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Responses to Comment Set B1 
Maricopa Audubon Society 
B1-1 Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. This comment is 

not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA or CEQA. 

B1-2 A National Wildlife Refuge is not the preferred location for a high voltage transmission 
line.  However, as described in EIR/EIS Section A.1.1, the DPV1 transmission line was 
approved and installed through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) in 1982.  The 
presence of that transmission line, the adjacent high pressure natural gas pipeline, and the 
access roads for these utilities, establishes a utility corridor and sets a precedent for future 
utility use.  The access road in particular offers an already disturbed path for construction and 
maintenance equipment, whereas a transmission line in a new corridor would require new 
disturbance of hundreds of acres of land for access roads and construction vehicles. 

All 13 environmental issue areas (see Sections D.2 through D.14) discuss the impacts of the 
proposed DPV2 transmission line through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge NWR. Specif-
ically, Section D.2 (Biological Resources), D.3 (Visual Resources), D.4 (Land Use), and D.5 
(Wilderness and Recreation) address the biological, visual, and recreation/wilderness issues, 
as well as the consistency of the Proposed Project with the policies and the mission of Kofa 
NWR. Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the proposed route 
in an existing corridor through the NWR was found to be the environmentally preferable 
alternative.  

Please also refer to the responses to Comment Set E5 for a discussion of visual resources 
methodology and sensitivities within the Kofa NWR.  The EIR/EIS acknowledges the visual 
impacts from the proposed DPV2 transmission line. The significant (Class I) visual impact 
conclusion for Key Viewpoint (KVP) 4 on Crystal Hill Road within Kofa National Wildlife 
Reserve primarily results from three key contributing factors.  First, Kofa is a popular desti-
nation for back country recreationists and therefore, is assigned a viewer concern value of 
high.  Second, viewer exposure is moderate to high because the access roads within Kofa are 
situated very close to the proposed route and in fact pass beneath the existing DPV1 line in 
several locations.  As a result, the visual change resulting from the Proposed Project will be 
prominently visible to travelers in the vicinity of Crystal Hill Road.  Third, the Kofa Moun-
tains and Livingston Hills with their rugged, jagged ridgelines are features of visual interest 
and stand out from the flat, desert plain (Figure D.3-5A/5B).  As a result the EIR/EIS con-
cludes that the impairment of views of these landforms from Crystal Hill Road and other 
access roads is substantial, again partly because of the close proximity of the access roads 
to the route. 

In contrast to the viewshed within Kofa NWR, viewing opportunities further to the east 
(KVP 3 – Eagletail Mountains Access) and west (KVP 5 – US 95 Crossing) of Kofa are much 
different in several respects.  Views from the Eagletail Mountains access roads (KVP 3) are 
more limited and at greater distance because the proposed route only briefly converges on the 
access roads north of the Eagletail Mountains rather than paralleling the access roads for 
greater distance. Also, the background landscape of the flat Harquahala Plain and angular 
to linear forms of more distant mountains provide somewhat less visual variety and interest 
compared to the landscape features within Kofa.  Similarly, the US 95 viewpoint (KVP 5) 
provides a relatively limited viewer exposure.  Views in close proximity to the proposed route 
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span are brief given the perpendicular orientation of the route to the highway and the high 
rates of vehicular travel speed.  Also, the relatively flat desert plain is somewhat nondescript 
with few features of visual interest.  While the view from KVP 6 in Copper Bottom Pass 
shares some similarity with the Kofa view as a result of the close proximity of the access road 
to the proposed route, views of the background landscape features are not nearly as impaired 
(see Figure D.3-7A/7B) compared to the Kofa views. 

B1-3 Vegetation removal will largely be limited to the pads for new towers and a few ancillary 
facilities and construction work/staging areas.  The Proposed Project would be located adjacent 
to the existing 500 kV DPV1 transmission line and would utilize existing access roads. Spur 
roads would be used to travel between the new lines and the existing access road.  The habitat 
impact discussions related to tower footings take into account the temporarily disturbed area 
around each footing (see the “Note” at the bottom of Table B-1 in Section B.2.2 for esti-
mates of temporary and permanent disturbance). Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) and 
mitigation measures proposed in this EIR/EIS would minimize these impacts and would restrict 
construction activity to the access/spur roads and staging areas. Please refer to General Response 
GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through Kofa NWR was selected as being environ-
mentally preferred to alternatives outside of the Refuge. 

