between Southern California and Palo Yerde on a 
seasonal or year to year basis. There are other potential impacts that could offset any 
increases in Palo Verde prices. For example, besides the positive operational and 
reliability impacts I just mentioned, the increased access to the California market 
may provide opportunities to increase off system sales to California, which could 
then result in higher off-system revenues. In addition, improved transmission 
infrastructure may lower the cost of entry for additional investment in generation 
resources and gas delivery facilities. 

As a general principle, the Commission has a stated policy of encouraging the 
development of competition in the energy market. During the last several years, the 
Commission, APS, and various intervenors, some of which have included out of state 
merchant generators, have spent considerable time and effort in formulating policies and 
rules to promote a competitive market for electricity. The efficiency of the Western energy 
market depends upon the extent and quality of the regional physical infrastructure necessary 
to produce and transmit energy. The notion that prices may remain lower for Arizona 
consumers by limiting regional infrastructure is not consistent with a policy of promoting a 
well-functioning competitive market, which in the long term should reduce pricing. Arizona 
should be a leader among the Western states in promoting interstate cooperation in the 
planning and development of new infrastructure. This will encourage new investment and 
improve the efficient operation of the regional market. 

: I/ cc: Jeff Hatch-Miller, Chairman 
William A. Mundell, Commissioner 
Marc Spitzer, Commissioner 
Mike Gleason, Commissioner 
Brian McNeil 
Ernest Johnson 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, h z o n a  Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
Docket Control 
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Commissioner Kristin K. Mayes 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

RE: Proposed Devers - Palo Verde No. 2 Power Line (the “Power Line”) 
Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 (the “Power Line Siting docket”) 

Dear Commissioner Mayes: 

I am in receipt of your May 11,2006 letter, wherein you raise several questions regarding 
the Power Line and its effect on Arizona utilities. My responses, while preliminary at* 
th~s point, reflect Tucson Electric Power Company’s (“TEP”) current understanding of‘’ . *  

the proposed Power Line. TEP has not reviewed the PowepLine application for a 
certificate of environmental compatibility and has not yet detdkined if it will intervene 
in the Power Line Siting docket. Accordingly, TEP reserves its right to amend any 
response or restate any position based upon additional information or changed 
circumstance. 

” A 

Ouestion 1 : 
Provide an analysis for this Docket on the question of when Arizona will “grow 
into” the power supplies at the Palo Verde Hub. 

Response: 
The current merchant generation output at or near the Palo Verde Hub is approximately 
5,000 MW’. While TEP cannot determine exactly how much of this capacity is currently 
under contract to existing Arizona utilities and California entities, we estimate it to be 
approximately 2,000 MW2. The remaining 3,000 MW could be available to the Arizona 
market. In fact, a portion of this remaining capacity is utilized by Arizona utilities, 
including TEP, to offset running less efficient gas generators in the short-term and spot 
markets. 

This includes the following plants: Gila River (2,140 MW), Mesquite (1,250 MW), Arlington Valley 
(570 MW) and Harquahala (1,000 MW). ’ Any amount under contract to Arizona utilities for 2006 would be included in their Summer Preparedness 
presentation resources. APS listed 925 MW of short-term market contracts with the majority presumed to 
be served out of the Palo Verde Hub. TEP listed 100 MW which is purchased at the Palo Verde Hub and an 
additional requirement of 250 MW of Short-Term capacity needs which will also be filled primarily out of 
the Palo Verde hub. 

I 
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Response 
TEP will reserve its response to this question until after it has reviewed the material 
submitted by the applicant(s) and other parties in the Power Line Siting docket. However, 
TEP is concerned at this point with the following issues: 

e 

e 

The shift of costs between states. Currently, the Southern California market prices 
are a premium to Palo Verde prices. California's increased access to generation at 
Palo Verde may serve to mitigate the pricing differential between Southern 
California markets and Palo Verde, tending to levelize prices between the two 
areas. Whether this results in higher overall costs to Arizona should be 
considered. 

The overall effect of the Power Line on the Southwest region's economic dispatch. 
The addition of transmission to efficient natural gas plants may provide for more 
efficient economic dispatch on a regional basis. Such an overall efficiency 
increase could reduce the regional demand for gas and thus reduce natural gas and 
potentially power prices. 

The shift of emissions and water use between states. California's increased access 
to generation at Palo Verde may serve to reduce the emissions and water usage 'in' 
California. Whether this results in higher overall emissions and water use, in . 
Arizona should be considered. d 

The overall effect of the Power Line on the Southwest regionS emissions. The 
addition of transmission to efficient natural gas plants may provide for reduced 
emissions and water usage on a regional basis. The overall societal benefits of 
such a reduction should be considered. 

The addition of the Power Line may increase the overall reliability of the power 
system in the Southwest, partidarly in California. This increased reliability and 
any increased operational flexibility should be considered. 

The effects of increased natural gas use in the Phoenix area and its effect on the 
natural gas pipeline system, including gas availability. The effect of the increase 
in natural gas usage should be analyzed and considered. 

If you have any questions regarding these responses, or if you have any additional 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: Docket Control 



May 18,2006 

Ms. Kristin K. Mayes, Commissioner 
,Lizoi;a Corporation C O ~ ~ T L S ~ I O ~ ~  
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

. .  

RE: DEVERS-PAL0 VERDE 2 TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

Dear Commissioner Mayes: 

We would like to thank you for your May 10,2006 letter identifying questions 
to be addressed in the hearings before the Line Siting Committee. The Company 
will provide a written response to those questions at least one week before the 
hearings beginning on June 26. We believe that this new transmission project will 
provide benefits to Arizona and is in the public’s interest. 

We look forward to providing the Commission and the Siting Committee the 
evidence needed for this proceeding. 

Sincerely, 

@& Alan J. Fohrer 
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cc: Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Commissioner Marc Spitzer 
Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Siting Committee 
Brian McNeil 
Ernest Johnson 
Christopher Kempley 
Lyn Farmer 
Scott Wakefield 
Docket Control 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4429 TCampbell@lrlaw.com 

Admitted in: Arizona 

Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix. A2 85007 

Re: Devers Palo Verde 2 Transmission Project 
Docket No: L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

Dear Chairman Hatch-Miller: 

Thank you for your May 10,2006 letter identifying issues that should be addressed in the 
evidentiary record. Southern California Edison appreciates the issues raised in your letter and 
will present evidence on each of these issues during the Siting Committee hearings beginning on 
June 26. Southern California Edison also intends to provide a written response to the issues you 
raise prior to the hearing. Southern California Edison believes that Arizona and Arizona’s 
electric customers will benefit from this new transmission line and looks forward to the 
opportunity to provide that information to the Arizona Corporation Commission and the Siting 
Committee. 

Very truly yours, 

LEWIS AND ROCA LLP 

Thomas H. Campbell 

THChjg 
cc: Commissioner Marc Spitzer 

Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 
Commissioner Kristin K. Mayes 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Siting Committee 
Brian McNeil 
Ernest Johnson 
Christopher Kempley 
Lyn Farmer 
Scott Wakefield 
Docket Control 
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Re: Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) Power Line; Docket No. L-00000A-06- 
0295-00130. 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Recently, Southern California Edison Co. (SCE) filed an Application before the Arizona Power 
Plant and Line Siting Committee (Committee) requesting a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility for a new high voltage power line between the Palo Verde Hub and Califoniia. 
According to SCE, the primary purpose behind the construction of the proposed DPV2 is to 
provide California utilities the capacity to import approximately 6,500 MW from the Arizona 
power market.’ 

Although I have not reached any conclusions in this case, I am concerned about the potential 
impact this exportation of power could have on our state’s ability to provide for its indigenous - 
and rapidly growing - population.2 At the Commission’s recent annual Summer Power 
Preparedness meeting, a TEP witness suggested that by 201 0, Arizona’s own utilities will need 
the excess power currently being generated out of the Palo Verde Hub, and without it would 
have to seek the supplies el~ewhere.~ 

Because Arizona’s long-tenn power requirements are implicated by this Application, I am asking 
that you provide an analysis for this docket on the question of when Arizona will “grow into” the 
power supplies at the Palo Verde Hub. Specifically, when does A P S  anticipate that Arizona 
utilities, and in particular your company, will need the excess power being generated out of the 

’ See SCE Application for Certificate of Environmental Conipatibility/Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Project, pg. 4. 

average at more than 4 percent, and Tucson Electric Power has stated that its retail load growth is also growing at 
2.5 percent. In some areas of the state, TEP’s sister utilities are growing at a rate of 5 percent. 

See discussion between David Hutchens of Tucson Electric Power and Commissioner Gleason. Hutchens stated 
his belief that Arizona would likely need the excess Palo Verde hub power by the time the proposed DPV2 line is 
scheduled to be placed in service. 

Arizona Public Service has reported that its retail load growth for 2005 and 2006 is three times the national 

3 
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Palo Verde Hub and what does A P S  anticipate it would be required to do in order to make up for 
any potential shortfalls? In addition, please provide any other environmental, operational, 
reliability or economic information with regard to this line that you believe would aid the 
Committee and the Commission in considering this project. 

Please file your responses in the above docket in order to allow for the fullest possible record in 
this case.4 

Thank you for your attention to these questions. Your timely responses will aid me in my 
consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kris Mayes 
Commissioner 

Cc: Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Marc Spitzer 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
Ernest Johnson 
Brian McNeil 
Heather Murphy 
Docket 

Pursuant to ARS 6 40-360.07 the Conunission is directed to “balance in the broad public interest, the need for an 
adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric power with the desire to minimize the effect thereof on the 
environment and ecology of this state.” The plain language of the line siting statute mandates that the ACC consider 
the public interest in weighing whether to grant a CEC, and in particular the need for the proposed power line. 
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Mr. James S. Pignatelli 
President and CEO 
Tucson Electric Power 
P.O. Box 71 1 
Tucson, AZ 85702 

Re: Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) Power Line; Docket No. L-00000A-06- 
0295-00130. 

Dear Mr. Pignatelli: 

Recently, Southern California Edison Co. (SCE) filed an Application before the Arizona Power 
Plant and Line Siting Committee (Committee) requesting a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility for a new high voltage power line between the Palo Verde Hub and California. 
According to SCE, the primary purpose behind the construction of the proposed DPV2 is to 
provide California utilities the capacity to import approximately 6,500 MW from the Arizona 
power market.’ 

Although I have not reached any conclusions in this case, I am concerned about the potential 
impact this exportation of power could have on our state’s ability to provide for its indigenous - 
and rapidly growing - population.2 At the Commission’s recent annual Summer Power 
Preparedness meeting, a TEP witness suggested that by 2010, Arizona’s own utilities will need 
the excess power currently being generated out of the Palo Verde Hub, and without it would 
have to seek the supplies el~ewhere.~ 

Because Arizona’s long-term power requirements are implicated by this Application, I am asking 
that you provide an analysis for this docket on the question of when Arizona will “grow into” the 
power supplies at the Palo Verde Hub. Specifically, when does TEP anticipate that Arizona 
utilities, and in particular your company, will need the excess power being generated out of the 

’ See SCE Application for Certificate of Environmental Compatibility/Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Project, pg. 4. 
* Arizona Public Service has reported that its retail load growth for 2005 and 2006 is three times the national 
average at more than 4 percent, and Tucson Electric Power has stated that its retail load growth is also growing at 
2.5 percent. In some areas of the state, TEP’s sister utilities are growing at a rate of  5 percent. 

See discussion between David Hutchens of Tucson Electric Power and Commissioner Gleason. Hutchens stated 
his belief that Arizona would likely need the excess Palo Verde hub power by the time the proposed DPV2 line is 
scheduled to be placed in service. 
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Palo Verde Hub and what does TEP anticipate it would be required to do in order to make up for 
any potential shortfalls? In addition, please provide any other environmental, operational, 
reliability or economic information with regard to this line that you believe would aid the 
Committee and the Commission in considering this project. 

Please file your responses in the above docket in order to allow for the fullest possible record in 
this case.4 

Thank you for your attention to these questions. Your timely responses will aid me in my 
consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kris Mayes 
Commissioner 

Cc: Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Marc Spitzer 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
Ernest Johnson 
Brian McNeil 
Heather Murphy 
Docket 

Pursuant to ARS 5 40-360.07 the Commission is directed to “balance in the broad public interest, the need for an 
adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric power with the desire to minimize the effect thereof on the 
environment and ecology of this state.” The plain language of the line siting statute mandates that the ACC consider 
the public interest in weighing whether to grant a CEC, and in particular the need for the proposed power line. 



BRIAN C. McNElL 
Executive Director 
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Mr. Richard Silverman 
General Manager 
Salt River Project 
1521 N. Project Drive 
Tempe, AZ 85281-1298 

Re: Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) Power Line; Docket No. L-OOOOOA-06- 
0295-00130. 

Dear Mr. Silverman: 

Recently, Southern California Edison Co. (SCE) filed an Application before the Arizona Power 
Plant and Line Siting Committee (Committee) requesting a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility for a new high voltage power line between the Palo Verde Hub and California. 
According to SCE, the primary purpose behind the construction of the proposed DPV2 is to 
provide California utilities the capacity to import approximately 6,500 MW from the Arizona 
power market.’ 

Although I have not reached any conclusions in this case, I am concerned about the potential 
impact this exportation of power could have on our state’s ability to provide for its indigenous - 
and rapidly growing - population.2 At the Commission’s recent annual Summer Power 
Preparedness meeting, a TEP witness suggested that by 2010, Arizona’s own utilities will need 
the excess power currently being generated out of the Palo Verde Hub, and without it would 
have to seek the supplies e l s e ~ h e r e . ~  

Because Arizona’s long-term power requirements are implicated by this Application, I am asking 
that you provide an analysis for this docket on the question of when Arizona will “grow into” the 
power supplies at the Palo Verde Hub. Specifically, when does SRP anticipate that Arizona 
utilities, and in particular your company, will need the excess power being generated out of the 

’ See SCE Application for Certificate of Environmental CompatibilityiDevers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Project, pg. 4. 

average at more than 4 percent, and Tucson Electric Power has stated that its retail load growth is also growing at 
2.5 percent. In some areas of the state, TEP’s sister utilities are growing at a rate of 5 percent. 

See discussion between David Hutchens of Tucson Electric Power and Commissioner Gleason. Hutchens stated 
his belief that Arizona would likely need the excess Palo Verde hub power by the time the proposed DPV2 line is 
scheduled to be placed in service. 

Arizona Public Service has reported that its retail load growth for 2005 and 2006 is three times the national 
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Palo Verde Hub and what does SRP anticipate it would be required to do in order to make up for 
any potential shortfalls? In addition, please provide any other environmental, operational, 
reliability or economic information with regard to this line that you believe would aid the 
Committee and the Coinmission in considering this project. 

Please file your responses in the above docket in order to allow for the fullest possible record in 
this case.4 

Thank you for your attention to these questions. Your timely responses will aid me in my 
consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kris Mayes 
Commissioner 

cc:  Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Marc Spitzer 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
Ernest Johnson 
Brian McNeil 
Heather Murphy 
Docket 

4 Pursuant to ARS 9 40-360.07 the Conunission is directed to “balance in the broad public interest, the need for an 
adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric power with the desire to nlininlize the effect thereof on the 
environment and ecology of this state.” The plain language of the line siting statute mandates that the ACC consider 
the public interest in weighing whether to grant a CEC, and in particular the need for the proposed power line. 
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Mr. Alan J. Fohrer 
Chief Executive Officer 
Southern California Edison 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Mr. John R. Fielder 
President 
Southern California Edison 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Re: Proposed Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) Power Line; Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295- 
00130. 

Dear Sirs: 

I have reviewed Southern California Edison's (SCE) recent filing before the Arizona Power Plant 
and Line Siting Committee (Conmiittee) proposing a new high voltage power line between the Palo 
Verde hub and California. Although I have not reached any conclusions in this case, the initial 
application raises several areas in which additional information would be beneficial for my full 
consideration of tliis matter. 

As you know, pursuant to ARS 5 40-360.07 the Conmission is directed to "balance in the broad 
public interest, the need for an adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric power with the 
desire to minimize the effect thereof on the environment and ecology of this state." The plain 
language of the Line Siting statute mandates that the ACC consider the public interest in weighing 
whether to grant a CEC, and in particular the need for the proposed power line. 

With this and other provisions of the Line Siting statute in mind, I would like your Company to 
provide answers as part of the record in this case to several questions in order to help me in my 
deliberations and to provide the Line Siting Committee with the fullest possible body of evidence 
upon which to make its recommendation to this Commission.' 

Consumer costs of proposed DPV2 

I am asking that the Line Siting Coimnittee include in its reconmendation to the Conlmission findings regarding I 

the need for this line in Arizona. 
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First, an SCE report to the Califoniia Independent System Operator (CAISO) included in the DPV2 
filing reveals that there is anticipated to be a wide disparity in benefits derived from this proposed 
power line by California and Arizona ratepayers. According to the filing, the proposed DPV2 would 
cost Arizona consumers more than $23 1 million between 2009 and 20 14.2 This is of obvious 
concern to me as it appears that these are costs that may be directly shouldered by Arizona ratepayers 
through higher electric bills. By contrast, according to SCE estimates, the power line would result in 
net benefits for California ratepayers between 2009 and 2014 of $967 million and net ratepayer and 
producer benefits of $1.1 billion over the lifetime of the project. 

With regard to the consumer impact report conducted by SCE, I would like the Company to 
extrapolate out through the lifetime (from 2009 until 2055) of the proposed line the estimated costs to 
Arizona  consumer^.^ Presumably, these ratepayer impacts would result from higher prices being 
charged to Arizona utilities by Palo Verde Hub generators as a result of the willingness of California 
utilities to pay prices that are lower than those they could receive in California, but higher than 
Arizona utilities currently pay. However, the SCE report to the CAISO is not entirely clear on this 
point and I would like the Company to provide its methodology and assumptions for amving at these 
net costs. 

Please also inform the Commission and the Line Siting Committee whether SCE’s estimates of the 
impacts on Arizona ratepayers include the costs to Arizona utilities of having to replace power sent 
out of state over DPV2. In other words, do the estimates take into account the costs of building new 
power plants or power lines in order to meet local load demand that could have been met by the Palo 
Verde Hub? 

Impact on Arizona’s power supplies of proposed DPV2 

According to SCE, the primary purpose behind the construction of the proposed DPV2 is to provide 
California utilities the capacity to import approximately 6,500 MW from the Arizona power market.4 

I am concerned about the potential impact this exportation of power could have on our state’s ability 
to provide for its indigenous - and rapidly growing - population.’ At the Commission’s recent 
annual Summer Power Preparedness meeting, at least one utility suggested that by 2010, Arizona’s 

According to Appendix G, SCE Report to CAISO, G-1 and G-2, DPV2 would result in negative Arizona consumer 2 

benefits in the amount of -$25 million in 2009; -$37 nillion in 20 10; -$39 million in 201 1; -$40 million in 2012; - 
$45 million in 2013 and -$45 million in 2014. When the producer benefits (the amount that merchant plants will 
gain as a result of being able to sell excess power into the California market) are added to these consumer losses as 
well as the transmission congestion revenue losses, the net negative impact for Arizona is -$74 nillion between 
2009 and 2014. 