B1-4 The new transmission line would be located adjacent to an existing 500 kV transmission 
line and a high pressure natural gas pipeline. Existing access roads would be used as defined 
in APM B-3 (see Table B-10 in Section B.5 and Table D.2-6 in Section D.2.5.2) which 
states that vehicular traffic must be on existing roadways to the maximum extent practicable. 
APM B-2 discusses the use of standard noxious weed measures as part of the Proposed 
Project. In addition, Impact B-2 (Construction activities would result in the introduction of 
invasive non-native or noxious plant species) in Section D.2.6.1.2 (see also Table D.2-8 
[Summary of Impacts by Segment]) was found to be potentially significant (Class II) in Kofa 
NWR. As a result, Mitigation Measures B-1a (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/
Compensation Plan), B-2a (Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory), and B-2b (Imple-
ment control measures for invasive and noxious weeds) have been recommended for imple-
mentation in this EIR/EIS to reduce potential impacts from invasive species to less than sig-
nificant levels. The control measures include standards, such as washing all equipment, 
tools, and vehicles both before and after entering all project sites.  Please also refer to Response 
C28-2 regarding mitigation for DPV1. 

Please refer to General Responses GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through Kofa NWR 
was found to be environmentally preferable to the alternative routes around the Refuge and 
also refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of why SCE states that the DPV2 Project 
is needed.   

B1-5 Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. 

B1-6 Non-transmission alternatives are discussed in Section 4.5 in Appendix 1, Section C.5.5, and 
Executive Summary Section 2.3.4. Within the discussion of non-transmission alternatives 
conservation and demand-side management are analyzed as alternatives to the Proposed Project 
(see Sections 4.5.3 in Appendix 1, C.5.5.3, and Executive Summary 2.3.4). Both were elim-
inated from detailed analysis in the EIR/EIS due to their inability to meet project objectives, 
because demand-side management would represent only a small amount of the total capacity 
requirement needed to meet SCE’s import and supply reliability objectives and SCE’s 2004 
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Long Term Procurement Plan (LTPP) already includes the maximum reliability achievable 
amount of energy efficiency so cannot be considered as an alternative to DPV2. 

In addition, the No Project/No Action Alternative is presented in Section C.6, as required 
under both CEQA and NEPA, and is analyzed by each issue area section. This alternative is 
also presented in Executive Summary Section ES.4 and is compared to the Environmentally 
Superior/Preferred Alternative in Section E.3 and Executive Summary Section ES.5. Because 
the No Project/No Action Alternative would require construction of transmission lines with 
impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of generation 
sources, it was found not to be superior to the Proposed Project (Environmentally 
Superior/Preferred Alternative). 

Renewable Generation Resources Alternatives (geothermal, biomass, solar, wind, and hydro-
electric resources) are also evaluated in Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1, Section C.5.5.2, and 
Executive Summary Section 2.3.4 and were eliminated from full consideration during the 
screening process. Use of renewable generation technologies would avoid the specific impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed DPV2 project, but new trans-
mission would still be required from the renewable generation locations, creating impacts 
similar to those of the Proposed Project, which is proposed to transmit power from an already 
existing generation source. In addition to the reliability and feasibility issues discussed in 
Appendix 1 and Section C, use of renewable resources would be inconsistent with the 
objectives of the proposed DPV2, which are focused on creating the ability for DPV2 to 
increase California’s transmission import capability from the Southwest and enhance and 
support the competitive energy market in the Southwest. 

Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need. 

B1-7 Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from the Pro-
posed Project. 
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Responses to Comment Set B2 
Southern California Gas Company - Sempra Energy Utility 
B2-1 The requirement for SCE to develop an access agreement with Southern California Gas Com-

pany – Sempra Energy Utility to cross/encroach on its ROW is noted. This comment is 
referred to SCE for compliance with the Sempra’s permitting requirements. Table A-4 (Permits 
or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona and California) in 
Section A.3.5 of this EIR/EIS notes that Southern California Gas would have permitting authority 
for activities in the area of pipelines, which would require a pipeline encroachment/crossing 
permit. 
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Responses to Comment Set B3 
Yuma Audubon Society 
B3-1 The wildlife habitat impacts in the Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC (see page D.2-171 

of the Draft EIR/EIS) are considered to be Class II, potentially significant, but mitigable to 
a less than significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measures B-7d (Purchase 
mitigation lands for impacts to fringe-toed lizard habitat) and B-9i (Schedule construction 
when the Coachella Valley round-tailed squirrel is dormant).  Visual resources, wilderness and 
recreation, cultural resources, agricultural resources, noise, and air quality impacts are described 
by the commenter as they are stated in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please see Response B3-9 and C29-16 for a discussion of key viewpoints for visual resources 
analysis.   

Section G.4 (Significant Environmental Effects which Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project 
is Implemented) under Visual Resources in the EIR/EIS has been modified to include the 
following paragraph: 

In addition, there would be an inconsistency of the Harquahala Mountain Telecommuni-
cation Facility with BLM VRM Class II management objective due to increased struc-
ture contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Har-
quahala Mountains Wilderness (VRM Class I) and surrounding area (VRM Class II) 
(Impact V-48).  While it is not expected that that the Harquahala Mountain visual impact 
can be mitigated to a level that would be less than significant as presently proposed, 
Mitigation Measure C-1g (see Section D.7.6.1, Cultural Resources) is proposed to pro-
vide an opportunity to revise the project design to reduce the level of impact. However, 
at this point, even with mitigation, the impact would still be significant (Class I).   

The New Water Mountains Wilderness Area is adjacent to the DPV2 ROW, but as proposed, 
no construction activities would occur within the Wilderness Area. Please refer to Response 
A18-45 for a discussion of the New Water Mountains Wilderness Area.   

Impacts to the Colorado River are discussed in each issue area section, as necessary, in the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River and the Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation segments.  Please see Responses B3-7, B3-8, B3-11, A6-5, A18-5, A18-20, and 
C29-23 for a discussion of impacts related to the Colorado River. 

B3-2 The significant, unavoidable impact of corona noise (Impact N-2) in the Palo Verde Valley 
and other populated areas along the 500 kV portions of the Proposed Project is a result of 
residential land uses adjacent to the line. Where no residential land uses occur, the sur-
roundings are typically less sensitive to noise.  The Draft EIR/EIS (Section D.8.6.2) indicates 
that existing corona noise levels in the Kofa NWR are not within the U.S. EPA target of 
55 Ldn, and that the Proposed Project would aggravate this condition.  Changes in outdoor noise 
levels of less than three decibels (dB) are generally not noticeable, and because an increase 
of more than 3 dB would not occur, the project’s corona noise would not significantly 
change noise levels within Kofa NWR.  New information provided by SCE in its comments 
on the Draft EIR/EIS (see Comment Set E3) shows that the area of impact would be some-
what smaller than was shown in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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B3-3 As described by the commenter, consistency with plans and policies is discussed in EIR/EIS 
Appendix 2, which includes a comprehensive Policy Screening Report.  Consistency is also 
addressed in each individual issue area section (Sections D.2 through D.14) under Applicable 
Regulations, Plans, and Standards.   

The Kofa NWR and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Plan does 
not include any specific policies related to utility corridors or other projects across Kofa 
NWR. The only applicable measure applies to visual resources as it relates to wilderness 
values, as described in Section 2.4.5 of Appendix 2 and in Section D.3 (page D.3-39) of 
the EIR/EIS.  Please also see Response B8-12. 

B3-4 SCE’s economic analysis is discussed in Section A.2.3 of the EIR/EIS and includes a discus-
sion of non-quantified benefits, which would tend to undervalue the benefits of a transmission 
line.  As discussed in Section A.1.4, a separate proceeding was opened by the CPUC (I.05-06-
041) to consider appropriate principles and methodologies for assessment of the economic 
benefits of transmission projects, including DPV2, that are submitted for CPUC approval.  
Section A.2.1 also states that the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) con-
ducted an independent review of the project and found DPV2 to be a necessary and cost-
effective addition to the CAISO-controlled grid. Regardless, the benefit-to-cost ratio and the 
economic methodologies and analysis are beyond the scope of the CEQA and NEPA analysis 
required in this EIR/EIS.  