If the net ratepayer and producer benefits at the end of 2014 were held constant at -$17 million per year over the 
remainder of the lifetime of the project, it would appear that the net lifetime benefits to Arizona ratepayers would be 
-$754 million (-$74 nillion from 2009 to 2014 and $-697 million from 2014 though 2055). 

See SCE Application for Certificate of Environniental CompatibilityiDevers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line 
Project, pg. 4. 

Arizona Public Service has reported that its retail load growth for 2005 and 2006 is three times the national 
average at more than 4 percent, and Tucson Electric Power has stated that its retail load growth is also growing at 
2.5 percent. In some areas of the state, TEP’s sister utilities are growing at a rate of 5 percent. 
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own utilities will need the excess power currently being generated out of the Palo Verde Hub, and 
without it would have to seek the supplies elsewhere.6 

Because Arizona’s long-term power requirements are implicated by this Application, under separate 
cover I am writing to Arizona’s three largest electric utilities to ask them to provide an analysis for 
this docket on the question of when Arizona will “grow into” the power supplies at the Palo Verde 
Hub. In addition, I would like SCE to provide an analysis of the impact of DPV2 on Arizona’s 
power supply needs over the lifetime of the power line, and provide the Commission and Line Siting 
Committee any studies or analyses the Company has already conducted on this matter. Specifically, 
when does SCE anticipate that Arizona will need the excess power being generated out of the Palo 
Verde Hub and what does SCE anticipate would happen if that power was not available to Arizona 
utilities? 

ReliabilityE’ower supplies directed from California into Arizona 

SCE makes it clear that the purpose of the power line is to allow additional megawatts to flow from 
Arizona into California. The Application also states that the DPV2 line would enhance reliability 
regionally, but makes no mention of when power might flow counter-directionally, in other words, 
whether Arizona would under any circumstances receive power from California, or from the 
Northwest via California. Please describe for the Commission and the Committee any conditions 
envisioned by which Arizona utilities would actually receive power supplies over the DPV2 line 
from California or Northwestern generators. 

Please also tell the Commission and Line Siting Committee whether Arizona utilities would have 
access to the potential new generation east of Devers, near Blythe, that is discussed in the Devers- 
Palo Verde No. 2 Cost-Effectiveness Report issued on April 7, 2004.7 

Environmental impacts to Arizona resulting from DPV2 

Apart from the direct environmental impacts associated with the siting of the proposed power line 
that are addressed in the Application, I would like the Line Siting Committee and the Commission to 
have an estimate by the parties of the potential environmental impacts from any additional power 
plants or power lines that could result from the creation of DPV2. According to the Application, 
SCE believes the power line itself could stimulate additional generating plants in Arizona, 
presumably to serve California utilities.’ And, as noted above, at least one utility has stated that 
alternative supplies of power would likely have to be developed by Arizona utilities in Arizona, or 

See discussion between David Hutchens of Tucson Electric Power and Commissioner Gleason. Hutchens stated 
his belief that Arizona would likely need the excess Palo Verde hub power by the time the proposed PVD2 line is 
scheduled to be placed in service. 

Cost-Effectiveness Report, Pg. 25. 
See Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Cost Effectiveness Report, April 7,2004, pg. 2: “SCE assumed that the benefits o 

accessing Palo Verde generation in the southwest area will continue beyond 2012. This assumption is based on a 
belief that new generation in Arizona will continue to have economic advantages over new projects in California. 
These advantages include access to lower cost natural gas, less restrictive permitting, lower taxes, and lower labor 
rates. As long as these advantages exist, it is reasonable to expect that a continuing benefit will accrue from new 
generation sources in the Palo Verde area.” 

7 
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power lines constructed to import power, if the Palo Verde Hub electricity is not available for use by 
Arizona utilities in 2010 and beyond due to the exportation of that power into California. Please tell 
the Line Siting committee and the Commission whether any analyses have been done on the 
environmental impacts (from pollution, loss of water, or direct impacts to land) from the construction 
of any additional generation in Arizona that might be spurred by the proposed DPV2 line. 

Estimated tax benefits from DPV2 

A report conducted by Arizona economist Elliott Pollack on behalf of SCE for this Application states 
that DPV2 would have a sanguine impact on Arizona’s tax base. According to Pollack, the project 
and its attendant construction would provide 488 jobs over two years, generating direct and induced 
economic impacts of more than $83 million. Pollack also estimates that La Paz County will receive a 
$1.25 million boost in property taxes in the first year, declining over time, and Maricopa County will 
receive $835,000 in additional property taxes in the first year, also declining over time. However, 
Mr. Pollack does not go on to estimate the total tax base impact of the line. Please provide the 
Commission and the Line Siting Committee with an estimate of the tax benefits to the state of 
Arizona, La Paz County, and Maricopa County resulting from DPV2 over the lifetime of the project. 

I 

Thank you for your attention to these questions. As indicated above, your timely docketed responses 
will aid me in my full consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kris F+ Mayes 

Commissioner 

Cc: Chairman Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Commissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Marc Spitzer 
Commissioner Mike Gleason 
Laurie Woodall, Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
Ernest Johnson 
Brian McNeil 
Heather Murphy 
Docket 
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Members of the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Mr. Tom Campbell, Counsel for Southem California Edison Company 

Re: Devers-PaIo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project 
Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

Dear Members and Mr. Campbell: 

I have reviewed Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) application to obtain a Certificate 
of Environmental Compatibility (CEC) for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project 
(DPV2 Project). According to SCE’s application, building this extra high voltage transmission 
line will enable SCE to tap into the idle generating capacity at the Palo Verde Hub and reduce 
energy costs for its customers in Southem California. 

A R S  0 40-360.06 spells out what factors the Line Siting Conmiittee and Commission must 
consider in issuing a CEC. Many of these factors involve the eiivironmental impacts of the 
proposed siting project. In ultimately making its decision, the Commission is required to 
“balance, in the broad public interest, the need for an adequate, economical and reliable supply 
of electric power with the desire to minimize the effect thereof on the environment and ecology 
of this state.” 

In its application, SCE cited various economic benefits to Arizona including the addition of 150 
temporary construction jobs and an increase of $24 million in property tax revenues over a 10- 
year period. However, SCE’s application does not appear to describe any direct tangible 
economic benefits for Arizona’s electric customers. 

The Harquahala Junction Switcliyard Interconnection Option may provide Arizona electric 
customers with some potential indirect benefits. According to its application, SCE would share 
the existing Harqualiala-Hassayampa 500 kV transmission line with Arizona Public Service 
Company ( A P S )  and Harquahala Generating Station. This possible interconnection may allow 
A P S  to postpone the need to build an additional 500 kV line into the Palo Verde Hub. I ask the 
Line Siting Committee to explore this option in more detail. 

According to SCE, the DPV2 Project would increase the electrical transfer capability between 
Arizona and California by 1,200 MW. Presumably, SCE would secure long-term power 
contracts with independent natural gas-fired generators surrounding the Palo Verde Hub. One 
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potential result is that electricity supplies will become tighter and hub prices will climb. I ask the 
Line Siting Cormnittee to examine how the DPV2 Project will affect the peak and off-peak 
prices on the wholesale spot market for the Palo Verde Hub. hi addition, please evaluate how 
the DPV2 Project may affect the ability of Arizona electric utilities to enter into immediate and 
long-teim purchased power contracts. 

Under ARS 0 40-360.06 A (9), the Line Siting Coininittee can consider other additional factors it 
deems important in its deliberations. For this particular case, since the Applicant neither is an 
Arizona electric utility nor serves electric customers in Arizona, I request that the Line Siting 
Coininittee include testimony in the evidentiary record regarding the direct tangible benefits (i.e., 
reliability, operational or economic) that Arizona electric customers would enjoy if the DPV2 
Project were constructed and operational. 

In this case, I believe expanding the evidentiary record to include impacts on h z o n a  energy 
prices is warranted. Before issuing a CEC, we are obligated to strike a balance among a broad 
spectrum of factors so that we can make a decision that promotes the public interest. A fill1 
evidentiary record will aid me in my consideration of this case. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Hatch-Miller 
Chairman 

CC: Coinmissioner Marc Spitzer 
Coinmissioner William A. Mundell 
Commissioner Mike Gleasoil 
Coinmissioner Kristin K. Mayes 
Brian McNeil 
Ernest Johnson 
Chris Kempley 
Lyn Farmer 
Parties of Record in the Docket 
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Energy Policy Act (EPAct) 2005 
August 2005 

Section 1221 - Siting of Interstate Electric Transmission Facilities . DOE to determine criteria for designating possible National Interest 
Electric Transmission Corridors (NIETC) . Evaluation of existing studies and congestion modeling of the 
eastern and western interconnection 

Section 368 - Energy ROW Corridors on Federal Lands 
Title 111 Oil and Gas, Subtitle F Access to Federal Lands 

Applies to U.S. Department of Agriculture (Forest Service), U.S. 
Department of Interior (Bureau of Land Management), and US. 
Department of Defense . Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) Fall 2006 . PEIS in 11 Western states to be completed by August 2007 

9/25/2006 Commmee Exhibit 2 - DW I1 Sitina Heanna Case No. 130 29 

EPAct 2005 Section 1221 
Title XI1 Electricity 

Subtitle Transmission Infrastructure Modernization 

w The Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires DOE to issue a 
national transmission congestion study for comment by 
August 2006 and every three years thereafter. 

w Based on the study and public comments, DOE to 
recommend and Secretary of Energy to designate selected 
geographic areas as National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors (NIETC). No time frame stipulated 
for designating NIETC. 

w FERC Backstop Siting Authority - Authority to issue 
construction permits in NIETCs when states do not 
approve siting within one year of application or place 
undue restrictions upon them. 

9/25/2006 Committee Exhibit 2 - DW I1 Sibng Heanng Case No 130 30 
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Background 
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rn DOE would like to see necessary steps 
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address problems in designated 
corridors 

rn DOE does not plan to prescribe solutions 
that address congestion for a designated 
corridor 

lines as the only solution to address a 
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rn DOE does not see new transmission 

Western Congestion Assessment 
Task Force Report Objectives 
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Studies/Reports - Related to DOE Task 1 
SSG-WI 2003 Study Program - SSG-WI Report 
SSG-WI 2003 Path Utilization Study - SSG-WI Report 
Canada - NW - California Transmission - NTAC Report 
Colorado Long Range Transmission Planning Study - CCPG Report 
Conceptual Plans for Electricity Transmission in the West - WGA Report 
T4 Wind Project - Nevada Sfare Office of Energy Report 
Rocky Mountain Area Transmission Study - RMATS Report 
Puget Sound Upgrade Project - NTAC Report 
Montana Northwest Transmission Equal Angle Report - NTAC Report 
West of Hatwai System Upgrade Project - NTAC Report 
Central Arizona Transmission Study 
Path 49 (East of River) Transmissioi 
CEC Strategic Transmission lnvestr 
Imperial Valley - San Felipe 500 kV Transmission Project - I D  Report 
Tehachapi Wind Integration Transmission Study - CPUC Report 
Canada to Northwest Intertie Expansion - BCTC Report 
Protecting and Managing an Increasingly Congested 
Transmission System - BPA Report 
Review of WECC Coordinated Phase Shifter Operation - 2001 to 2005 WECC 
LEAPS and TE-VS Project - Nevada Hydro Company Report 
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StudiewRemrts - Related to DOE Task 3 
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Historical Path Flow Analysis 
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w 1999 through 2005 
w Seasonal Analysis 
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MW average 
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I CALIFORNIA ISO I Caliinia Independent 
System Operator 

STEP’S Goal - “To provide a forum where all 
interested parties are encouraged to participate in the 
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CALIFORNIA I S 0  riii 
Three Study Phases 

California Independent 
System operator 

Phase 1 - Short-term Solutions - Projects that 
can be implemented in a few years such as 
increasing the ratings of the series capacitors 
in the Southwest Power Link (SWPL). 
Phase 2 - Mid-term Solutions - Major new 
bulk transmission facilities such as a major 
new 500 kV line. 

CALIFORNIA I S 0  Giia 
California Independent 
System Operator 

Development of STEP 
Alternatives 

Analyzed 26 Alternatives in Powerflow 
6 Selected for Detailed Study 
4 are AC Alternatives and 2 are DC 
Alternatives 
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Potential EHV Projects 
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P~lenl ia i  Transmission idenlifi I 

NE 

Regional Transmission 1 
Planning 

rn Planned Projects f 
- Path 49 upgrades 
- Palo Verde Hub - TS5 500kV Project 
- Navajo Transmission Project 
- Other Regional Projects 
Proposed Projects 
- TransWest Express Project 
- Northern Lights 

rn Conceptual Projects 
- Frontier Line 
Conceptual Planning Activities 
- Zia 

9/25/2006 Committee Exhibit 2 - DW I1 Siting Hearing Case NO. 130 52 

26 



Frequency of Forced Transmission 
Outages in Arizona (APS & SRP) for 
HV and EHV lines between 1996-2005 

* 
Voltage Number of Lines Total Number Average Number of 
Class (as of 12/31/05) of Outages Outages/circuit/year 

230kV 70 388 0.6 

I 1.7 I 67 I 4 
I I I 

5WkV 25 178 0.8 

9/25/2006 Cornrnttee Exhiblt 2 - DW I1 %lQ Heannq Case NO. 130 54 
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November 2004 

Important community information concerning a proposed Southern California Edison construction project in your area 

alifornia Edison rn more about the 
d concerns that area 
and others might have new 2323D-mife, high- 

(55Q050 voltssl electric 

This year, SCE has met with, and 
also mailed a Pruject Update to, 
residents, local officiais, area 
business owners, and others 
along the DPV2 route. SCE also 
hosted five '<Open Houses" along 
the route where the public had an 
opportunityto learn more about 
DPV2 and to talk to SCEproject 
team members. 

and Arizona, within an 
transmission corridor, 

nsmission line for 225 miles. 
The new iine would also require 
upgrades to some of SCEs existing 

trical transmission facilities in 
mix The project is known as 

-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPVZI. 

Public outreach and 
nicatiom are critical 

nts of SCEs planning 
ess for DPV2. In the fall of 
SCE sent out a Project Fact 

eet and conducted interviews 
residents, locai oficiais, area 

s owners, and others who 

During the public outreach 
process, SCE has developed this 
list of Frequently Asked Questions 
(FAQsl based on the questions 
we received from residents, local 
oRctals, area business owners, 
and others along the DPV2 route. 

entially could be affected by 

nducted in communities 
e proposed project route 

If you have any additional 
questions, contact your local SCE 
representative listed on the back 
page of this FAQs. 

project. These interviews 

PURPOSE AN5 

Q. Why is the project needed and 
wh,at are the benefits to  local 
California area communities? 

A. Construction of DPV2 would add 
transmission facilities needed to 
import, additional lower-cost electric- 
ity into California. 

DPVZ is expected to lower the cost of 
electr ici ty purchased t o  serve Califor- 
nia customers. This project will also 
increase energy producers' access 
to the California energy market and 
would provide an incentive for new 
generation development. The project 
is also expected to increase compe- 
tition among energy suppliers, which 
should lower California's electricity 
costs. In addition, DPV2 would help 
offset price increases that could result 
from events such as droughts that 
reduce supplies of low-cost hydro- 
electricity and heat waves that create 
high peak demand for electricity. 

Q. Will SCE coordinate the construc- 
tion of DPVZ with other projects 
in the area 

A. Yes, SCE attempts to coordinate 
i ts  planning activities for proposed 
projects with all other projects the 
company is aware of while planning 
is underway. Several different types 
of energy projects are currently being 
discussed or proposed in the same 



geographic area as the DPV2 proj- The Arizona Corporations Commis- Qualified personnel will be pres- 
ect. Where SCE is aware of specific sion, through its Arizona Siting ent during all construction activity 
projects, it seeks to determine wh Committee, will review potential D ensure mitigation measures 
if any, coordination is appropria environmental impacts in accor- re observed. A worker educa- 
Additionally, all utility on program will be developed and 
reviewed by regulatory implementid to  ensure that a l l  work- 
other organifatians for Iheir compat- ers. are aware, of sensitive species 
ibility with existing and proposed 

*dance with Arizona law: 

A. Electricity rates in California will 
be lower with DPV2 than they would 
be without DPV2, because the new 
transmission line will expand access 
t o  lower cost out-of-state genera- 
tion. Rates have both transmission 
and energy cost components. The 
cost of the new transmission line will 
slightly raise the transmission rate 
component, but studies show that 
these increases will be more than 
offset by reductions in energy costs. 
As part of their review process, 
regulatory agencies will ensure that 
overall the benefits of the project are 
greater than the costs of the project. 

Q. What environmental laws must 
SCE comply with, and which 
agencies enforce them? 

A. The California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) will review 
this project for compliance with 
the California Environmental Qual- 
ity Act. 

The Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment will review the project for 
compliance with the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act. 

National Historic Preservation A 

Archaeological Resources Protec- 
< %  

actions will SCE takeyto 
rotekt wildlife habitat And 
orridors during construction of 
his transmiision line? + 

," j" , I  

A. SCE continues to  wo 
d federal resource a 
i-e that the proposed 

will not adversely affect wildlife and 
that nop wildlife movpment corridors 
are cut off. In order to  minimize proj- 
ect-related impacts, SCE will Idcate 
the new facilities adjacenito ekist- 
ing towers, where feasible. A vaTkty 
of mitigation measures will *be built 

4 t h  project plan. SCE will 
struction during specific ti 

to avoid sensitive periods of wildlife 
' ' ity in the vicinity of the trans- 

!hnCerhS may exist for the Coachella 
Valley Fringe-toed Lizard,, " the 
Coachelta Valley Milkvetch' and 'th 
Desert Tortoise in your area. P r i y  to  
M i a (  construction, surveys will be 

rmed to  ensure that sensitive 
ies are identified and protected. 

4 ,  

- 9  

on line. 

iq the area and t o  provide them with 

CO NSTRU CTIO N 

Q. What construction activities 
are planned in my area and how 
will they impact me? 

A. Construction of the new 500 
kV transmission line from Devers 
to  Harquahala will take approxi- 
mately three years to complete. 
The proposed line would be located 
within SCE's existing transmission 
corridor except for sections within 
the Palo Verde Valley where SCE 
would need t o  acquire additional 
property. Once construction begins, 
SCE expects to be in your communify 
several times over the three-year 
construction period. The periods of 
construction activity would range 
from a few days t o  several weeks 
in length. SCE will provide periodic 
Project Updates during construc- 
tion to  property owners and others 
expressing interest in the project. 

Construction of the transmission line 
will consist of the following steps: 

Survey the new transmission line 
route and tower locations. 

Extend or improve the transmission 
line access roads, as required. 



Ins ta l l  f ounda t ions  - Th is  s tep  IC MAGNETIC be necessary before a more defini- 
consists of digging the foundation tive conclusion can be made. While 
holes, insert ing steel frames and > ,  *'scientific research is continuing, 

FIELDS 
I <  

pour ing concrete.  Large 
ment and concrete t rucks will b 
used during this step. 

What are electric and magnetic 

*i a" 

I :  a quick resolution of the remain- 
ing scientific uncertainties is not 

j Belds(EMF)?"" 

the  use of hel icopters and large 
trucks to  install the  wires onto the 
towers. 

Site cleanup and restoration. 

SCE is currently assessing the 
potential construction impacts and 
will include a discussion of these 
impacts and proposed measures t o  
reduce or eliminate these impacts, 
as appropriate, in i ts applications for 
this project. 

CORPORATE REAL ESTATE 

Q. How does SCE maintain the 
existing transmission ease- 
ment? 

A. SCE maintains its access roads 
and electrical facilities within ease- 
ment areas based on good utility 
practices and standards. SCE also 
maintains the easement area, as 
necessary t o  protect and access its 
electric facilities. For example, tree 
branches are periodically trimmed 
or removed to  maintain transmission 
line operational safety. Underlying 
property owners are responsible for 
maintaining their property in accor- 
dance with applicable governmental 
regulations. 

Electric fields are created by volt-& 
: age. 
: '  

Magnet ic  f ields occur  wherever  
electrical current flows. 
2 ,  
T h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e s e  f i  

ases rapidly with dist  
t h e  v o i t a g e  o r  cu 

source. 
\ 

X r  

Q. What are the iotential 

A. There is not a clear answer. 

An aggressive inferhational 
research effort averthe past30 
has not established that aAhuman 
health hazqrd exists. T h a t  rese 
hasresolved many questions a 
specific diseases. However, ques- 

' remain as to  whether EMF 
sure a t  home or work  i s  linkEd 

t o  some diseases such as childhood 
leukemia, certain adult cancers, 
and miscarriages. As a result, some 

kh authorities, i n c h  
ternational Agency I for  

esearcti on Cancer (IARC) and, 
the California Department of Health 
Servi€es, have classified magnetic 
field exposures as a possible human' 

cinogen, although they acknowl- 
edge that additional research will 

effects of EMF? 

e potential health 
effects of E M f  SCE recognizes and 
takes seriously i ts responsibility t o  
help address these EMF concerns. 
I n  order t o  better understand EMF 
and to  respond t o  the current uncer- 
tainty, SCE will continue to: 

Assist the California Public Utili- 
ties Commission (CPUC) and other 
appropriate local, state, and federal 
gove rnmen ta l  agenc ies  in t h e  
development and implementation 
of reasonable, uniform regulatory 
guidance. 

Provide balanced, accurate infor- 
mation t o  employees, customers 
and public agencies, including EMF 
measurements and consultation t o  
customers upon request. 

Take approp r ia te  n o - c o s t  and 
low-cos t  steps t o  minimize f ie ld 
exposures f rom n e w  facilities and 
cont inue t o  consu l t  and advise 
customers with respect t o  existing 
faci l i t ies, sub jec t  t o  CPUC guid- 
ance. 

Suppor t  app rop r ia te  r e s e a r c h  
programs t o  resolve the key scien- 
tific questions about EMF. 

Research  and eva lua te  occu -  
pational heal th impl icat ions and 
provide employees who work near 



energized facilities with timely, accu- 
rate information about field exposures 
in their work environment. 

Q. Will EMF levels increase or de- 
crease as a result of this project? 

A. In general, there will be an overall 
increase in magnetic field levels if the 
DPV2 project is constructed as SCE has 
proposed. Net increases or decreases 
in magnetic field levels in any specific 
location are determined by a number 
of factors including electrical load, 
distance from the power lines, and the 
type of existing facilities. Adding a new 
line t o  an existing power line corridor 
can present an opportunity t o  reduce 
magnetic fields strengths, or t o  mini- 
mize the magnitude of an increase, 
because magnetic fields can cancel 
each other out based on the configura- 
tion of the line conductors. 

SCE prepares an EMF "field manage- 
ment plan" for al l  new projects to 
determine the optimum feasible config- 
uration of the lines to reduce EMF 
based on the design guidelines that 
SCE has established to comply with 
CPUC requirements. This field manage- 
ment plan will be included in the SCE 
application t o  the CPUC for approval of 
the project. SCE representatives can 
provide additional information as to 
EMF levels in different locations along 
the project corridor. 

Q. What do I do if I want more 
information on EMF? 

A. SCE's EMF information center 
can be reached a t  800-200-4723 
(outside of California, call 626- 
812-7545). SCE also has additional 
information regarding EMF, includ- 
ing its EMF policy, available on its 

website, www.sce.com. The site 
includes links to information from the 
CPUC, the California Department of 
Health Services, and other authori- 
tative agencies and organizations 
that may be helpful in better under- 
standing EMF. To access this site, 
enter "EMF" in the "Search" box. 

c 

http://www.sce.com
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SANDRA 1. BAHR 

Project Management - includes developing a project plan and directing it through completion; 
performing background research; contracting for focus groups and polling; writing and editing 
grants, follow-up reports, newsletters, and opinion pieces; developing and making presentations to 
national groups and potential financial donors. Skills and experience also include coordinating issue, 
candidate, and independent expenditure campaigns at the local, state, and national level and 
comprise: 

developing and implementing campaign plans; 
coordinating petition drives and get-out-the-vote activities; 
recruiting, training, and supervising volunteers and staff, plus hiring subcontractors; 
conducting legal, political, and issue research; 
developing and coordinating media relations, including appearances on television and radio: 
and public event planning. 

Communications - includes significant public speaking experience before small and large groups, 
the media - television, radio, and newspapers, and the Arizona Legislature. Also includes writing and 
editing grants, newsletters, and newspaper and newsletter articles, fundraising letters, letters to the 
editor, opinion pieces, news releases, legislative testimony, and comments on administrative actions. 

I 

To work in a challenging and interesting environment, with opportunities for self-direction, growth, 
and advancement, where my organizational, political, public relations and communications skills 
can be utilized effectively to promote environmental protection. 

SKILLS AND EXPERIENCE 

Fundraising - includes writing and obtaining grants for special projects; seeking funds from individual 
___ .__- donors via letters, telephone conversations, and meetings, plus writing and coordinating direct mail 

fundraisers. Also includes event planning and coordination. I 
Research - includes legal, political and general research on environmental issues, laws and 
regulations, plus political research related to the influence of money in politics. 

Legislative Relations - includes direct lobbying, encouraging and training volunteers to participate in 
the process, developing a legislative strategy, preparing and giving testimony at committee 
meetings, composing and mailing legislative updates, representing organizations on committees, 
task forces, and panels; working with the media, state and local agencies and officials, and other 
organizations. 

Computer skills - includes proficiency with word processing, spread-sheet, database, and electronic 
mail programs for both Windows and Macintosh systems. 

Engineering/Surveying - includes project management; training and supervising the work of several 
staff including field crews; meeting with clients, attorneys, architects, and a variety of state and local 
officials; writing reports and developing plans for erosion and sediment control and drainage; and 
computing survey data and performing design work. 

Teachingflraining - includes mentoring for Prescott College's adult program, tutoring English, 
conducting training and workshops on campaign and lobbying skills, wildlife, environmental laws, 
energy issues, and forest planning: and supervising and mentoring interns and volunteers. 

I 



EMPLOYERS 

January 1998 to present - Conservation Outreach/Chapter Director, Sierra Club - Grand Canyon 
Chapter, Phoenix, Arizona 

July 1997 to December 1997 - Executive Director, McDowell Sonoran Land Trust, Scottsdale, Arizona 

January 1994 to July 1997 - Legislative liaison and political consultant, self-employed. Contracted for 
conservation organizations including Arizona Audubon Council, National Audubon Society, the 
Southwest Forest Alliance, Americans for the Environment (a special grant-funded project), plus two 
referenda committees. 

January to December 1993 - Assistant, Arizona Common Cause, Phoenix, Arizona 

April 1987 to January 1992 - Freelance writer and political consultant, self-employed. Wrote for The 
Chandler Independent and worked on congressional, legislative, and city council campaigns. 

August 1983 to February 1987 -Surveying Assistant, Hallisey & Herbert Civil Engineers and Land 
Surveyors, Wethersfield, Connecticut 

EDUCATION 

Bachelor of Arts in Environmental Studies, Prescott College, 220 Grove Avenue Prescott, AZ 86301 

Associate in Applied Science in Civil Engineering Technology, Michigan Technological University, 
Houghton, Michigan 49931 

Continuing education includes workshops on water, wildlife, urban planning and various 
conservation issues, as well as on fundraising and managing non-profits. 

OTHER ACTlVlTES AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
. . ___ 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

Governor's Climate Change Advisory Committee, 2005-2006 
Cost Evaluation Working Group for Arizona's Environmental Portfolio Standard, 2002-2003 
Environmental Award for Outstanding Achievement, U.S. EPA, 2004 
Visionary Award, Arizona Social Change Fund, 2000 
Member, Heritage Fund Advisory Committee 1997 
Governor's Air Quality Strategies Task Force and Groundwater Task Force 1996 
Redevelopment Advisory Committee for City of Chandler 1991-96, Chair 1996 
Regional and Chandler Transit Advisory Committees 1990, 1996 
Volunteer for desert restoration project 1992-1 993 
Volunteer literacy tutor 1990-1 992 
Chairperson, Grand Canyon Chapter Sierra Club 1994-1 998 
Sierra Club Political Committee 1994-1 997, Conservation Committee 1997 
Board member Arizona Common Cause 1994-1 995 - received Special Achievement Award 1994 
Notary Public State of Arizona 1993 to present 
Mentor Prescott College 1 995 to 1998 

REFERENCES AND WRITING SAMPLES AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST. 



The focus of my comments would be as someone who visits - camps, backpacks, 
hikes, watches wildlife, does service work -- wildlife refuges and other public 
lands and also advocates for their protection. The Proposed Devers to Palo Verde 
2 Project is incompatible with the KOFA National Wildlife Refuge, because of 
the visual impacts to the refuge. I have seen the impacts from Devers 1 first hand 
and they unacceptably impair the beauty of the landscape. I have also seen the 
associated blading of the roads to each of the towers and the invitation that creates 
for off-road vehicles, plus the ongoing damage to the vegetation and potential 
negative impacts to wildlife. 

The KOFA (after King of Arizona Mine) National Wildlife Refuge was created 
in 1939 and contains 665,400 acres of desert habitat. It was primarily established 
to protect bighorn sheep habit. It was not established to be an energy corridor. 
“The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national 
network of lands and waters for the conservation, management and where 
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats 
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. 

‘America’s National Wildlife Refbge System, www.fws.gov/Refbges/ 

- - - - __ - - - 



[SJ 
Ken Gunter Sweat 

Department of Integrated Natural Sciences 
Arizona State University at the West Campus 
4701 West Thunderbird Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85306 602.674.0679 
602.543.6938 thesweatman@yahoo.com 
KenGSweat@asu.edu 

Ph.D. Candidate: Plant Biology, Arizona State University. Explorations of using lichens 
to monitor air pollution. 
Master of Science: Botany, Arizona State University, December 1995. Thesis Title: 
The Long-Term Effects of Fire on Cactus Communities of the Sonoran Desert of 
Arizona. 

Bachelor of Arts: Biology/Mathematics, Claremont McKenna College, May 1990. 
Thesis Title: Plant Population Dynamics: The Effects of Offspring Dispersal and Spatial 
Density Variation on Interspecific Competition. 

Lecturer. Arizona State University West Campus; Phoenix, Arizona; 8/2000 - present. 
Teaching and developing curricula for Introduction to Biology (BIO 1871188 or 
181/182), Modes of Biological Thought (LSC 300), Biometry (LSC/BIO 415) , Flora of 
Arizona (LSC 309), Ecology Laboratory (LSC 322), Natural History of Arizona (BIO 
300/301), Field Techniques in Wildlife Conservation Biology (BIO 41 5), and 
Comparative Plant Diversity (PLB 300). Developed and taught an integrated curriculum 
for Biometry and Invertebrate Biology (BIO 385) with Dr. L. Santiago. 

Student course research projects have included analyzing spring snail size class 
distributions involving the Biometry and Invertebrate Biology classes and US Fish & 
Wildlife Service staff biologist M. Martinez. Individual student research projects with 
undergraduates have involved bioassays, urban limnology, mycology and ethnobotany. 
Assistant Director: Bridges to Baccalaureate Program. 1/2005-1/2006. Assisted 
director and coordinator on drafting grant renewal and other administrative tasks. 
Developed and taught curriculum for mathematics/statistics course, PCR laboratory and 
botany research laboratory with projects involving bioassays, plant taxonomy and 
ethnobotany. 

Papers and Poster Presentations: 
Sweat, K.G., W. A. Iselin, S. T. Bates and T.H. Nash 111.2004. The Lichens of 
Parashant National Monument, Arizona: A Preliminary Study. Journal of the Arizona 
Nevada Academy of Science 37(2):85-90. 

Yellowhair, B., Sweat, K.G., Gonzales, D., Prieto, C., Tavizon, A.M. March 2004. 
Bioassay for 2,4-D: Interaction of NaOH - Phase II. Presented at the Western Alliance 
to Expand Opportunities (WAESO) conference, ASU, Tempe, Az 

312 East Butler Drive 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020 

Education: 

Current Teaching and Research: 

. .  

mailto:thesweatman@yahoo.com
mailto:KenGSweat@asu.edu


Sweat, K.G. and Santiago, L. June 2003. Using Organismal Biology to Facilitate 
Teaching Statistical Techniques in the Life Sciences. Presented at the 2003 Hawaii 
International Conference on Statistics, Mathematics and Related Fields. Honolulu, Hi 
Tavizon, A., K. Sweat, D. Gonzales, M. Arballo, and B . Yellowhair. November 2002. 
Bioassay for 2-4,D. Presented at the Annual Biomedical Research Conference for 
Minority Students, New Orleans, La. 

Invited Presentations: 
“Evolution: Everything you wanted to know but did not know who to ask.” The Secular 
Freethought Society of ASU. 26 February 2006. Arizona State University at the Tempe 
Campus, Tempe, Az. 

“Lichens as Biomonitors of Heavy Metal Air Pollution.” (with S.T. Bates and W. A. 
Iselin.) ASU Conservation Club. October 2003. Arizona State University at the Tempe 
Campus, Tempe, Az. 

Previous Teaching and Research Activity: 
Adjunct Faculty. Estrella Mountain Community College; Avondale, Arizona; 8199 - 
12/01. Mesa Community College; Mesa, Arizona; 8/98 - 10/98. 
Taught Natural History of the Southwest (BIO 109/1 IO), Biology for Allied Health Majors 
(BIO 156) and Biology for Nonmajors (BIO 100 & BIO 102) lecture and laboratory 
sections. Developed laboratory curricula for BIO 109/110 and BIO 156. 

Math Instructor. Trevor G. Browne High School; Phoenix, Arizona; 8/99 - 5/2K. 
Developed and implemented math curricula spanning the subdisciplines of pre-algebra, 
algebra, geometry, and general mathematics. 

Proving Ground; 11198 - 8/99. 
Supervised all contracted natural resource management tasks including: draft and 
revision of environmental documents by interdisciplinary teams; installation-wide 
invertebrate survey; and all aspects of the YPG hunting program. 

Contract Biologist. Self-employed; various locations; 6/94 - present. 
Work included natural resource surveys for species protected under federal, state or 
local laws, environmental monitoring, natural resource database management and 
analysis of environmental documents. 

Adult Tutor. Prescott College; Prescott, Arizona; 8/98 - present. 
Courses on ecology and environmental justice in the Adult Degree Program. 

Staff EcologisWice President. Walk Softly Tours; Scottsdale, Arizona; 6/96 - 10198. 
All aspects of development, marketing and operating an ecotour company. 

Trailboss/Tour Guide. Rattlesnake Roundup; Scottsdale, Arizona; 6/96 - 10198. 
Arizona Awareness Desert Tours; Phoenix, Arizona; 2/94 - 12/96. 
Guiding and supervising half-day group jeep tours into the Sonoran Desert. 

- - _ _ _ _  Senior Natural Resources Specialist. Gutierrez-Palmenberg, Inc.; U.S. Army Yuma 



Teaching Assistant. Arizona State University; Tempe, Arizona; 9/92 - 5/94. 
Taught three sections each semester of laboratory for Plants and Society (BOT 108). 

Tortoise BiologistlEnvironmental Monitor. LSA Associates; Mojave, California; 
5/93 - 7/93. Biosystems Analysis, Inc.; California; 5/91 - 2/92. 
Surveyed areas in the Mojave Desert and southern/central California for the desert 
tortoise and other protected species including the San Joaquin kit fox and the blunt- 
nosed leopard lizard. Relocated tortoises and monitored construction project to ensure 
compliance with environmental agreements. 

Spotted Owl Caller. SWCA Inc.; Utah; Summer 92. 
Set up and ran calling routes to census spotted owls in Dixie National Forest. 

Animal Technician. Toxikon; Woburn, Massachusetts; 10/90 - 4/91. 
Executed acute and chronic in vivo toxicology protocols according to FDA protocols. 
Also executed pesticide residue and heavy metal chemistry test protocols. 
Field Biologist. Natural Resource Center; Claremont, California; 5/90 - 8190. 
Work included desert tortoise surveys, small mammal trapping, environmental impact 
analysis and construction of a tilapia aquaculture system. 

Primary Investigator. Eaton Research Grant; Claremont, California; 6/89 - 8/89. 
Designed and executed a radio telemetry research study on the western pond turtle. 

Research Assistant. Joint Science Department of the Claremont Colleges; Claremont, 
California; 6/88 - 6/90. 
Assisted with soil chemistry, habitat analysis and statistical computations for studies on 
southern California fairy shrimp (Anostracans). 

Instructor. Sycamore Elementary School; Claremont, California. 9/87 - 1/88. 
Designed curriculum and taught science enrichment course for grades 4-6. 

Grants and Fellowships 
Technology Fellowship. Arizona State University West. Summer 2002. 

Development of Laboratory Experiments and Lecture Material for the Introductory 
Biology course (BIO 187/188). Internal Staff Development Grant ($5000). Arizona 
State University West. Summer 2002 

Certified Community College Biology Instructor - State of Arizona. Honorary Member 
Sigma Xi Society. Volunteer Experience: Citizens for Growth Management, Sierra 
Club, Arizona Right to Choose, Scottsdale Chamber of Commerce, Planned 
Parenthood of Central and Northern Arizona, Arizona Community Protection 
Committee, Common Cause. Staff Writer - Dry Heat: An Arizona Journal of Ecology 
and Social Issues. Purple Belt: Kook SUI, Korean martial arts. 