B3-5 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted.   

It is difficult to identify an exact scenario of what is most likely to happen under the No Project/
No Action Alternative because it is speculative: numerous entities would be involved and 
no proposal exists.  However, as is discussed in Section C.6.1, there are economic and power 
supply issues that would affect the No Project/No Action Alternative.  As a result, Section 
C.6.2 states that no specific development scenario is envisioned, but certain consequences 
can be identified without undue speculation.  Section C.6.2 presents No Project Alternative 
scenarios describing events and/or actions that are reasonable expected to occur in the foresee-
able future without DPV2.  These actions are what have been analyzed by each individual 
issue area author (Sections D.2 through D.14) and compared to the Proposed Project in Sec-
tion E.3 of the EIR/EIS.   

As stated in Section E.3, the environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative would 
primarily result from operation of gas-fired turbine generators and new transmission lines. 
These long-term operational impacts include substantial air emissions and ongoing noise 
near the generators, as well as visual impacts of the new transmission lines and generators 
depending on their locations.  Therefore, because the No Project Alternative could also 
require construction of transmission lines with impacts similar to those described for the 
Proposed Project, as well as impacts of generation sources, the No Project Alternative has 
not been found to be superior to the Environmentally Superior Alternative (defined in Sec-
tion E.2.3 of the EIR/EIS). 

Please refer to response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable resources alternative and the 
rationale for their elimination due to equal or greater environmental impacts, in addition to 
the fact that they would not meet project objectives. 
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B3-6 Preliminary studies conducted by SCE of the effects of construction to populations of 
Bighorn sheep indicated that the construction and placement of the DPV1 project did 
adversely affect populations of bighorn sheep in the Kofa NWR. Please see General Response 
GR-1 for further information related to this issue as to why the route through Kofa NWR 
was found to be environmentally preferable to potential alternatives outside of Kofa NWR 
as it relates to the minimization of impacts to bighorn sheep and their habitat. See also Response 
B3-23.  

B3-7 Bald eagles have been documented along some sections the Colorado River; however, there 
are limited perch sites near the proposed route to suggest that this species would be affected 
by the Proposed Project. Appendix 7, Section 7-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides information 
regarding species with a low potential to occur in the project area. This includes the bald 
eagle. Section D.2.6.2 (Impacts of the Transmission Line Operation) provides information 
addressing the potential for line collisions for listed bird species. Although this section does 
not specifically identify bald eagles in the text, as this species was determined to have a low 
potential to occur in the project area, it does indicate that listed birds could be impacted by 
the proposed transmission line and provides mitigation to reduce potential impacts to these 
species. 

B3-8 While it is possible that brown pelicans may land anywhere if distressed or blown off course 
during storm events, the likelihood that this would occur at the location of the DPV2 crossing 
of the Colorado River is considered to be too speculative to address within the context of 
this EIR/EIS.  

B3-9 It is acknowledged that additional key viewpoints would provide even greater differentiation 
of impacts along a given route segment.  However, the EIR/EIS has attempted to provide a 
reasonable number of key viewpoints, which was a challenge given the nearly 300-mile 
length of the DPV2 project.  For that reason, viewpoints have been selected to be repre-
sentative of broader viewing opportunities along each route segment. The selection of a Key 
Viewpoint (KVP) depends on viewpoint location, proximity to the proposed route, and view-
ing angle. 

Within the Kofa NWR, KVP 4 was considered to be a representative viewpoint. While it is 
acknowledged that there are other viewing opportunities within the Refuge and the area 
around where the degree of project induced visual change will appear greater, there are also 
locations where the visual change will be less apparent than shown in KVP 4.   

B3-10 The undulating or scalloping lines of the conductors are more or less visible during different 
times of the day under varying lighting conditions.  The photograph and simulation presented 
in Figures D.3-2A/2B are at a time period when the conductors reflect more light and thus, 
are more visible.  But during much of the day, the conductors are less visible or not visible 
at all from distant viewpoints.  Therefore, given the forms and lines established by the 
existing DPV1 line and the relatively limited amount of time that the conductors are more 
reflective, the incremental visual change from adding a second line was determined to be 
low when viewed from this representative location. 