Awards, Certificates and Volunteer Experience 



Summary of testimony for line sighting committee, Ken G. Sweat 

The reasons to reject the Devers power line include serious deleterious impacts to native 
flora and fauna. The power line would present added opportunities for raven nesting sites 
and construction activities could facilitate increases in local raven populations. Increased 
use of areas by ravens could increase predation on desert tortoise populations (Boarman 
2002). Translocation of gila monsters during construction will increase mortality 
(Sullivan et al. 2004), and in general translocation of all animals to avoid human conflicts 
fails (Fischer and Lindenmayer 1999). Linear utility corridors have been found to have 
impacts far greater than predicted, and recovery in desert ecosystems may take as long as 
three thousand years (Lovich and Bainbridge 1999). Impacts to flora would also be 
significant. Construction and road building activities in desert areas in southwestern 
Arizona typically produce excessive amounts of dust that cover nearby vegetation. Dust 
fiom construction will deflect sunlight, lowering photosynthesis and hence net plant 
productivity. Assumptions of adaptation to a dusty environment made in the assessment 
are incorrect-desert soils are often highly stabilized with chemical or biotic crusts. 

Boarmann, W.I. 2002. Reducing Predation by Common Ravens on Desert Tortoises in 
the Mohave and Colorado Deserts. Prepared for the Bureau of Land Management. 18 
July 2002. U.S. Geological Survey, Western Ecological Research Center. 

Fischer, J. and D.B. Lindenmayer. 1999. An assessment of thee published results of 
animal relocations. Biological Conservation 96 (2000) 1-1 1. 

Lovich, J.E. and D. Bainbridge. 1999. Anthropogenic Degradation of the Southern 

Environmental Management 24 (3) 309-326. 

Sullivan, B. Translocation of urban Gila Monsters: a problematic conservation tool. 
Biological Conservation 117 (2004) 235-242. 

- - -_California Desert Ecosystem and Prospects for Natural Recovery and Restoration. . .  
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Compatibility Determination 

Proposed Use: Public Utility Right-of-way for Southern California Edison (SCE) to provide 
for the installation and maintenance of a 500-Kilovolt electric transmission line, Devers Palo 
Verde #2 (DPV #2) across approximately 24 miles of Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge), a 
unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System (System) in Southwestern Arizona. This use is not 
considered an emergency, nor is it considered a priority use for Kofa NWR or the National Wildlife 
Refuge System. 

Refuge Name: Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 

Establishing and Acquisition Authority(ies): 1) Executive Order 8039; January 25, 1939; 2) 
Public Law 94-223, an amendment to the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act 
of 1966; [16 U.S.C. 668dd (a)(2); 90 STAT. 1991; February 27, 1976; And 3) Public Law 101- 
628; [lo4 STAT. 44691; Arizona Desert Wilderness Act, Title I11 -Designation of Wilderness 
Areas to be Administered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service; November 28, 1990. 

Refuge Purpose(s): “. . .set apart for the conservation and development of natural wildlife 
resources, and for the protection of public grazing lands and natural forage 
resour~es.~’ [Executive Order 80391 

“. . .consolidating the authorities relating to the various categories of areas 
that are administered by the Secretary of Interior for the conservation of 
fish and wildlife, including.. .game ranges.. .are hereby designated as the 
National Wildlife Refuge System.. .and shall be administered by the 
Secretary through the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.” [National 
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended] 

“. . .certain lands in the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, Arizona, which 
comprise approximately 5 10,900 acres and certain other public lands 
comprising 5,300 acres which are hereby added to and incorporated within 
such refuge (and which shall be managed accordingly). . .areas designated 
under this title shall be administered.. .in accordance with the Wilderness 
Act.. .” [Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 19901 

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 

The mission of the System is to administer a national network of lands and waters for the 
conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant 
resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future 
generations of Americans. 

Description of Use: 

SCE proposes to construct a new 230-mile, 500-kilovolt (kV) electric transmission line, DPV#2, 
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between Devers Substation in California and Harquahala Generating Substation in Arizona (near 
Palo Verde Nuclear Power Plant), and to upgrade 48.2 miles of 230-kV transmission lines in 
California. The route would pass through approximately 24 miles of the Refuge (MP E53.3-MP 
E77.6), within the Harquahala to the Colorado River segment. The proposed electric 
transmission line is not within an existing ROW. It would be installed parallel and adjacent to the 
existing 500-kV electric transmission line (DPV#l) constructed in the early 1980’s. Approximately 
100 acres would be affected by the project within the 24-mile ROW segment on the Refuge. The 
project has been certified by the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), Division of Realty to be 
outside the Refuge’s designated wilderness. 

As proposed, there would be a total of 85,4-1egged lattice towers installed on the Refuge during 
the installation of DPV#2. These towers will be installed within a 130-foot ROW; a distance wide 
enough to accommodate the new tower structure and to prevent arcing with DPV #1. The towers 
are approximately 96’ wide at the top, 40’ wide at the bottom and 150’ tall. Each tower would be 
accessed via extension of existing spur roads. On average spur road extensions would be 
approximately 14” wide and 130’ long. They would be graded initially, but maintained in an 
unimproved status into the long-term. The foot-print of each tower on the ground would vary, 
depending upon the location of the tower and the terrain in which it is installed. Construction 
would require short-term use of heavy equipment such as cranes, drill rigs, dozers, excavators, 
compressors, generators, and trucks. Helicopters would also be needed to transport construction 
materials and to string the conductors for the overhead line. Construction would be initiated in 
2008 and completed within 2 years. 

SCE’s stated purposes for the Proposed Project are fourfold (Aspen Environmental Group 2006): 
1) Increase California’s Transmission Import Capability; 2) Enhance the Competitive Energy 

Market; 3) Support the Energy Market in the Southwest; and 4) Provide Increased Reliability, 
Insurance Value, and Operating Flexibility. The project is being proposed on the Refuge because 
of the existing 500kV electric transmission line (DPV#l) and associated ROW, and to avoid 
potential impacts to public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) north of 
the Refuge. 

Availability of Resources: The issuance of the ROW for DPV#2 would be at no cost to the U. 
S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). The Service has a reimbursable agreement with SCE to 
cover all salary costs allocated to the project during the planning and construction phases. 
However, a considerable amount of time would be allocated by staff in attending meetings and 
monitoring construction during calendar years 2007-2008, which would take time away from 
work on other priority projects and activities. Refuge work most affected by the proposed 
includes wildlife habitat improvement projects; surveys, inventory and monitoring activities; 
wildlife research projects; and critical administrative duties. It is estimated that the Refuge 
Manager and Assistant Refuge Manager will spend approximately 40 hours each on the project 
over the 2-year period. It is estimated that the Refuge’s Wildlife Biologist will spend over 800 
hours on the project during the same period, with most of her time allocated to monitoring 
construction. All on-the-ground work to install DPV#2 will be handled by SCE or their 
contractors at no cost to the Service. 
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Anticipated Impacts of the Use: 

I. The following impacts are summarizedj?om the 2006 Final Administrative Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRLEIS) for the Refuge segment of DPV #2 
(Aspen Environmental Group 2006): 

Vegetation - and Soils. There are 5 woody species and 8 cacti species that are protected under the 
Arizona Native Plant Law that would be impacted by the project on the Refuge. No Federal or 
State listed plant species occur on the Refuge. The Proposed Project would result in the removal 
of existing vegetation and disturbance of surface soils within the ROW. In addition, permanent 
loss of habitat would occur where new tower or pole foundations are installed, and where access 
and spur roads are constructed. Surface disturbance could occur during construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the Proposed Project especially when vehicles are driven over existing 
vegetation that has not been intentionally and regularly cleared to maintain utility access roads or 
firebreaks. Impacts would be related to movement of equipment and project personnel for 
monthly or annual project maintenance and during line-stringing/cable pulling. The most 
common type of surface disturbance is associated with rubber-tired or steel-tracked vehicles used 
to string/pull the line and transport personnel and materials along the project ROW. Potential 
impacts to plant communities could also be caused by the movement of constructiodmaintenance 
vehicles and equipment within the transmission line ROW. Impacts could include soil compaction 
and crushing of vegetation. 

Non-Native Invasive Species. Introduction of non-native plant species would occur primarily 
during construction, but would also continue to occur during operation and maintenance phases 
of the Proposed Project. The introduction of non-native or noxious weeds would be related to 
the use of vehicles, construction equipment, or earthen materials contaminated with non-native 
plant seed, use of straw bales or mattes that contain seeds of non-native plant species, and 
enhanced public access to the project corridor during and after construction. Vehicles parking 
along access roads that contain populations of noxious weeds can also result in the introduction 
of these species into areas not previously infested. 

Wildlife. Impacts to State listed and sensitive wildlife and plant species, such as desert tortoise and 
desert bighorn sheep, may occur as a result of removal of habitat and direct mortality resulting from 
construction and operational activities. Species such as the common chuckwalla, banded Gila 
monster, and desert rosy boa would have a high potential to be impacted by construction 
activities in this segment. While common chuckwalla has not been recorded in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project, an occurrence of banded Gila monster was recorded in the Livingston Hills 
within three miles of the proposed ROW and the desert rosy boa was recorded in the western 
Kofa Mountains within five miles of the ROW. 

Suitable habitat for western burrowing owl also occurs within this segment. The Proposed 
Project would cause direct and indirect impacts on this sensitive bird species through permanent 
and temporary loss of suitable habitat and the disturbance of nesting activities. Project con- 
struction could displace or result in the mortality of burrowing owls. 
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Due to the proximity of desert bighorn sheep lambing areas within the Refuge, impacts to the 
sheep during breeding and lambing periods would be potentially significant (Class 11). 
Disturbances associated with construction may result in reduced reproductive success or 
mortality of young desert bighorn sheep as a result of abandonment. 

In Arizona each of the Proposed Project segments contains Sonoran desert scrub habitat that has 
the potential to support desert tortoise. In addition, a juvenile desert tortoise was identified 
during surveys conducted in the Kofa to Palo Verde Valley segment west of the Dome Rock 
Mountains. Although Sonoran desert tortoise was not found during surveys of the other Arizona 
segments and the area has not been designated as critical habitat for this species, the habitat is 
still considered suitable for desert tortoise. In addition, desert tortoises are known to 
occasionally travel long distances of up to several miles or more and could move into the project 
area in any segment. 

Recreation. Project construction activities create a number of temporary nuisances that would 
diminish the recreational value of the Refuge. For example, the noise, dust, and construction 
traffic generated during construction activities negatively affect a visitor’s enjoyment of the rec- 
reation area. Recreationists may be less likely to visit this resource during project construction. 
The location of construction equipment may also temporarily preclude access to some recreation 
areas. Such a disturbance to recreational activities or a reduction in the visitation to the Refuge 
due to construction activities would result in potentially significant impacts (Class 11). 

The existing DPV#l transmission line has already introduced an industrial component to the land 
use across the Refuge. While the Proposed Project would not introduce a new industrial use across 
an undeveloped recreation area, it would intensify the industrial nature of the ROW through the 
construction and operation of new towers and spur roads across the Refuge. The proposed 
transmission towers are large structures, approximately 150 feet in height. Given the substantial 
size of these structures and their industrial appearance, the proposed transmission towers would 
contrast with the natural landscape of the Refuge. New towers would be constructed across 24 
miles of the Refuge, and as such, the Proposed Project would significantly increase the total 
amount of industrial development within the Refuge, further degrading its landscape and 
character. Long-term, operational visual impacts would be experienced by travelers and recrea- 
tionists accessing the Refuge on Pipeline Road and Crystal Hill Road. Overall, development and 
operation of the project would change the character of the Refuge and would significantly 
diminish its recreational value. Impacts to the Refuge would be significant and unmitigable 
(Class I). 

Noise. Construction activities occurring within the wildlife refuge would temporarily increase 
the noise within the Refuge. This would occur at the locations of construction activity and along 
all transport access routes, which would force all construction traffic to traverse the wildlife 
refuge. Within about 200 feet of the transmission line corridor, peak noise levels over 88 dBA 
and average noise levels over 65 dBA could occur during construction. Along access routes, 
approximately 75 &A would occur with passing trucks. 

Once operational, noise fiom the overhead transmission line would occur fi-om corona discharge and 
minor inspection or maintenance activities. Inspection and maintenance along the overhead route 
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would not change substantially when compared to the existing conditions. Audible noise fiom corona 
discharge along a 500 kV line can be well above background ambient noise levels, especially during 
wet weather. 

Air Oualitv. The project would generate localized pollutant emissions from the construction 
equipment over the entire construction duration. Minimal vehicular emissions associated with 
maintenance and repair of the transmission line would occur during operation of the powerline. 
Dust and equipment exhaust emissions would be caused by all construction activities especially 
where heavy amounts of travel would occur on unpaved roads and surfaces that would create 
fugitive dust. Use of construction equipment and emissions from motor vehicles would also 
adversely affect air quality because construction activities would emit pollutants that could 
contribute to existing violations of ambient air quality standards. The severity of impacts due to 
construction emissions depends on the local air quality and the regulatory requirements of each 
different local air quality management jurisdiction. 

Visual Resources. Due to the relatively short duration of project construction (approximately 24 
months), project construction impacts would generally constitute adverse, but less than signifi- 
cant (Class 111) visual impacts. Within the Refuge, the Proposed Project would result in signifi- 
cant and unmitigable (Class I) visual impacts as the project parallels the existing DPV#1 transmis- 
sion line. Long-term, operational visual impacts would be experienced by travelers and recrea- 
tionists accessing the Refuge on Pipeline Road and Crystal Hill Road. For travelers on Crystal 
Hill Road and the Pipeline Road, the moderate visual quality, high viewer concern, and 
moderate-to-high viewer exposure lead to a moderate-to-high overall visual sensitivity of the vis- 
ual setting and viewing characteristics. 

Public Health and Safetv. There remains a lack of consensus in the scientific community in 
regard to public health impacts due to ElectricMagnetic Fields (EMF) at the levels expected 
from electric power facilities. Further, there are no federal or State standards limiting human 
exposure to EMFs from transmission lines or substation facilities. For those reasons, EMF is not 
considered in the EIREIS as a California Environmental Quality Acmational Environmental 
Policy Act (CEQmEPA) issue and no impact significance is presented. 

Cultural and Paleontolonical Resources. Although no known eligible cultural sites are located 
within the Areas of Potential Effect (APES) for this segment, there are four known sites (AZ 
R:7:66, AZ R:7:61, AZ R:8:42 and AZ R:8:49) recommended as National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP)-eligible that are located within the general corridor for this segment. Impacts to 
those or other newly discovered NRHP-eligible cultural resources could result from construction 
activities that require earth-disturbing effects. The construction impacts are most likely 
associated with erecting towers, creating tower pads, access road grading, digging of tower 
footings, and conductor pulling and splicing. 

The potential to discover unanticipated cultural resources during construction exists throughout 
the Refuge segment of the Proposed Project and could reveal additional adverse effects to these 
resources. If unanticipated sites, features, and/or artifacts were discovered as a result of 
construction, and those are determined to be NRHP-eligible at the time of discovery, there would 
be an adverse effect. Adverse effects could be reduced by data-recovery investigations, but, by 
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virtue of the fact that such resources would be discovered after final project design and 
engineering, avoidance and protection of such resources would be infeasible. Therefore, if 
NRHP-eligible resources are impacted during construction, even after data recovery, effects 
would be adverse (Class I), under the regulations in the National Historic Preservation Act 
("PA). 

The potential to discover unknown buried Native American human remains or sacred features, in 
the form of primary inhumations, cremations, ceremonial bundles, or mourning ceremony 
features during construction could exist, resulting in adverse effects. If unanticipated buried 
Native American human remains or sacred features were discovered as a result of construction, then 
there would be a significant and unavoidable impact to the remains (Class I), an adverse effect 
under the regulations in the " P A .  

Direct and indirect impacts may occur to sites within and in the vicinity of the project area 
during operation and long-term presence of the Proposed Project. Direct impacts could result 
from maintenance or repair activities, while increased erosion could result as an indirect project 
impact. This impact is potentially significant, but can be mitigated to a level that is less than 
significant (Class 11). 

The paleontological sensitivity of this segment varies from undetermined to high sensitivity 
depending on the rock unit encountered. For example, volcanic rocks would have low sensitivity 
(low possibility of fossil occurrence) and the Pleistocene older alluvium has a high sensitivity. 
Sensitive areas for paleontological resources are located from Mile Post ( M P )  E43 to E60, E65.5 to 
E68, and E71 to E73 and could be impacted by construction. In addition, there is potential to 
encounter undiscovered paleontological resources within this segment of the Proposed Project. 
This impact is potentially significant, but can be mitigated to a level that is less than significant 
(Class 11). 

Transportation and Traffic. 

This segment would require transmission line stringing activity over the Refuge dirt roads in 
three places, which could require the temporary closure of these roads. However, compliance 
with required encroachment permits would ensure that potential impacts associated with short- 
term road closures are less than significant (Class 111). 

Road closures could disrupt the operations of emergency service providers. However, in the 
event that an emergency service provider vehicle were to approach a roadway temporarily 
blocked by overhead construction activities, SCE would be able to accommodate the emergency 
service provider vehicle by immediately stopping work to allow the passage of the emergency 
vehicle with minimal delay. Impacts would be less than significant (Class 111) and no mitigation 
would be required. 

The utility road at the west Refuge boundary (U. S. Highway 95) to approximately M P  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). 
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I% The following is provided by the Refuge Manager and other staff regarding the potential 
impacts of SCE-DPV#2 for the Refuge segment: 

Wilderness. Wilderness impacts were not addressed for the Refuge segment in the EIR/EIS 
because the proposed ROW for DPV#2 is not within designated wilderness. If the total width of 
the ROW for DPV #2 does not exceed 130-feet as it is currently proposed, there will be no direct 
impacts to wilderness on the Refuge. If the ROW is expanded beyond 130 feet, there would be 
direct impacts to wilderness on the Refuge and the compatibility determination for DPV #2 
would need to be modified to address impacts to this resource. In this regard, a recommendation 
was recently filed to widen the ROW beyond 130 feet along the Arizona portion of DPV #2 with 
the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee (Committee). In filing this 
recommendation the engineering staff of the Arizona Corporation Commission (Commission) 
believes that a wider ROW would better accommodate a tower collapse should one occur during 
inclement weather or for other reasons. A final decision on this recommendation is pending in 
the Committee and should be made by January 2007. Based on the above and pending future 
action by the Committee, the compatibility determination for DPV #2 does not address direct 
impacts to wilderness resources. 

Non-Native Invasive Species. Powerline ROW’S have been identified by the Arizona Invasive 
Species Advisory Council as a vector for the spread of invasive plants, because high levels of 
disturbance and habitat modification tend to favor a non-native flora. For example, powerline 
right-of-ways that run through intact vegetation in nearby southern California have been shown 
to be points-of-entry for several exotic species (D’Antonio and Haubensak 1998). Numerous 
infestations of Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii) and Mediterranean grass (Schismus 
arabicus and S. barbatus) have been documented along the SCE ROW in Kofa NWR. 
Introduction of invasive species occurs not only from construction vehicles during the project 
but also from increased vehicle traffic on roads upgraded and maintained for the project, as when 
the pipeline road was widened and upgraded for DPV #1 and subsequently became a major 
travel route across the refuge. Controlling invasive plant species continues to be a drain on 
refuge staff and resources long after the completion of DPV #I.  An additional commitment 
would be required by the Refuge to control invasive plant species following the completion of 
DPV#2 and throughout its operation. 

Radio Communications and Telemetry. Based on recent experiences in the field, DPV #1 may 
be having a negative impact on radio communications, and could also effect radio telemetry 
equipment when in use near the powerline. Interference and/or disruption to communications 
could be compounded by the installation of DPV #2; particularly in light of the fact that the 
Refuge is currently using a fully integrated digital system. Of particular concern is the impact of 
potential interference to communications along Crystal Hill and Pipeline Roads, which could 
become a significant safety issue for staff, particularly during the hot summer months. There are 
several recent examples where staff was unable to communicate with other mobile units in the 
field or with the base station when in close proximity to DPV #l. If interference increases with 
the second line, this could also negatively impact ongoing mountain lion research and future 
studies on the Refuge that may incorporate the use of radio telemetry equipment. Additional field 
analysis by qualified radio technicians is needed to substantiate the impacts of the DPV #1 (as 
well as the potential effects of DPV #2) on radio communications and telemetry equipment. 
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Bird Strikes. The EIFUEIS provides that bird strikes may occur along certain segments of DPV 
#2, but not within the Refuge segment. The potential for bird strikes clearly exists for that 
portion of DPV #I within the Refuge, and DPV #2 may exacerbate this problem. The bird strike 
potential is thought to be at its highest during peak migration periods in the spring and fall when 
neotropical migrants are moving north-south through the Refuge and encounter the east-west 
ROW cn-rridor. Although no specific information about bird strikes on the Kofa exists, accounts 
of avian fatality from collisions with powerlines and utility structures are abundant in scientific 
literature. Fatal impacts fiom these structures have been documented for nearly 350 species 
(Manville 1999), representing 15 orders and 35 families and subfamilies in 14 countries 
worldwide and 26 states, including Arizona and nearby California, in the United States (Hunting 
2002). In some cases, the level of fatalities attributable to these collisions has been substantial 
and has contributed to declines in local and regional populations (Mathiasson 1999, APLIC 
1994). Of the 35 avian subfamilies mentioned above, 26 have been documented on the refuge 
(USDI 1996). Bird surveys conducted from 1986- 199 1 on the refuge confirmed the presence of 
many species of migrants (KNWR 1986- 199 1). Applying the mortality rate of 52 1 fatal 
s t r i k e s h  measured at Mare Island, California by Hartman et al. (1993), to the 38.62 km linear 
extent of transmission lines on Kofa NWR, annual fatality could reach as high as 20,121 birds, a 
significant impact to migratory birds on the Refuge 

Transportation. The EIlUEIS also provides that there would be impacts to transportation 
associated with the construction phase of DPV #2. Although impacts to recreational use and 
emergency services are covered in the document, the document fails to address the impact to the 
daily refuge management activities. During the 2-year construction phase of the project, there 
are likely to be conflicts between refuge use of the Crystal Hill and Pipeline Roads and that of 
the SCE and its contractors. Alternative routes exist to avoid certain segments, but not for the 
entire length of the powerline. Consequently, there may be areas of the Refuge that are 
inaccessible to staff for extended periods, or where staff may be inconvenienced by traveling to 
certain areas via alternative routes (e.g., high clearance/4-wheel drive roads). In addition, 
visitors to the refuge often drive on spur or ROW roads even though they are not designated 
public access roads. This creates an enforcement problem and leads to greater impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife. Careful planning and coordination could minimize these conflicts. 

Wildlife. Studies on bighorn sheep conducted during construction of DPV#l documented the 
importance of the New Water Mountains and Livingston Hills to bighorn sheep. The Livingston 
Hills were used for lambing, and rams frequently moved between the New Water Mountains and 
the Livingston Hills, a route that is now bisected by DPV#l (Cochran et al. 1984) and would be 
further bisected by DPV#2. The authors stated the importance of having as few obstructions 
(fences, roads, housing) as possible between mountain groups occupied by bighorn (Cochran et 
al. 1984). The study also found that transmission line construction activities precluded normal 
ram crossings between the New Water Mountains and the Kofa MountainsLivingston Hills 
(Smith et al. 1986). It is impossible to say what the cumulative impacts of 2 powerlines 
operating together would be on bighorn sheep movements, but the potential for habitat 
fragmentation and population isolation exists. 
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From comments provided by SCE representatives on the Draft EIR/EIS, it appears that they are 
unwilling to accommodate a reasonable period for sheep lambing on the Refuge. Lambing is 
one of the most critical life history stages, and one of the most significant bighorn life history 
parameters sensitive to impact (Smith et al. 1986). Ewes will seldom lamb in an area disturbed 
by outsiders, and permanent human occupancy near key lambing areas will cause bighorn to 
move away (Graham 1980). We would recommend that construction not occur during the most 

period would essentially preclude construction. There is likely to be opportunities for 
compromise, but SCE is currently under the assumption that construction would occur on the 
Refuge at anytime during their 24-month construction window (calendar years 2007 and 2008). 
If construction occurs during peak lambing periods for desert bighorn sheep (October through 
April), there could be significant population impacts to this species in the New Water Mountains, 
Kofa Mountains and Livingston Hills. 

active l a d i n g  perid (Octnber - April>. SCE believes that pmhibiting CCNF&UC~~OE d l ~ n g  this 

The Kofa NWR desert bighorn sheep herd has historically been one of the largest in the state and 
was a major catalyst for establishing the refuge. The herd is a vital source of genetic diversity, 
both through emigration to nearby mountain ranges and through transplants throughout the 
southwest. The triennial sheep surveys conducted on the refuge revealed a decrease from an 
estimated 8 15 sheep to 623 sheep from 2000 to 2003. This downward trend appears to be 
continuing in 2006 with preliminary estimates for the population at 390 animals. While the 
reasons for this decline on the Refuge are unknown additional disturbance or fragmentation of 
sheep habitat on the refuge could exacerbate the problem and complicate future management 
efforts aimed at reversing this trend. As concluded in Graham (1980), actions which 
significantly increase human activity in key portions of bighorn ranges can do great harm. 

The cumulative width of the transmission and ROW corridor for DPV #I and DPV #2 could be 
large enough to discourage crossing by smaller animals such as reptiles, including the sensitive 
rosy boa, common chuckwalla, Gila monster, and desert tortoise. Because the absolute mobility 
of reptiles is considerably less than that of birds or larger mammals, they have a greater potential 
to be affected by barriers such as roads (MacNally and Brown 2001). The removal of vegetation 
necessary for construction and maintenance of DPV #2 could eliminate the necessary ground 
cover or protection needed by some species to cross the corridor and cause habitat 
fi-agmentation. The additional spur roads will increase the probability that these small, slow- 
moving animals will be hit by vehicles, either during construction or from unauthorized use by 
visitors after construction. Roads can significantly modify the distributions, movement patterns, 
and mate-location abilities of snakes (Shine et al. 2004). Although no specific data exits for the 
refuge, rosy boas appear to be significantly impacted by highways in southern Arizona (Rosen 
and Lowe 1994). 

NWRS Mission and Goals. The significant and unmitigable impacts to recreation, 
culturaVarchaeologica1 resources and visual resources, as well as the potentially significant 
impacts to desert bighorn sheep and other important biological resources on the Refuge would 
prevent the Service fiom fulfilling the NWRS mission at this large and important refuge. The 
agency would therefore not be in compliance with the National Wildlife Refuge System 
Administration Act of 1966 and the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. 
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The proposed use would prevent us from achieving System goals as detailed in Service policy 
(60 1 FW l), including Goal A (conserving wildlife and their habitatdmaintaining biological 
integrity, diversity and environmental healthkonservation of representative ecosystems and their 
processes) and Goal D (wildlife dependent recreation). The biological integrity, diversity and 
environmental health of the Refuge would be further degraded through destruction of habitat 
along the ROW for DPV #2. At the landscape level, the destruction of habitat associated with 
DPV #2 would affect our ability to conserve a representative example of the Arizona Upland 
habitat type within Sonoran Desert Ecosystem. Wildlife dependent recreation such as hunting 
and wildlife observation would also be negatively impacted on the Refuge by the proposed use. 
The recreational experience of these users would be degraded due to factors such as increased 
traffic during construction and changes in wildlife movement patterns and increased noise 
through the life of the project. Increased industrialization of the area could also impact these 
and other recreational uses in the vicinity of DPV #I and DPV #2, by displacing users to other 
areas of the Refuge where the landscape is relatively undisturbed. 

The project would also be in conflict with the Service’s Appropriate Uses policy, which provides 
that all uses occurring on a refuge must be appropriate uses. In order for a use to be considered 
appropriate, a proposed use must meet at least one of the following three conditions: 1) the use is 
a wildlife-dependent use; 2) the use contributes to fulfilling refuge purposes, NWRS mission, or 
goals and objectives outlined in the management plan for the unit; or 3) The Refuge Manager has 
reviewed the use within the context of law and policy and determines it is appropriate. A 
proposed use is exempt from the criteria outlined above, if there is a prior, existing right for the 
use. DPV#2 fails to meet any of the above criteria for an appropriate use, and SCE does not 
have a prior, existing right for the use; therefore, the use is considered an inappropriate use on 
the Refuge. 

Refuge Purposes. Goals and Obiectives. 

Concern over the significant and unmitigable impacts to recreation, and visual resources, as well 
as potential impacts to the desert bighorn sheep population, leads one to a similar conclusion 
regarding the Refuge’s ability to achieve stated purposes, goals and objectives. The project 
would be in conflict with the Refuge’s purposes as provided in Executive Order 8039, and the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended. Additionally, the 
Refuge would not achieve its specific objectives and management actions for wildlife and 
habitat management, recreation, public access, and protection of archaeologicalkultural 
resources as contained in the 1996 Kofa National Wildlife Refuge and Wilderness and New 
Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Plan and Environmental Assessment 
(USDI 1996). 

Cumulative and Indirect Secondary Effects. Multiple ROW and associated powerlines may 
present a visual barrier to desert bighorn sheep, fragmenting the habitat north and south of the 
ROW and isolating the populations. SCE believes that ROW are not a concern for management 
of desert bighorn sheep based on their experience during construction of the DPV#l. We are 
unaware of data to support this assertion for multiple ROW in similar habitat. Consequently, the 
cumulative impact of multiple ROW between the Refuge’s important desert bighorn sheep 
habitat and lambing grounds and the travel corridors between the two will continue to be a 
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concern for management of this population into the future. Cumulative impacts may also result 
fiom the construction and operation of DPV #2 within other wildlife populations on the Refuge, 
particularly those that are less mobile such as reptiles. The cumulative width of DPV #1 and 
DPV #2 could affect the distribution, mating abilities and movements of these animals within 
and between important habitats on the Refuge. More research is needed to determine the 
potential cumulative impacts of multiple powerlines on these species. 

DPV#2 would result in cumulative impacts to recreation and visual resources. Increased noise 
associated with the operation of DPV #2 and further industrialization of the area would diminish 
the Refuge’s recreational value. With the addition of DPV #2, visitor use along the route may 
decline and the quality of the visitor experience for uses such as sight-seeing, camping, hunting 
and wildlife observation and wildlife photography would be impacted. Finally, the additional 
structures associated with DPV#2 would further degrade the visual quality of the area as a 
whole. When the impacts to recreation and visual resources fiom DPV #2 are considered 
together the overall impacts would be cumulative, significant and unmitigable (Class I). 

The proposed use could also result in cumulative, significant and unrnitigable losses to 
archaeologicalkultural resources on the Refuge. More detailed work would be required to assess 
the extent of the resources with the ROW and potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of DPV #2. 

Mitigation Measures. The EIS includes proposed numerous mitigation measures to reduce or 
minimize the impacts of the project to the above listed resources and issues of concern. These 
can be reviewed in detail for each resource/issue in the mitigation section of EIR/EIS (Aspen 
Environmental 2006). In general, the proponent would be implementing specific techniques or 
approaches, or modifying the timing and duration of specific events to reduce impacts. For 
certain resourceshssues, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level or acceptable level (air quality, transportation/traffic, vegetation/soils, and 
certain wildlife species). In other cases, the proposed mitigation measures are not adequate for 
the affected resources and where impacts could be significant (desert bighorn sheep movements 
and reproduction). Finally, there are a number of resourceshssues where the impacts are 
significant and unmitigable (recreation, archaeologicalkultural, visual). These resource impacts 
cause the greatest concern for the future management of the Refuge and prevent the Service from 
achieving its mandates under law and policy. 

Public Review and Comment: 

Public review of this compatibility determination will be accomplished as follows: 

1. Posting a notice at the Refuge Office in Yuma, Arizona; 
2. Soliciting public comments through the use of a News Release forwarded to all major 

newspapers in Arizona and posted on the Refuge’s Public Website; 
3. Mailing a postcard to interested agencies, groups and individuals regarding the 

availability of the document; and 
4. Providing the document for public viewing at the Yuma County Library District. 
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Comments will be accepted for 30-days following release of the document to the public. 

Determination (check one below): 

- Use is Compatible With Following Stipulations 
Use is Not Compatible 

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: 

None 

Justification: 

The proposed use would have significant and unmitigable impacts to a number of key resources 
at the Refuge, including recreation, culturaVarchaeologica1 resources, and visual resources. 
These losses are irretrievable in the long-term and would affect the overall character and 
management of the Refuge. There is also the potential for significant negative impacts to other 
important biological resources, but information is currently lacking to make this determination 
with any certainty for two adjoining powerlines. The biological resources that fall into this 
category include migratory birds, desert bighorn sheep, reptiles. Taken together with DPV #1, 
the negative impacts to these resources may be cumulative and could have greater implications 
on their management than is currently known. 

DPV #2 would prevent the Service from achieving its mission and goals on a large and important 
Refuge. Of particular significance is Goal A (conserving wildlife and their habitats; maintaining 
biological integrity, diversity and environmental healthkonservation of representative 
ecosystems and their processes) and Goal D (wildlife dependent recreation), which would not be 
achieved if the proposed use were implemented. The project would be in conflict with the 
Refuge’s purposes as provided in Executive Order 8039, and the National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966, as amended. Finally, the Service would fail to achieve 
specific objectives and management actions for wildlife and habitat management, recreation, 
public access, and protection of archaeologicallcultural resources, as contained in the 1996 Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge and Wilderness and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency 
Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (USDI 1996). 

The proposed use would also be in conflict with the Service’s Appropriate Uses policy, which 
provides that all uses occurring on a refuge must be appropriate. It fails to meet any of three 
criteria for an appropriate use and SCE does not have a prior, existing right for this use; therefore 
it is considered an inappropriate use for the Refuge. 

Mitigation measures developed for the project reduce impacts for certain resources to less than 
significant or acceptable levels, but overall the unmitigable and potentially significant impacts to 
other key resources (recreation, culturaVarchaeologica1, visual) outweighs any offsets provided 
through implementation of these measures. 
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Based on the above and in consideration of sound professional judgment and experience, 
knowledge of the Refuge and its resources, application of the best available science, wildlife 
management principles, and knowledge of managing and administering a Refuge, I believe that 
granting a ROW for DPV #2 would materially interfere with or detract from the NWRS mission, 
refuge purposes, and unit specific goals and management actions. Therefore, the proposed use is 
deemed incompatible and is eliminated from further consideration. 

Signature: Refuge Manager 
(Signature and Date) 

Concurrence: Regional Chief 
(Signature and Date) 

Mandatory 10- or 15-year Re-Evaluation Date: None 
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BACKGROUND: Raised in Altoona, Pa. Donald G. Begalke earned a B.S. Degree in Education with a 

Mathematics Major May, 1965 fiom the Indiana University of Pennsylvania, Indiana, Pa.. After 3 

years of teaching secondary math subjects in Ohio, he relocated to San Diego, Ca. to pursue better- 

paying employment opportunities. During Sept. 1974 property along 536& Ave. north of Dobbins Rd. 

in southwest Harquahala Valley, Az. was purchased. Don's oldest Brother, Robert, relocated from 

Seattle, Wa. to H.V. Dec. '74 to manage Santa Rosa plum orchards. Feb. 1975 Don planted his own 

S-R orchard while still managing the Graphic A r t s  Supply Company of San Diego. Nov. '76 Don 

relocated to his 1'' Az. residence on 538' Ave. about 1/4& mile south of Baseline Rd. in H.V. 1977 

went well including testing a golden apricot orchard and a pistachio orchard. Having been in small- 

size cities or San Diego, rural-life experiences allowed l"-hand educations time after time. For example, 

early on one May or June morning while checking the drip-irrigation lines including cleaning the 

drip units, chasing and some yipping at maybe 25-30 yards away drew my attention. Two coyotes, 

at first glance thought to be dogs, were enjoying play activities. Then they would stop for drinks of 

water fiom orchard drip pools and rest. Then the coyotes would play again, and were entertainiing for 

some 15 minutes before they moved on. As Summer intensified coyotes were allies to orchardists 

because they removed problematic ground squirrels and hares in sufficient numbers so that negative 

applications in orchards were unneccessary. Life's experiences in rural Az. were like classroom 

settings. Although progresses were continuing, supplemental employment was realized and caused 

my relocation to the Phoenix metro as weekends were filled with orchard duties. After my brother 

had severe medical circumstances and relocated, both of us were out of the orchard businesses. 

Before my retirement commenced Dec. 1,2000, the last 17-1/2+ years of employment was with the 

Arizona Department of Economic Security as an Adjudications Specialist of which the last 10-1/2+ 

years as a Adjudications Supervisor with the Unemployment Insurance Program. 

THE DPVl HEARINGS: Notice about a pending DPV transmission line came fiom neighbors late Dec. 

1977. Harquahalans attended meetings in numbers with SCE outreach staff at the elementary school, 

at Harquahala Lions Club meetings, and also in neighborhood meetings Jan.-Feb. 1978. Folks 

understood SCE's need to get their PVNGS share of power to Ca. - that made sense to us. Consistently 



and repeatedly we pointed out routes where the line could be while harming no family or business. In 

addition we were introduced to the concept of an electrical grid, and the DPV line would be 1 of 3 lines 

connecting Az. to Ca. However, Harquahalans knew the valley would “take a hit” as SCE had 6 routes 

in their application. One Feb. day Brother Robert returned fiom a meeting to inform me that he had 

volunteered Don to speak at the March APP&TLSC Hearing for Harquahalans outside the irrigation 

district. We called ourselves the H.V. Environmental Assn., not truely an environmental organization 

as we were farmers, ranchers, orchardists, residents and property owners, because we added defense 

of the Eagletail Mtns. to our cause as that range was valued educationally and recreationally. Having 

been told that the hearing would be only one day, folks of the Assn. in attendance were frustrated by 

the lengthening SCE presentation. However, we were encouraged by numerous questions from the 

Siting Comm. After the mid-afternoon, finally the counsel for the irrigation district addressed the 

hearing. Subsequently, the late-hour announcement came that Harquahalans would have to come 

back for a 2“d day of the hearing. A very good rainfall occurred overnight, and news about Centennial 

Wash flooding determined “you’d better get out early and quickly” if you were going to the 2nd day 

of the DPV Hearing. Among valley folks south and southwest of the wash, I recall a youngster 

counting to 38 - that was roughly 60% of our attendees of the 1‘ day. When the hearing reconvened, 

Mrs. Valerie Melton, a young wife/mother of one boy/and “expecting”, was HVEA initiatial witness, 

and eloquently told the Siting Comm. what life in the Valley was for a young family getting started in 

life together. For this Siting Comm. on DPV2, you may recall Mrs. Melton’s presentations at the 

Public Comment Session the evening of June 26,2006. Then “a younger-version of Don” addressed 

how important water was to livinglproducing in the Valley and how SCE’s preferred transmission 

route and 3 alternatives - Dobbins Rd., Elliot Rd. and Thomas Rd alignments - would severely devas- 

tate lives’ opportunities for folks in H.V. Before our next witness could take the oath, the Siting Comm. 

conferred and agreed with HVEA folks. The Committee voted that SCE would not build the 500kV 

line the preferred route along the Centennial Wash nor in the Alternatives along Dobbins Rd, Elliot Rd. 

nor Thomas Rd. Assured by the chairman, we “Thanked The Committee” and went home before noon. 