KVP 2 was established to capture the representative visual impact on travelers on I-10.  While 
it is true that another viewpoint or view direction toward the Eagletail Mountains would 
provide more differentiation of the visual impact visible from I-10, the primary impact will 
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be from structures that are within the primary cone of vision (45o either side of the primary 
direction of travel — east or west in this case) of travelers on the freeway.  Within these 
limits, structures will be visible for the longest period of time.  The further the project is from 
the primary cone of vision, the shorter the view duration will be.  Therefore, the view direction 
selected for KVP 2 was considered the most representative of the reasonable worst case visual 
impact along this portion of I-10. 

KVP 3 and its northwest viewing angle were selected because most of the BLM access roads 
to the Eagletail Mountains branch off of Pipeline Road, south of the proposed route.  There-
fore, most views of the project in the vicinity of the north and east side of the Eagletail Moun-
tains would be to the north. 

KVP 6 was selected because it captures the portion of the pass area where new towers would 
be constructed.  Just to the north of this viewpoint, the Proposed Project conductors would 
shift to existing structures.  A second pair of conductors would not cause as great a visual 
change as an entire second line (towers and conductors). 

B3-11 This comment points out a text error on page D.3-23 in the discussion of Key Viewpoint 7 
(12th line in the discussion).  The discussion has been corrected as follows:   

Towers B801 and B802 on the east side of the river and Towers 4756 and 4757 on the 
west side of the river.  Structural features appear gray in color and provide a pleasing 
color contrast with the muted earth tones of the surrounding desert landforms smooth in 
texture.   

The crossing of the Colorado River is somewhat complicated because the conductors over 
the river are subject to VRM Class II management objectives, which allow for a low degree 
of visual change while the towers outside of the riparian zone are subject to VRM Class III 
management objectives, which allow for a moderate degree of visual change.  As a result, the 
incremental visual impact of the two components of the project (conductors and structures) 
was found to be consistent with their respective management objectives. 

B3-12 It is true that the two transmission lines combined do appear more prominent in the landscape 
than a single line alone.  However, the focus of the EIR/EIS is on the incremental visual 
impact of the new line.  The DPV1 line is considered to be part of the environmental baseline 
— a component of the existing setting.  In that context, it was determined that the resulting 
visual contrast (from DPV1 alone to DPV1+DPV2) would be moderate for structural form 
but weak for line, color, and texture.  The EIR/EIS conclusion that the Proposed Project 
along this route segment would result in a low to moderate level of change and would be 
consistent with the applicable VRM Class III management objectives is considered accurate 
for the addition of a second line. 

B3-13 The EIR/EIS acknowledges that the addition of another transmission line in the existing corridor 
would contribute additional view blockage and industrial character to the landscape visible from 
KVP 14. 

B3-14 The Draft EIS/EIR (in Section D.11.4.4) quotes emission estimates from the California Inde-
pendent System Operator (CAISO). The emission estimate is speculative but represents CAISO’s 
best estimate for the potential secondary impact on electrical generation. The estimated “increase” 
in nitrogen oxides emissions (NOx) from the Arizona power plants is based on the incre-
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mental increase in electricity that would be provided from these plants to California. However, 
these plants could otherwise generate that power and send it elsewhere through other exist-
ing or proposed transmission lines or serve local demand requiring less import from surrounding 
states such as Utah or New Mexico. In either case, the actual amount of electricity and resulting 
air pollutant emissions that will be produced by these plants would not increase above 
permitted levels, and would be included in the future 8-hour ozone air quality attainment 
plan.  

Additionally, 200 tons/year of NOx is negligible in comparison with the overall nonattainment 
area NOx emissions. These NOx emissions are emitted from tall stacks at elevated tempera-
tures and so would not result in ground level NO2 concentrations that could impact NO2 
attainment. The ozone formation potential for these potential incremental power plant NOx 
emissions is minor compared to existing and future NOx emissions in the Phoenix-Mesa 8-
hour ozone nonattainment area. The Maricopa County estimated the 2002 NOx emissions 
for the county to be 103,584 tons/year1 and the State of Arizona’s has forecasted the 2015 
NOx emissions for Maricopa county to be 97,060 tons/year2.  Therefore, while an adverse 
impact is noted due to the potential for an emission increase from Arizona power plants, no 
significant negative impact to the Phoenix-Mesa 8-hour ozone nonattainment area would 
result from the DPV2 Project. 