Later SCE selected the “far-south alternative” in H.V. for the DPV 500kV line - far-south meaning the 

500kV line traversed undeveloped lands in south H.V. and went south of the Eagletail Mtns. into the 



federal lands westerly. That was Case No. 34 to Harquahalans. Weeks later ACC Decision No. 49226 

was the same routing for the DPV transmission line though our valley. Two years 1atel;awrgH.V. was 

told that a 2nd DPV Hearing would take place because SCE was experiencing difficulties with the federal 

agencies regarding the pathway of the line over federal lands in then Yuma County. My preparations 

as a HVEA witness were “from the mothballs”. Then, something strange to our thoughts occurred. 

Word was received that presentations to the APP&TLSC would not be necessary as a precedent would 

be applied to any route(s) affecting valley residents and businesses. One pathway alternative/alignment 

was Thomas Rd. from east of Salome Hwy til meeting the then-preferred Centennial Wash alignment and 

departing the valley to the NW. In this DPV2 Hearing, that alignment includes both the applicant’s pre- 

ferred Harquahala Generation Station routing and the Harquahala West Alternative of this Case No. 130 - 

of which neither routing should be granted SCE. The Siting Committee voted out the Thomas Rd. 

Alternative in the 1980 DPV Case No. 48, - setting a precedent, which should be fully applied to today’s 

Case No. 130 - and the routing approved was the “Far-North Alignment” above Interstate 1-10 crossing 

the entire valley into then-Yuma County/now-La Paz County, harming no family nor business. Decision 

No. 5 1 170 by the ACC affirmed the deletioniprecedent of the Thomas Rd. Alternative in H.V. and SCE 

was granted the “northern” pathway in H.V. for what is now called the DPVl transmission line. 

HOW DID DON COME TO THE DPV2 HEARING: About January 15,2006 a friend‘s email included 

an announcement about a Scoping Meeting to be held on Jan. 18”, time 2PM, at the Estrella Community 

College in Avondale, Az. Curious, attendance followed. Folks signed in, received materials and before 

the startasthad short opportunities to learn about the proposed DPV2 500kV line. The meeting began, 

explanations were presented, the proceedings were waning, and “me being me” blurted out “what is the 

need?” and commented that Az. needs its own generations because we do not have enough for ourselves 

and the growth demands. The room went silent, and eyes from Aspen and BLM personnel were aimed at 

a gentleman named Mr.Bob Stiens of SCE. Mr. Stiens hesitant answer was that DPV2 was needed to com- 

plete the grid. Immediately, I knew that answer wrong because of SCE’s presentations in 1978 to the folks 

of H.V. Notice comments came from attendees, and subsequent scoping comments would be due Jan. 20”. 

Arizonans were receiving, and wrongfully, “short-sticks” from the CPUCBLM in the scoping process that 



would lead eventually to a final EWEIS on the DPV2 proposal. That night of Jan. 1 8* I wrote some com- 

ments that were mailed the 19*, but the letter included that I’d be mailing an addendum; the latter was 

mailed Feb. 23d, but Aspen phoned saying those additions would not be in the scoping booklet, but 

would be addressed in the draft EIR/EIS. 28 years had passed since farmers, ranchers, orchardists, 

residents and property owners had formed the HVEA, and with some no longer living and with others 

having relocatdretired, only a very small number remained who may oppose DPV2 because in 1978 

SCE’s outreach staff answered “no” to repeated inquiries about a “transmission freeway”. Contacting 

the few HVEA folks could, attorney’s fees was the big barrier to intervening. Thus, Don Begalke is 

participating in this DPV2 Hearing as an Individual Intervenor. The approach in this intervention is 

“public service”, especially since rural and desert Arizona often has few or no participants in these 

proceedings. Opinion is that Arizona should require representation against projects for improved 

assessments, and for final determinations from hearings. 

APPLICATIONS’ DIFFERENCES: The Draft ELR/EIS, jointly by the CPUCBLM is representative of 

SCE’s DPV2 Application to the CPUC. Many itemdparts of SCE’s Ca. Application, for the Az. part of 

the DPV2 proposal, are not the same in SCE’s Application to the ACC. A few differences are: 
California Application: Arizona Application: 
6 Alternatives in Az. 2 Alternatives in Az. 

List 4 Needs (pg. ES-2, Draft) 2 Needs 
Increase California’s Transmission 

hport  Capability is # 1 Need is #1 Need 
10,000 Surplus MW in Az. (Pg. A-9, Draft) 
Merchant Generators creating the 10,000MW 

(see Figure ES-3 fiom Drawnext page in this packet shows the 4 not in the Az. Application) 

Importing Cost-Effective Power to Devers 

6,000 Surplus MW in Az. 
Merchant Generators not the same list 

Surplus: Arlington, 2 Red Hawks, Mesquite, 
Harquahala, Gila River, West Phoenix No. 4 
& No. 5 ,  Santan Extension and La Paz 

Merchants Contracted/Operating/Exng/Existing Same List? 
Informing the CPUC that Az. is a “Power SCE has abundant power, even with the loss 

of MW fiom the now-closed Mohave GS; 
reading the CPUC Website on SCE Decisions, 
only 1 of 72 regard generation; re purchasing. 

Deficient” state, meaning Az. utilities do not 
produce enough power to meet demands and 
purchases from merchants & out-of-state. 

The above differences marginalize facts and deliberations of the respective state’s commissions. Is the 
Az. Application the “short stick”? 

APPLICATION’S OMISSION: The alternative, shown by Mr. Layton of the ACC, using new directive 
of the Dept. Of Energy to connect federal-agency lands for a routing. 
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Forest Service 

Nature Conservancy = State Fish and Game 
JIc Series Capacitor 

Construction Yard 

V Communications Site Alternatives Eliminated 
I I 

Draft EIR/EIS 
3 



IS SCE’S DPV2 APPLICATION TO THE ACC LAWFUL?: “Common Sense” is the basis for all 
applicants to be disclosed in an application for a transmission line or power plant. In this DPV2 
application to the ACC, the Southern California Edison Company is the sole applicant. 

However, in the DPV2 Application to the CPUC, as evidenced by Pg. B- 19 (see copy of B- 19 on 
the following page of this packet) of the CPUC/BLM joint Draft EIS-EIS, the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power is a co-applicant in the DPV2 project, and an Exchange Agree- 
ment was entered into on December 18, 1987. On Pg. B-19 in Table 3 “DPV2 Line Ownership”, 
the first sentence reads: “LADWP has the obligation to acquire a 30.7 percent ownership 
interest in the DPV2 line”. Although the wording is not what I call definite, the 1987 E.A.’s 
intent is 100% in force, and the LADWP is an “Applicant, too, of the DPV2 Proposal”. At the 
beginning of this Hearing on June 27,2006 I pointed out the LADWP was a co-applicant, 
and requested that SCE’s Application be determined “not lawful”. 

Further, since the DraR EIR/EIS is dated “May 2006”, the last sentence on Pg. B-19 reads: 
“Although most of the outstanding issues have been resolved, some still require further discus- 
sion between LADWP and CAISO. The LADWP is “contemplating” or definitely is in DPV2. 

In Arizona State Law, Article 6.2, Subsection 40-360-02 “Plans; Filing; Failure to Comply; 
Classification”, 40-360-02.A reads “Every person contemplating construction of any transmission 
line within the state during any ten year period shall file a ten year plan with the commission on or 
before January 3 1 of each year.” 

The LADWP has not filed a 10-yr. plan with the ACC, information that Mi-. Dell Smith, Engineers 
Supervisor (by telephone, #602-542-7277), stated that “no one around here knows of such a filing”. 
Mi-. Dell requested that I check the ACC Website using Docket No. E-00000D-05-0040 to ensure 
whether LADWP had filed a 10-yr. plan. I checked E-00000D-05-0040, and LADWP had in fact not 
filed a plan. Thus, LADWP is not in compliance with Article 6.2 Subsection 40-360-02.E which 
states: “Failure of any person to comply with the requirements of subsection A, B or C of this 
section may, in the commission’s discretion in the absence of a showing of good cause, constitute 
a ground for refusing to consider an application of such a person.” 

Siting Committee, I respectfully request your recommendation to the Arizona Corporation Commis- 
sion be that Southern California Edison be denied a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility to 
their Application for the Devers-Palo Verde No.2 500kV Transmission Line Project. 

Also, some other legal questions arise from reading the DraR EIR-EIS. On Pg. ES-2 of the Drafi 
under Proposed Project Purpose and Need, the first objective or Need is “Increase California’s 
Transmission Import Capability”. Does that mean the State of California is an applicant in the 
Az. Application of DPV2? Does the meaning inform that all utilities in the State of California 
are also applicants? Has the Arizona Corporation Commission’s counsel investigated the Arizona 
Law to determine the lawfulness of SCE’s Az. DPV2 Application with respect to the previous two 
sentences and the primary need in SCE’s DPV2 Application to the CPUC? 

The California Independent System Operator was created by California legislation. Is CAISO a 
California State agency? Does California law authorize CAISO to operate transmission lines in Az.? 
What Az. law permits the CAISO to operate transmission lines in Az.? Has the ACC counsel 
investigated the lawfulness of CAISO’s operations in AZ? 

The above last two paragraphs establish the need for Az. State counsel’s help with this DPV2 
Application to the ACC. 
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Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project 
B. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

SCE and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) have an existing contractual arrange- 
ment that provides for participation by LADWP in the DPV2 project. The Los Angeles-Edison Exchange 
Agreement was entered into on December 18, 1987 (Exchange Agreement). The Exchange Agreement is 
summarized in Table B-3. 

Under the Exchange Agreement, LADWP will receive 30.7 percent of the DPV2 line capacity and share in 
30.7 percent of the DPV2 project costs. The Exchange Agreement provides that the parties will enter into a 
participation agreement to more fully describe the parties’ respective rights and obligations regarding the 
ownership of DPV2. Provided LADWP participates in DPV2, its transmission capacity between Palo Verde 
and Devers will remain essentially the same. LADWP’s 368 MW of existing transmission service rights 
between Devers and Palo Verde will terminate and LADWP will acquire a 30.7 percent ownership interest 
in DPV2. LADWP’s ownership share would equal 368 MW at the planned rating for DPV2 of 1200 MW. 

Table B-3. Summary of Exchange Agreement 

Eastern Transmission Service 
SCE shall make available to LADWP 368 MW of firm bidirectional transmission service between Devers and Sylmar for the life 
of DPVI or upon construction of DPV2 the life of DPV2. 

0 SCE shall make available to LADWP 368 MW of firm bidirectional transmission service between Palo Verde and Devers begin- 
ning June 1, 1990 and shall continue service until the earliest of any of the following events: (i) the in-service date of the DPV2 
Line, (ii) the in-service date of any other transmission line connecting Palo Verde and Devers in which LADWP has obtained 
either an ownership share or entitlement to transmission service, (iii) the date when the DPVI Line is permanently removed from 
service, (iv) four years after SCE has obtained the CPUC approval, pursuant to California Public Utilities Code Section 851 to 
transfer rights of way for DPV2 to LADWP, or (v) upon 12 months’ prior written notice by LADWP, on or after January 1,2003; 
provided, however, that upon written notice by SCE, provided within three months following the date of such notice by LADWP, 
such termination date may be extended for an additional period not to exceed 24 months, if and to the extent necessary to allow 
SCE to reflect fully the revenue impact of such termination in its CPUC and FERC jurisdictional rates. 

0 SCE shall make available to LADWP 100 MW of firm bidirectional transmission service over SCEs transmission facilities between 
Palo Verde and Svlmar throuah May 2012. 

Northwest Transmission Rights 
0 LADWP shall make available to SCE from LADWP’s ownership share of the extra-high voltage (EHV) Pacific DC Intertie Line, 

500 MW of firm bidirectional Transmission Capacity on the EHV DC Line between Sylmar and the Nevada-Oregon border. 
0 SCE shall make available to LADWP 320 MW of bidirectional Transmission Capacity on the EHV Pacific AC Intertie Lines. 
0 The exchange of Pacific Intertie transmission service terminates when SCEs rights to the Pacific AC Intertie terminate. 
Castaic Service 
0 LADWP shall make available to SCE 200 MW from the Castaic Power Plant for a term of five years from the effective date of 

0 Commencing upon the effective date of the Exchange Agreement and continuing for a term of 22 years, LADWP shall use its 
the Exchange Agreement. This provision expired on December 18, 1992. 

best efforts to make Additional Service available to SCE at LADWP sole discretion. Additional Service is any weekly service for 
spinning reserve, generation and pumping purchased by SCE. 

DPV2 Line Ownership 
0 LADWP has the obligation to acquire a 30.7 percent ownership interest in the DPV2 line. 
0 SCE shall use its best efforts to construct DPV2 with a minimum 1,200 MW Transmission Capacity Rating. LADWP has the option 

to purchase firm bi-directional transmission service over DPV2 to make up a total of 368 MW in the event DPV2 Transmission 
Capacity Rating is less than 1,200 MW. 

Source: SCE, 2005a, Section 2.3 

LADWP has not yet committed to participate in DPV2; however, SCE stated on April 14, 2006 that it 
believes that the parties are close to finalizing an agreement that would provide for SCE’s construction 
of DPV2 as proposed. Although most of the outstanding issues have been resolved, some still require 
further discussion between LADWP and the CAISO. 

May 2006 B-19 Draft EIR/EIS 
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ENVIRONMENTS: in today’s world everybody is impacted by a diverse continuum of environments. 
Regarding this DPV2 application, the following are some: 

THE AGRICULTURAL ENVIRONMENT: Siting Cases No. 34 and 48 plus ACC Decisions No.49226 
and 5 1 170 have already been cited in presentations during this hearing. SCE “doesn’t get it” with 
respect to farming, ranching, family and other life principles in Harquahala Valley. 28 and 26 years 
respectively have passed since the previous “NO’S to SCE regarding the Thomas Rd. Alternatives. 
This Case No. 130 includes a preferred routing, an transmission alignment again, along Thomas Rd. 
There is no reason to harm the H.V. lands along that road nor to make an agricultural community the 
victim of an unnecessary proposal. Additionally, the name of the project is the Devers-Palo Verde 
No. 2 500kV Transmission Line proposal. SCE would not be importing power from H.V., but from 
the PVNGS. Impacting Harquahala in any way is totally wrong, and a “NO’ to SCE is deserved. 

THE ARIZONA RATEPAYER ENVIRONMENT: Using my own methods, a determination resulted 
early-on that DPV2 will cause Arizonan’s electric rates to increase. An out-of-Az. utility, SCE, should 
not have a project that causes electrical bills to increase. Take notice on the page following in this 
packet of a photocopied news release dated May 19,2006 - the “$230 million in prices for local utility 
customers between 2009 and 2014”. The news release was in Tab 4 of a supplement SCE presented 
at this hearing as well as another similar article in the Arizona Republic, also dated May 19,2006. Yes, 
offsets may reduce that amount, but then $230 million could be too low. Mr. Matthew Rowell of the 
ACC submitted a packet titled “Ratemaking Impacts” of DPV2 projected for 2010; on Pg. 6 the con- 
clusion reads: “the impact on Arizona consumers is unclear, and will vary by utility.” The bottom 
line is: if one Arizonan has a rate increase of 1 penny on any bill, that is too much of a rate increase 
caused by SCE. Az. utility transmission lines have not caused Californians’ rate increases; in recipro- 
city the DPV2 should not cause Arizonans ratepayers harm. No out-of-state utility’s project should 
be built “on the backs” of Arizona ratepayers, for whom the answer to SCE must be NO!! 

THE COMPLIANCE ENVIRONMENT: We must be thankful to the Sierra Club for their discovery 
about the DPVl towers in Copper Canyon not being the required towers from Case No. 48 and ACC 
Decision No. 5 1170. SCE might want to blame the BLM for their noncompliance in that canyon. 
However, the 198 1 agreement between the BLM and SCE occurred before the DPV 1 Line was built 
through Copper Canyon. SCE had the responsibility in 198 1 to inform and request the ACC for any 
line exception. SCE, why did you not act responsibly with respect to towers in Copper Canyon? 
SCE, what did you think about our Commissioners in 198 1 - were they horrible people or what?? 
Opinion is, SCE, that you were downright immature and disrespectful in 1981 and for roughly 25 
years before the Sierra Club reported your noncompliance with Case No 48Becision No. 5 1 170. 
SCE, regarding compliance and other issues, you can not be trusted. Based on that truth, Arizona 
must tell SCE “No Project” in this Case No. 130. 

THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT: NW Az. was severely abused by SCE with respect to SCE opera- 
tions of their -majority-owned Mohave Coal-Fired Generating Station near Laughlin, Nv. SCE 
refused to upgrade Mohave, to correct severe emissions’ problems at Mohave. For years and years 
SCE’s pollutions and polutions severely affected air qualities not only in NW Az. but also to distant 
locales in Coconino County, Az. Many Arizonans had breathing difficulties because of SCE’s 
polutions - SCE’s disregard for humans’ healths. SCE’s Mohave air polutions extended into the 
Grand Canyon, and national media displayed those polutions on TV, talked about them on radio and 
published them in print. SCE’s pollutions negatively affected tourism at the Grand Canyon, creating 
in minds that the canyon was no longer an enjoyable outing. Associately, Az. businesses were 
affected in the greater Grand Canyon area and in NW Az. Folks have their own health problems in 
life without SCE making life miserable by creating pollution problems. SCE had to be taken to court 
for their Mohave pollutions. Rather than improve circumstances, SCE chose the court decision to 
shut down the Mohave Plant. That Nov. 2005 closure identifies SCE’s abuse of and SCE’s dis- 
respect toward Arizonans - SCE just did not care!! In reciprocity, Arizona’s answer to SCE in this 
DPV2 matter must be “NNC)”!! 



Associated Press Newswires 
May 19, 2006 

New power line could lead to higher Arizona rates 

PHOENIX (AP) - An Arizona-to-California power line proposed by Southern 
California Edison could cost Arizona ratepayers more than $230 mill ion in its 
f irst five years of  operation, the uti l i ty said in a report filed wi th California's 
grid operator. 

But it could save California customers $970 million in  the  same period, 
provide a boost t o  some underused power plants in Arizona and help the  
state's largest utility when it has extra power to  sell, the  Edison report  
shows. 

Edison hopes t o  build the  high-voltage transmission line f rom the  Palo Verde 
Nuclear Generating Station outside Phoenix west to  Palm Springs, Calif. The 
intent: tap into cheaper power available here and ship it t o  California. 

The $581 million transmission line would run parallel t o  an existing l ine 
already sending Palo Verde power to  California, but  i ts added capacity would 
also allow the uti l i ty t o  tap into power f rom several new private gas-fired 
generating plants in the area. 

More demand for Arizona power would likely lead t o  an estimated $230 
million in higher prices for local utility customers between 2009 and 2014, 
according to  Edison's economic impact report to  the California Independent 
System Operator, the  overseer of  the power supply there. 

"The consumer impact is a real concern," said Kris Mayes, who sits on the 
utility-regulating Arizona Corporation Commission. "Is this going t o  drain 
Arizona of  much-needed energy, and is this going t o  drain the  pocketbooks 
of  consumers?" 

Edison needs approval f rom the Arizona regulators, the  California Public 
Utilities Commission and the Bureau of Land Management to build the line. 

Edison officials say the  line would benefit Arizona by improving the state 
grid's reliability, creating 500 jobs during the two-year construction period 
and paying $2 mill ion a year in property taxes in Maricopa and La Paz 
counties. 
Both Mayes and Jeff Hatch-Miller, the Corporation Commission's chairman, 
have written letters questioning the project's costs, benefits and impact. 
Edison representatives said they will answer specific questions by June 26. 



THE KOFA ENVIRONMENT: At the Hearing SCE had a consultant present a “visual tour” of the 
DPV in Az. We did not see enough transmission photosimulations, especially where 3 500kV lines 
would occur. One stop of the tour was in the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, and the stop displayed 
an unnatural swath along Pipeline Rd. west of a mesa in the lower New Water Mtns. The consultant 
cited the unusual dimentions of the swath widthwise - as wide as 65’ or .... When the tour stop was 
shown on the screen, I saw scarring even though the consultant did not. The scarring was from 
blading too deeply, and the sight reminded me of my blading errors on Grandfather Keasey’s farm - 
boy, did I get heck for the deepness of some cuts affecting grasses for grandfather’s cattle. When 
I first visited the Pipeline Rd. swath July 19,2006, the scene was worse than in the photosimulation 
because the length of 1-1/2 to 2 miles impacting the mind. The day after our Hearing date of June 
26*, locally contacting the El Paso Natural Gas Company, I was referred to the company’s Regional 
Director of Government Affairs, Mr. Loren Locker. Telephoning, (713)420-2603 Houston, Tx., Mr. 
Locker reported he was aware of the section along Pipeline Rd., whatever happened at that Kofa 
location occurred before he began his current position with EPNG, if his company had had a line 
breakage the work would not exceed their 50’ right-of-way, and EPNG repairing would not result in 
roadside topography unnatural to the refuge. On June 26” SCE’s consultant could not explain what 
that swath along Pipeline Rd. was; had the consultant contacted the USFWS’ Kofa Manager? I 
did, but Mr. Paul Comes, telephone no. (928)783-7861, stated he has only been at Kofa a little over 
2 years, and that the grasses alongside the Pipeline Rd. swath have not grown back from the 
damage done by the removal over too much of the soils needed for the grasses to regrow. After 
obtaining a copy of SCE’s permit, under the FOIA, for Kofa I again visited Kofa on August 3,2006, 
this time traveling west-to-east, and walked part of the damaged swath - I began to think “construc- 
tion”, the site being a construction staging location for part of the DPVl 500kV Line, all the towers’ 
parts, all the construction machinery and vehicles, transporting vehicles etc. If I would be conduct- 
ing an adjudication again as had for state government, based on “available evidence” the decision 
would be that SCE bladed the swath along Pipeline Rd. when erecting the towers et a1 for DPVl . 
The day after our Aug. 22”d Hearing date, I again telephoned Mr. Cornes of the USFWS regarding 
Kofa, and our conversation changed to recent blading of spur roads to the DPVl towers in the 
refuge. That day a FOIA letter request was mailed Mr. Cornes - please, read the copy of my letter 
that is in this packet presentation on 3-ringed, white paper. As of typing this sentence, no response 
has been received to the request. Also in this packet is a copy of Kofa’s answer to the CPUCBLM 
from the Draft EIR/EIS that DPV2 does not meet the USFWS’ missions for the Kofa Refuge. Com- 
bined with the Visual Environment, see 3rd paragraph below, with respect to the Kofa Environment, 
Arizona must tell SCE “No” to DPV2, and deny the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility to 
SCE’s transmission line proposal. 

THE RECREATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: A second SCE consultant from the EPG fm commented 
on the Crystal Hill area of the Kofa Refuge informing of the camping and hiking activities. However, 
he did not inform us that an exemption for nontool rock hounding around Crystal Hill has been 
provided by the USFWS. Rock hounding is a popular activity not only around Kofa’s Crystal Hill 
locale, but around the Quartsite, Az. area also. Winter visitors come to Quartsite and Kofa by the 
thousands, including staying for weeks and some for months - they enjoy the general outdoors’ 
experiences of that La Paz County area. During February Quartsite is host to 150,000+ folks during 
2-weeks (I think), a “fest” if you will, for rock-hounders, traders, sellers, recreationists and more. 
The estimate of annual visitor population to the Kofa Refuge ranges 45-50,000 people. A high 
percentage of that Kofa population is associated with Crystal Hill, Pipeline Rd. and Quartsite. 
Placing DPV2 in Kofa could curtail the visitor population and the more-robust Quartsite that progress 
has established in recent years. For those reasons Arizona must say “No” to SCE on the DPV2 
proposal because the line will harm the growth of recreation in Kofa and activities around the 
central La Paz County area. Additionally, recreation occurs along the Colorado River’s eastern 
shores between Cibola National Wildlife Refuge, Az. and Ehrenberg, Az. After a phone call from a 
gentleman-farmer in Ehrenberg, on July 14* I made a daytrip to see the power line he was referring to. 
Learning he farms on both sides of the river, I had to inform him that I had no position on the Ca. part 
of DPV2. Since the visit was over by midmorning, a visit to the Cibola Refuge was decidedenjoyed. 
Departing the refuge and traveling on the Cibola Rd. northward toward Ehrenberg healthy wildlife 



August 23,2006 
PO Enx !?862 
Phoenix, Az. 8501 1-0862 

Mr. Paul Cornes 
Manager, and Compliance Officer 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
356 West First Street 
Yuma, Arizona 85364 

Dear Compliance Officer Cornes: 

Thank you again for your time discussing the Kofa Refuge regarding Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 
500kV Transmission Line across the refuge, and the roads that the Southern California 
Edison Company uses to have access to maintain the line and the towers. 

Under the Freedom of Information Act, may I have the following: 
1. the report explaining the recent (late-July or early-August) damage to the spur roads, by 

blading, to the DPVl Towers recently discovered in the Kofa Refuge. Was the Kofa 
landscape adjacent to the spur roads also damaged? Please inform which spur roads by 
tower number (like "78-1", found on a tower near an accompanying danger sign) 
if you can, and some physical explanation where the spur roads are along Pipeline Road. 

2. any compliance schedules that the Southern California Edison Company has filed with your 
Kofa Compliance Office for January-August 2006, and any associated refuge report or 
document establishing whether SCE is in compliance or not. 

As you know Ms. Barbara Rose of the USFWS in Albuquerque had me send a FOIA Request 
to Mr. Bill Green, USFWS FOIA Coordinator in Albuquerque, to receive a copy of Permit (E-2) 
500kV Electric Transmission Line to SCE on DPVl through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. 
Ms. Rose's cover letter, with the permit copy, is dated August 1,2006, and contains the following: 
"In Reply Refer To: IU/NWRS-RE FOIA # 2006-00841". May my July 24,2006 FOIA Request 
Letter, with the information in this paragraph, allow you to release the reports/schedules asked for 
in the second paragraph of this letter. 
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As stated in our telephone conversation of August 18,2006, I am an Intervenor in the Hearing 
on the SCE Devers-Palo Verde 500kV Transmission Line Proposal before the Arizona Power Plant 
and Transmission Line Siting Committee. The hearing has had four days thus far, the last of the 4 
being August 22,2006 as we are "in continuance" til September when four more days are scheduled. 

If I can assist you in this additional FOIA request, my home (and only) telephone number 
is: (602)279-3402. If your office now works on Mountain Daylight Time, the best time to reach 
me by phone is 7-10AM MDT (or 6-9 MST, Az. Time now). 

Enclosed are two 39-Cent US. Postage Stamps for a FOIA reply, if they are required. If not 
required, please, use them to mail out some Kofa informations to other Citizens. 

Sincerely yours, 

Donald G. Begalke 

enclosures: 2 stamps 
copy - file 



was enjoyed outside the refuge including deer - had no seen 5 deer in one place for many years. Also, 
spotting folks along the Colorado River’s banks, discussions informed that folks fi-om both Ca. and Az. 
enjoy river activities in that undeveloped recreational locale. Folks in Az. need places to go to, and 
perhaps Arizona Parks could look at that recreational area. Yes, DPVl disects the undeveloped area 
before crossing the river, but DPV2 could be a barrier to better recreational activities in rural Az. 
Why not have better recreation in La Paz County rather than curtailment by DPV2; say “NO” to DPV2. 

THE SAFETY ENVIRONMENT: Some safety discussion occurred at this Hearing regarding trans- 
mission towers. Other safety subjects have been omitted. With any nuclear power plant, associated 
transmission lines are also concerns with respect to acts of violence. If you are fi-om Maricopa County, 
you may recall the 2004 media presentations on the PVNGS and transmission lines such as DPVl . 
SCE has not presented a witness fiom their regulatory division. With respect to Homeland Security 
issues, is SCE in compliance with requirements of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and/or other 
regulatory agencies assessing DPVl? If DPV2 would be erected, what magnifications of dangers and 
necessary protection plans does SCE? Arizona has a large population in Maricopa County, and a 
greater population inclusive of a southeast to northwest area expanding wider easterly. 

THE VISUAL ENVIRONMENT: We also heard the 2”d EPG consultant’s presentation on DPV2 and 
visuals. He applied BLM criteria to viewerships in the Kofa Refuge. If you have worked with the BLM 
in any area of Az., you have learned the BLM’s standards are not as good as standards of other 
agencies because agencies’ missions are different. USFWS criteria for Kofa reasonably are different 
than the BLM’s might be. Furthermore, folks do not think BLM assessments when they’re outdoors 
enjoying a refuge or some other nice places in Az. Most folks do not even know that BLM has criteria 
on viewing scenery. The adage of “in the eye of the beholder” determines amounts of pleasures folks 
attain fiom their experiences in scenic countrysides. Already residents in a “desert dell” about ?4 mile 
east of the Intersection of Court House Rd and Salome Hwy view 2 500kV lines fiom H.V. onward to the 
PVNGS. What will their assessment be viewing a DPV2 500kV line be? Combining the paragraphs on 
The Kofa Environment and The Recreational Environment with this Visual Environment paragraph, 
DPV2 would be a big visual impairment to Arizonans. 

WITH RESPECT TO THE ENVIRONMENTS ADDRESSED IN THIS PRESENTATION, SCE’S DPV2 
PROPOSAL DOES NOT MEET STANDARDS, AND ARIZONA MUST RECOMMEND TO THE ACC 
A DENIAL FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY TO THE SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA EDISON’S APPLICATION. 



Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project 
0.3 VISUAL RESOURCES 

No 

~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Table D.3-6. Consistency with Applicable Land Use Plans and Policies 

The Proposed Project would cross BLM lands in the 
Alligator Rock ACEC with an interim VRM Class II 
designation. The moderate levels of visual change 
that would be caused by the project in these areas 
would not meet the VRM Class II objective of a low 
degree of visual change. The new line would not 
retain the existing character of the landscape nor 
would it repeat the basic elements (form, line, color, 
and texture) of the existing natural features in the 
landscape. See Figures D.3-11A (existing view) and 
D.3-11B (simulation) for views of the Alligator Rock 
ACEC. 

Agency 
Regulating 

Visual Resources 

Land Management 
Yuma District 

U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

US. Bureau of Land 
Management 
California Desert 
District 

Reaulation or Policv 

IRM Classifications are specified 
Classes II and I l l  in the project 
rea) in the Resource Manage- 
nent Plan (see above for descrip 
ion of Class I/ and Class 111 man- 
tgement objectives). 

(ofa National Wildlife Refuge & \n 
igement Plan and EA, 1996. Pagc 
lalues. 
lbjective 1 : Preservation of 
Nilderness Values 

:alifornia Desert Conservation 1 
nterim VRM Class II Designations. 
n the absence of establisked Visual 
3esource Management (VRM) 
lasses in the CDC Plan, Interim 
JRM Classes have been developec 
or those BLM lands within the Alli- 
lator Rock ACEC (see above for 
Yescription o f  Class Il manage- 
vent objectives). 

Method of Consistencv 

The Proposed Project would span the Colorado River, 
which isassigned a VRM Class I I  from riparian border 
to riparian border. The visual change associated with 
the conductor span only would be low and would meet 
the VRM Class I I  objective of a low degree of visual 
change. The Proposed Project would also cross BLM 
Yuma District lands with VRM Class 111 designations in 
the following areas: (a) north of the Eagletail Mountains, 
(b) across the Ranegras and La Posa Plains, and (c) 
through Copper Bottom Pass in the Dome Rock Moun- 
tains to the Colorado River. The low-to-moderate levels 
of change that would be caused by the project in these 
areas would meet the VRM Class 111 objective of a mod- 
erate (or lower) degree of visual change. While 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. Although the project 
would be visible, it would not dominate the view of the 
casual observer. See Figures D.3-7A and D.3-7B for 
views of La Posa Plain, and Figures D.3-8A (existing 
view) and D.3-8B (simulation) for views of the Colo- 
rado River crossing. - 
lew Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Man- 
it Strategy, Objective 1: Preservation of Wilderness 
I 

The Proposed Project would result in the placement o 
new structures within the Refuge, which would adversely 
affect views from Crvstat Hill Road and Pioeline Road 
The new structures iould cause a noticeable increase 
in s6ucture prominence and industrial character and would 
result in a moderate-to-high degree of additional view 
blockage of the background Livingston Hills. The con- 
struction 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 thc 
objective of maintaining or enhancing the wilderness 
values of naturalness by minimizing visual impacts of 
development. See Figures D.3-5A (existing view) and 
D.3-5B fsimulation\ for views of the Kofa NWR. 

la (CDCA) Plan4980 as amended. 

May 2006 0.3-39 Draft EIR/EIS 
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THE ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA INTERFACE/SUBREGIONAL GRID: 

Please, tum to the page in this packet identified as “Figure A- 1 Regional Transmission System”, 
a copy of Pg. A-1 1 from the CPUC/BLM joint Draft EWEIS. This map was selected as a tool for 
this presentation because participants at this Hearing are familiar with A-1 1 transmission layout 
having read the 3 volumes of the DraR EIIUEIS. The map has a location problem, possibly as an 
overlay moved when a photo was taken. Correctly the North Gila Plant should be east of Yuma, 
and not in far SE Ca. The Mohave Plant should be adjacent to the Colorado River in Nv., and 
both McCullough and Eldorado Substations are entirely in Nv. 

Generally most transmission lines of Figure A-1 are east-west pathways or SE-to-NW. Where is 
the system strength? The system for an Az.-Ca. Interface/Subregional Grid is not a grid today. 

If utilities cooperate with each other, as we have heard at this Hearing, why is there no 500kV 
north-south transmission line, say from Yuma, Az. to the Mead Substation. Think of “Yuma- 
Mead” as a leg of a chair, and think of the remaining transmission lines as rungs to the “leg”. 
Without the leg@), rungs have great difficulty supporting weight(s) on the chair - a collapsable 
chair. Placing a duplicate rung, DPV2, aside rung DPVI, does not prevent collapsing. 

In the Western U.S.A. Electric Grid DPV2 might appear to be “something - Y ,  but DPV2 fails as 
a “grid value” to the Az.-Ca. Inte&ice/Subregional Grid that includes the S. Nv. area between our 
two states. 

DPVl is not a failure!! DPVl is functioning as expected, some might give it an “excellent” rating. 
However, DPVl IS UNDERUTILIZED!! With some upgrading DPVl could become a better 
east-west pathway in our Subregion and in the Western Grid. At this Hearing one DPV2 allega- 
tion has been an overall 50 MW increase to Ca. DPVl could already cany the 50 MW, and an 
upgraded DPVI, to a raing of 2,250 MW would be better at carrying additional MW to Ca.. 

When Committee Witness Mr. Bob Smith was before us at this Hearing, I provided him a few 
examples of system interruptions, RO matter the cause. Mr. Smith had some answers, but 
rescheduling loads on the current system is not as easy as words. Problems on east-west 
pathways could be redirected better with a north-south pathway to reach destinations. If 
a good north-south pathway is available, the times for supplemental power to outage service 
areas would decrease. A substantial north-south pathway, Mead-to-Yuma if you will, would 
make our Subregion stronger, and the Western Grid stronger. 

At least one 500kV north-south pathway must be in place first for the Az.-Ca. Interface to be 
strengthened. This north-south line must be a collaboration of the commissions and utilities/- 
cooperatives of both states. Why hasn’t collaboration been part of building a strong 
Subregional Grid? 

DPV2 is “overkill” in the same pathway as DPVl , providing almost “no purpose at all” to OUT 
Az.-Ca. Subregional Grid. Siting Committee, I respectfidly request that your recommendation to 
the ACC be a denial of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility to the Southern California 
Edison Application on the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 500kV Transmission Line Project. 
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. .  CALIFORNIA’S TRANSMISSION IMPORT CAPABILITY: 
(Rihr-y E3V2 Need per CPUC/BLX E ~ f t  EIR%!S is to “Ificreme Californki’s Trms~issim I q m t  
Capabi1ity”equaling the Primary DPV2 Need in SCE’s Application to ACC) 

TRANSMISSION LINES IN THE AZ.-CA. INTERFACE/SUBREGIONAL GRID ARE BEING 
UNDERUTILIZED, NOT SET FOR BETTER CAPABLE RATINGS (MW CAPACITIES). THE 

IMPORT CAPABILTY BY 2009, AND THAT DPV2 IS NOT NEEDED AT ALL FOR THE 1,200 MW 
BEING REQUESTED BY SCE/CA. SCE EMPHAZIES THE “OFFSEASON”; SO WILL WE. 

STATS BELOW UNDERSCORE THAT CALIFORNIA WILL HAVE “MORE-THAN-ABUNDANT” 

At this Hearing Mr. Pfeifenberger reported that the current Load on DPVl was 1,034 MW. See the 
Packet on “Testimony of Robert Kondziolka and Bob Smith”, and Frame 12 for the “Allocation of 
Rating (MW) of “Path 49” 345kV and 500kV transmission lines “EOR” (east of the Colorado River). 
*In crossexamining Mr. Bob Smith, if all 500kV lines were upgraded to Ratings of 2,250 MW, more 
MW could be imported to California., and estimates would allow for reserves. The Liberty-Mead 
Line is a 345kV Line, and for this demonstration, am estimating its upgrade could be to 600 MW. 