B3-15 As discussed in Section B.3.3 of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure B-16 (Typical Devers-
Harquahala 500 kV Transmission Line ROW) a minimum of 130 feet would separate the 
centerline of the proposed 500 kV transmission line structures from the centerline of the 
existing 500 kV transmission line structures.  This distance is considered by transmission 
planners to be an adequate separation of towers as not to affect system reliability and to 
provide emergency value benefits.  As such, the short distance that a single set of double-
circuit towers are used in Copper Bottom Pass to minimize impacts to an environmentally 
sensitive area, would not significantly affect reliability.  Regardless, it is stated in Section 
A.2.3 that emergency value is an example of a potential benefit not quantified in DPV2’s 
benefit-cost ratio, and therefore, the benefit has not been overestimated because it was not 
incorporated into cost-benefit economic analysis. 

B3-16 The commenter’s statement cites a direct quotation from SCE’s PEA that has been quoted 
in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding purpose and need, as required by NEPA.  A decision on Purpose 
and Need is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS, and will be considered by the CPUC (in 
proceeding I.05-06-041) and by BLM decisionmakers in a separate process from the envi-
ronmental analysis. 

B3-17 Alternatives in the area north of Kofa NWR and south of Interstate 10 were evaluated in detail 
during preparation of the EIR/EIS.  They were eliminated from consideration in this EIR/EIS, 
as well as in several of the past documents in the area: 

                                              
1 The Maricopa County Air Quality Department 2002 nitrogen oxides emission inventory is from http://www.

maricopa.gov/aq/ei/docs/02OzoneChap1-Intro.pdf. 
2 The State of Arizona’s Technical Analysis in Support of Arizona’s 8-hour Ozone Area Redesignation Recom-

mendations that include the 2015 Maricopa County NOx emission estimate is from http://www.azdeq.gov/
environ/air/plan/download/app9.pdf 
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• DPV2 2005 PEA (as Subalternate 1:  North of Kofa NWR, South of I-10 Alternative) 

• DPV1 1978 EIS (as Brenda Route Alternative) 

• DPV2 1985 PEA and 1988 Amended PEA (as Subalternate 1) 

• DPV2 Supplemental EIS (as Northern Alternative 2 Alternative).   

Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of alternatives around Kofa NWR 
and the rationale for why the proposed route was determined to be environmentally superior. 

B3-18 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that all of the proposed and alternative routes (both within 
and north of Kofa NWR) would be located on valuable desert tortoise habitat; however, the 
alternative routes north of Kofa NWR would have greater impacts than the proposed route 
through Kofa NWR, because the alternatives would traverse an area that has not already 
been disturbed by an existing transmission line corridor, the alternatives would be longer, 
and new access and spur roads would have to be constructed, resulting in much greater 
ground disturbance and permanent habitat loss. 

While an alternative north of Kofa NWR would avoid crossing the Refuge itself, it would 
have greater adverse impacts than the Proposed Project because the route would create a 
new disturbed corridor through undisturbed desert tortoise habitat.  This would likely increase 
impacts and required mitigation for tortoises, in comparison to the proposed route which 
would result in the new transmission line being constructed adjacent to an existing line 
where access roads are already present.  This fact is also discussed in General Response GR-1 
and in Appendix 1, Sections 4.2.4 (SCE North of Kofa NWR–South of I-10 Alternative), 4.2.5 
(SCE North of Kofa NWR–North of I-10 Alternative), and 4.2.6 (North of Kofa NWR 
Alternative). 

The North of Kofa alternative routes would also be longer than the proposed route, which 
would affect the length and intensity of short-term construction impacts and ground distur-
bance, increasing impacts to vegetation and wildlife. Increased disturbance and removal of 
vegetation could increase the chance of noxious weed introduction as well as the removal of 
more native desert vegetation. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would consolidate transmission lines within common utility 
corridor and would utilize existing access roads for access to new transmission towers (though 
new spur roads would be required) unlike the alternative which would require additional new 
access and spur roads which would result in permanent ground disturbance and correspond-
ing loss of desert tortoise and bighorn sheep habitat. 

B3-19 Please refer to General Response GR-1 and Response C8-2.   