Without DPV2, Ca.’s Transmission Import Capabilities of todayloffseason 2006, with 2250 MW & 2009: 

DPVl (1802) 768 768 968* 768 
Perkins Meadl9300 (1300) 200 3 00 400* 645*** 
Moenkopi-Eldorado (1555) 0 0 300*/** 300 

Hassayampa-North Gila (1 526) 200 3 00 524* 500 

Line(s) Usable +MW Today +MW-Off S. +MW”2250”* +MW 2009-Off S. 

Navajo-Crystal(l422) 0 200 200* 200 

*Liberty-Mead (450) 0 100 150* 100 

Total Addional Capacity 1,166 1,566 2,542* 2,513 

**would require a switchyard w/Perkins-Mead/9300, improving our Subregional Grid. 
***see Pg. Ap.1-15 in Vol. I1 of the Draft EIR-EIS, 9300 Project considered “in this EIR/EIS as a 

cumulative project” with added import capability of 645 MW. 

SPECIAL NOTE: In the Draft EIR/EIS on Pg. ES-30 and ES-3 1 of Vol. I, read Section 2.3.4 “Non- 
Transmission Alternatives” beginning with “New Conventional Generation”, SCE reports that 
the following plants are Alternatives: (1) near the Devers Substation, a new plant (similar to the 
456 MW Ocotillo Energy Project) could be built; (2) near the Etiwanda Substation, new facilities 
could be built - no estimate of MW and (3) near the Valley Substation the Calpine Corp received 
CPUC approval in June 2005 for the 8 10 MW plant, which is currently under construction. 

Each new generational plant by itself was rationaled out as an alternative because of not being 
an import from Az. SCE would import power from the 3 plants above onto their transmission lines, 
in Ca.and have in-excess of 1,266 MW because the estimated MW from “(2)” is not reported. To- 
gether, the 3 new plants in SCE’s own service area would provide 1,600 more MW without DPV2. 

SCE HAS ABUNDANT GENERATION NOW, AND mTO THE FUTURE. WITH UPGRADES OF 

GENERATIONS IN THEIR OWN SERVICE AREA. EVIDENCE SHOWS THAT DPV2 NEED NOT BE 
ERECTED BECAUSE OVER 4,000 ADDITIONAL MW IS AVAILABLE TO SCE BY 2009. 

SITING COMMITTEE, I RESPECTFULLY REQUEST THAT YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
ACC BE A DENIAL TO SCE FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY IN 
THE MATTER OF THE DPV2 500kV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT APPLICATION. 

TRANSMISSION LINES IN THE AZ.-CA. SUBREGIONAL GRID, PLUS WHAT WOULD BE NEW 



2 SPECIAL, NOTES: In the Draft EIREIS the CPUC?BLM documents SCE’s bad congestion 
being in Nv.-Ca. At this hearing we are presented with a congestion map “ovaling” an area of 
NW Az. - see same map on P.21 top kame of KondziolkdSmith testimony packet. SCE has five 
500kV lines kom Nv. to their service area in Ca. Changing 2 of those lines to “Direct-Current” 
capabilities would greatly eliminate congestion. As many visits to ACC offices have occurred 
since May, staff have consistently answered my repeated question “does SCE know?” with 
“all utilities know what is happening” in the Western Grid. Thusly, look at P.25 bottom fiame 
of KondziolkdSmith packet and the “New DC”. SCE is no less technically knowledgable than 
other utilities about using DC lines. 

At this hearing SCE witnesses show different versions of the Trans-West Express than has 
APS. Another questioner beside me commented that the different version had not been seen 
before. An allegation was stated to us that the Trans-West would not be built if DPV2 was 
not built. Trans-West may or may not be built, and whichever becomes reality is likely not 
to be affected by “no DPVT. 



Before the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 

Case No. 130 Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00 130 

Applicant Allegations of Need: 
“Brings needed cost-effective power to California citizens” (SCE Supplemental Packet) 
“Increase California’s Transmission Import Capabilities” (CPUCBLM Draft EIR/EIS) 
“Strengthens the southwestern transmission system” (SCE Supplemental Packet) 

Evidence: 
-California’s Import Capabilities are more than abundant today, and as 2009 will come 
the capabilities, without DPV2, will be double the subliminal request for 1,200 MW. 
-The current Az.-Ca. Interface/Subregional System is not a grid, and is dominated by 
east-west transmission lines. The Applicant’s DPV2 is also east-west, is duplicitous 
of DPVl which is underutilized and does not support a grid for the Az.-Ca. Subregion. 
Every line in the Subregion is underutilized, creating wrong thoughts of needing lines; 
if existing lines were better utilized, and the Subregion had one north-south pathway 
somewhat aligning the Colorado River, a grid would be formed with strength. 

-The Applicant has a negative environmental record in Az., and was taken to court, plus 
is not in compliance with ACC Decision No. 5 1 170 regarding DPV 1 Towers in the 
Copper Canyon. The DPV2 Line negatively impacts the Kofa Wildlife Refuge, and 
also both recreational and visual environments. Evidence establishes that Arizona 
ratepayers will encounter higher electric bills, and that will not help the Az. utilities- 
ratepayers environment. 

Request: 
I respectfully request the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
recommend that the Arizona Corporation Commission issue a Denial of a Certificate 
of Environmental Compatibility to the Southern California Edison Company on the 
Application for the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 500kV Transmission Line Project. 

Donald G. Begalke, Individual Intervenor 
PO Box 17862, Phoenix, Az. 8501 1-0862 
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BEFORE THE AFUZONA POWER PLANT 

1 electricity to Edison’s service area for supplying Edison’s customers’ energy needs. 

AND TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA REVISED 

CASE NO. 130 

COMPANY AND ITS ASSIGNEES IN DOCKET NO. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

STATUTES SECTIONS 40-360.03 AND 
40-360.06 FOR A CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBIT “BEGALKE-2 

& ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 
AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF A 
500 kV ALTERNATING CURRENT 
TRANSMISSION LINE AND RELATED 
FACILITIES IN MARICOPA AND LA PAZ 
COUNTIES IN ARIZONA ORIGINATING 
AT THE HARQUAHALA GENERATING 
STATION SWITCHYARD IN WESTERN 
MARICOPA COUNTY AND February 27-28,2007 
TERMINATING AT THE DEVERS 
SUBSTATION IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
CALIFORNIA. 

CLOSING ARGUMENTS 

OF INTERVENOR 

DONALD G. BEGALKE 

Before my 1977 activism in Case No. 34, most redundant from Harquahalans to 

Edison’s outreach staff on DPVl was: “Are you planning a transmission freeway to 

California?”. Prophetic to SCE’s DPV2 proposal is “Edison’s need for DPV2?” 

At the first Public meeting in Arizona January 18,2006 regarding DPV2, the first 

question asked was: “What’s the need?” - Edison’s need for DPV2? Throughout this 

Case No. 130 Hearing, not one Edison witness answered that the need was to transmit 

Accompanyingly, not one Edison witness stated that their own customers needed 1,200 

more MW by 2009. The Scoping Report with a questionable “February 2006” was the 

first document providing a “need answer” for 1,200 MW - please see Appendix B-J5 
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Page 3, top fiame where it reads “ ... California ... California ... California ... California”, 

meaning: the State of California, NOT FOR EDISONEDISON’S CUSTOMERS! ! ! ! 

California means “CAISO’/CATSO needs the 1,200 MW to deliver to various Ca. 

service areas. We have learned that CAISO had to approve a DPV2 proposal before 

Edison could apply in either Ca. or Az., meaning CAISO is a co-applicant in DPV2. As 

have said before, Edison’s Case No. 130 Application is unlawful per 40-360.03 because 

CAISO is not on the application. Checking the ACC website, CAISO is not recognized 

in the system. Speaking with ACC personnel, they know of CAISO but can not inform 

when or if ever CATS0 has filed a 10-year plan with the ACC. Arizona’s utility system is 

defined as “regulated utility”. On October 30,2006 when CAISO personnel were Siting 

Committee witnesses, on Page 3 of their accompanying, paper power-point presentation, 

we read that CAISO IS A UTILITY. When Edison’s Mr. Mackness answered that 

CAISO is operating DPV 1, and has been since about March 3 1, 1998, a request to the 

Commissioners was made for another DPV 1 adjudication regarding the line operations 

by CAISO and its levying tariffs, fees etc for the Arizona portion of “Line 1” . Thus, not 

only has Edison not presented bPV2 as their need for their customers, and Edison 

did not file their application with a co-applicant to the ACC, but Edison can not operate 

DPV2 because of a 1997 State of California law, and that Ca. statue is in conflict with 

Arizona’s regulated-utility system. Case No. 130 must end in denying a CEC for DPV2. 

Page No. 2 

Most egregious of the Edison presentations at this hearing was on “congestion”. 

The witness fiom the git-go did not state to us that all of those 5 or 6 transmission lines 

fiom S. Nv. into Ca. were not all owned by Edison. Yes, we can understand the severity 
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of Ca.’s congestion in that area, but the leadership to overcome that very bad problem 

is the responsibility of the CPUC. We’ve heard Edison’s Counsel, Mr. Campbell, 

state: “utilities cooperate with each other all the time”, but the increasing Ca. congestion 

remains because the Ca. utilities and other entities must not be working together on any 

congestion resolves. At the time when writing my intervention for Case 130, my use of 

the expression “using Arizona” was my reason to be part of this hearing. ARIZONA 

MUST NOT BE USED BY SCE NOR CALIFORNIA TO AVOID RESOLVING 

A VERY BAD CA. CONGESTION PROBLEM. Arizona had no part of designing the 

transmission-line system in their state, and Arizona did not create the noncooperations 

among the electrical energy entities involved in those transmission lines. Throughout the 

U.S. utilities are using “direct-current transmission lines” to overcome congestions, and 

per Committee Witnesses Kondziolka and Bob Smith DC lines will soon exist in Az. 

Speaking of utilities’ noncooperations, Edison’ s preferred route to the Harquahala 

Generation Station appears to interfere with that plant being part of the Palo Verde Hub 

established by our Arizona utilities. Additionally, the Staff’s Mr. Jerry Smith was fiank 

with us in pointing out Edison applied to the ACC without consideration of Colorado 

River energy companies in the subregional-grid interface area of our two states. Two of 

those interface companies are Arizona Intervenors in this Case No. 130: the Mohave 

Electric Cooperative represented by Counsel Udall, and the Central Arizona Project 

represented by Counsel McCann. Edison’s noncooperativenesses also extend to not 

working for a “north-south” link of the subregional interface, needed for a stronger grid, 

for overcoming interface interruptions and for decreasing outage times. 

Page No. 3 
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If Edison’s proposal would be granted a CEC, we have learned that Arizonans’ 

electric bills and natural-gas bills would increase beginning 2009 because of DPV2. 

Commissioners Hatch-Miller and Mayes expressed their concerns on the increases to 

Arizonans, published May 19,2006. Both Commissioners wrote letters to SCE 

about $230 million electric increases to Arizona ratepayers 2009-20 14. SCE’s 

answers at this hearing to the letters were very incomplete, also were speculative and 

guesses based on unknowns. No dollar amounts were even mentioned on the natural-gas 

rate increases. Arizonans’ rates are rising fast enough based on our own utilities’ needs 

and services, and we should not be subject to any rate increases because of an 

out-of-state utility project. 

Committee Witness Bob Smith stated that Arizona would likely receive no incoming 

electricity via DPV2. Cost differentials would be the inhibitors. As power would leave 

the PVNGS andor the Hassayampa Switchyards via DPV2 westward to Ca., no 

electricity could be delivered to W. Az. service areas and Az. customers. DPVl is a 

“taker line”. DPV2 would be another “taker” as no electricity would go to Arizona 

businesses and residents. “No line at all has the same result” to Western Arizonans, 

evidence answering Commissioner Mayes inquiry of “Does Arizona need DPV2?” 

Environmentally, SCE has a horribly poor record in our State. First, and for 24-25 

years already, SCE has operated DPVl out-of-compliance with the CEC granted from 

ACC Case No. 48/Decision No. 5 1 170 of 1980, and they’ve profited billions and billions 

or trillions and trillions while being environmentally noncompatible. Moreover, for all or 

parts of three decades Edison’s management of the Mohave Generation Station, Laughlin, 
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Nv. spewed pollutions/possibly poisons on Arizonans, Nevadans and Utahans depending 

on the winds. Regarding our instate northwestern and northern neighbors, Edison caused 

folks’ illnesses, especially breathing, and other medical problems. To my knowledge 

Edison has never apologized to affected Arizonans, nor ever reimbursed those folks for 

the medical expenses incurred. Edison’s “Mohave yucks” affected N. Az. forests, 

weakening trees and making them more susceptible to other bad impacts like the bark- 

beetle infestations. Our U.S. “treasure”, named the Grand Canyon, was terribly polluted 

by Edison so much that cross-canyon views were blocked, and visitors were medically 

affected also. Arizona Tourism took hits because of Edison. DPVl has ruined the Kofa 

National Wildlife Refuge’s northern area with the “industrial smacks” of the towers and 

the lines, plus folks can not enjoy that portion of the refuge because of the metals, of the 

wires and of destroyed landscapes by numerous spur roads and unnatural “concretes”. 

The USFWS’s determination against DPVf was overturned by national politics. On 

DPV2, FWS states the line is not compatible with Kofa. For a company that has a 

horrible environment record in our State, Edison deserves no compatible determination 

from the Siting Committee nor the ACC. 

Page No. 5 

Do you detect a blood-pressure increase as these arguments are presented? I am 

ready for a rant, but the time restriction for further arguments may be a blessing. 

SITING COMMITTEE, 

THE FOLLOWING CLOSING ARGUMENTS HAVE BEEN DETERMINED BY 

DOCUMENTS ENTERED INTO RECORD, BY TESTIMONIES OF WITNESSES 

AND BY IN-PERSON LOCATION VISITS IN ARIZONA, CALIFORNIA AND 
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NEVADA: 

01. EDISON DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE AN EDISON NEED FOR DPV2 TO 

TRANSMIT ELECTRICITY TO THEIR SERVICE AREA TO SUPPLY THEIR 

OWN CUSTOMERS. 

02. EDISON DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE AN EDISON NEED OF 1,200 MW 

OF ELECTRICITY FOR THEIR OWN CUSTOMERS’ NEEDS. 

03. THE WRONG COMPANY HAS APPLIED FOR DPV2. CAISO AND/OR 

THE CPUC SHOULD HAVE APPLIED TO THE ACC FOR DPV2 AS CAISO 

DELIVERS MW TO THE NUMEROUS UTILITY SERVICE AREAS IN THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

Page No. 6 

04. CAISO HAS NOT FILED A TEN-YEAR PLAN WITH THE ACC. 

05. THE DPV2 APPLICATION IS UNLAWFUL PER 40-360.03 AS CAISO IS 

NOT A COAPPLICANT; CAISO WOULD OPERATE THE DPV2 LINE. 

06. THE STATE OF ARIZONA MUST NOT BE USED BY CA./CA.UTILITIES 

AS THE ANSWER TO AN UNRESOLVED CA. CONGESTION PROBLEM 

FROM S. NEVADA INTO CA. THAT CONGESTION WILL STILL EXIST. 

07. EDISON DEMONSTRATES NONCOOPERATIVENESSES WITH 

ARIZONA UTILITIES AND COMPANIES. 

08. ARIZONANS’ ELECTRIC BILLS WILL INCREASE BECAUSE OF DPV2. 

09. ARIZONANS’ NATURAL-GAS BILLS WILL INCREASE BECAUSE 

OF DPV2. 

10. NO ELECTRICITY WILL BE DELIVERED INTO ARIZONA BY DPV2. 

11. DPV2 CAN NOT BE USED TO DELIVER WESTWARD-BOUND 
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ELECTRICITY TO ARIZONA SERVICE AREAS AND TO ARIZONANS. 

12. EDISON IS OUT OF CEC COMPLIANCE WITH DPV1. 

13. EDISON HAS A VERY HORRIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD IN 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA. 

14. THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE HAS DETERMINED THAT 

THE DPV2 PROPOSAL IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH THE KOFA 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE. 

PAGE NO. 7 

SITING COMMITTEE, 

01. RESPECTIVELY, DECIDE TO RECOMMEND TO THE ARIZONA 

CORPORATION COMMISSION THAT THE CASE NO. 130 APPLICATION 

OF THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY FOR A DEVERS - 

PAL0 VERDE NO. 2 500 kV TRANSMISSION LINE BE DENIED A 

CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY. 

02. RESPECTIVELY, ALSO DECIDE RECOMMENDING TO THE 

COMMISSION THE WIDTH OF THE DEVERS - PALO VERDE 

CORRIDOR BE REDUCED TO 130 FEET. 

03. RESPECTIVELY, FURTHER RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION 

THAT A REASSESSMENT BE MADE ON ARIZONA LAWS TO 

STRENGTHEN ARIZONA’S “REGULATED UTILITY” SYSTEM. 

SINCERELY YOURS, 

Donald G. Begalke, Intervenor 
PO Box 17862, Phoenix, 
Arizona 8501 1-0862 
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Arizona's Utilities Industry is defined: "Regulated Utility". 

The "regulator" by Arizona Law is the Arizona Corporation Commission. 

If a utility has a need for a long-distance transmission line, having filed a 10-year 
plan with the ACC, an application for the line is submitted to the ACC for a CEC. 

Filing the application means the utility will be capable to do the following, under 
the ACC's regulatory authority: 

Construct the line. 
Schedule and load electricity onto the line. 
Deliver electricity over the line to said utility's service area to their customers 

Assess charges, levies and/or tariffs from operating the line. 
Submit rates to the ACC for approval. 
Determine their customers' electric usages and send out bills, collecting the monies 

Maintain the the long-distance line. 
Submit reports, additional plans and ... to the ACC. 

in said service area. 

to pay all their expenses etc. 

For the Arizona portion of the proposed Devers - Palo Verde N0.2 5OOkV Line, 
the Southern California Edison Company, a utility regulated by the California Public 
Utility Commission under California Law because DPV2 has been designated a 
line in the "CAISO Grid". SCE: 

Will not be scheduling and loading electricity onto DPV2 in Arizona. 
Will not be assessing charges, levies and/or tariffs from Arizona operations 

Will not be submitting "charges ... tariffs" to the ACC for approval. 
of DPV2. 

APLICANT SCE DOES NOT MEET THE STANDARDS REQUIRED OF A 

REGULATED BY THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION UNDER 
ARIZONA LAW. APPLICANT SCE'S REQUEST FOR A DPV2 CEC 
MUST BE DENIED. 

UTILITY FOR A LONG-DISTANCE TRANSMISSION LINE TO BE 

EXHIBIT "BEGALKE- 3 
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