As discussed in Response B3-18, the Draft EIR/EIS in Appendix 1 acknowledges that all of 
the proposed and alternative routes (both within and north of Kofa NWR) would cross valuable 
bighorn sheep habitat.  However, as stated by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (see 
Comment Set A7), the alternative routes north of Kofa NWR would have greater impacts on 
bighorn sheep than the proposed route through Kofa NWR, because the alternatives would tra-
verse an area that has not already been disturbed by an existing transmission line corridor, 
the alternatives would be longer, and new access and spur roads would have to be constructed, 
resulting in much greater ground disturbance, permanent habitat loss, and impacts to bighorn 
sheep.   
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A study conducted by Smith et al. (1986) documented that bighorn sheep have been 
observed crossing the existing DPV1 transmission line in the Kofa NWR. In addition, the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, indicated that bighorn sheep have been routinely 
observed crossing under transmission lines and dirt access roads (Henry, 2006).  Section 
D.2.6.1.10 (Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites) identifies that construction of the new 
line would not result in permanent impacts to wildlife corridors. The project may result in 
temporary adverse impacts to wildlife movement during construction however these impacts 
would be considered less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9f 
(Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period) would reduce potential 
impacts to bighorn sheep. 

B3-20 As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, both the proposed and alternative routes would create sig-
nificant and unmitigable impacts to visual and recreational resources in the area in and around 
Kofa NWR.  Section D.3.6.2 states that Impact V-7 [Increased visual contrast, view blockage, 
and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 4 on Crystal Hill Road in Kofa NWR 
(VS-VC)] would be significant and unmitigable (Class I), and Section D.5.6.2 states that 
Impact WR-2 (Operation would change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, 
diminishing its recreational value) in Kofa NWR would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) 
for the Proposed Project. 

It is difficult to speculate what individual recreationists value; however, the much larger number 
of recreationists in the La Posa area results in many more sensitive viewers and thus could 
still result in a greater absolute number of visitors that value the natural environment as part 
of the riding experience.  Although the specific values of individual recreationists cannot be 
determined, as discussed in Section D.3.1.2 (Visual Resources Methodology), viewer con-
cern is incorporated into the visual resources analysis as one of the components of overall 
viewer sensitivity.  Therefore, the level of interest or concern of viewers regarding an area’s 
visual resources has already been incorporated into the visual resources analysis regarding 
the Proposed Project as it compares to alternative routes, such as those in the La Posa area.   

A significant impact on recreational resources is determined by whether the Proposed Project 
would directly or indirectly disrupt activities in established federal, State, or local recreational 
areas or would substantially reduce important factors that contribute to the value of the rec-
reational facilities or wilderness areas (see Section D.5.5.1).  Construction of a 500 kV trans-
mission line in the area of La Posa Designated Camping Area, Recreation Site and Long-Term 
Visitor Area would significantly impact a greater number of recreationists and facilities 
independent of their actual activities.  No revision of this discussion is needed. 

B3-21 Please refer to General Response GR-1 and Response B3-20.  A north of Kofa route would 
result in the creation of another electric transmission line corridor.  Instead of one corridor 
through Kofa with significant and unmitigable visual impacts, there would be two corridors 
through scenic and valuable habitat, both causing significant and unmitigable visual impacts — 
the Kofa corridor and a second corridor north of Kofa.  For this reason, there would be no 
visual advantage for carrying forward a north of Kofa alternative. 

B3-22 Please see Section I of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the public involvement process 
that was carried out during the entire CEQA/NEPA process.  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
submitted via US mail, email, or fax were received and given equal weight to any oral com-
ments received at Public Participation Hearings.  The Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) 
process, which is independent of the CPUC and BLM proceedings (Certificate of Public 
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Convenience and Necessity/Right of Way Grant, respectively), is also in the process of 
evaluating the DPV2 Project and has held a series of formal meetings in Arizona. 

B3-23 The analysis of the DPV2 Project is based on the environmental setting that existed at the 
time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation (October 25, 2005) and the Notice of 
Intent (December 7, 2005).  Because the DPV2 Project was proposed, and this EIR/EIS is 
being prepared over 25 years after the installation of DPV1, the environmental regulations, 
construction technologies, mitigation measures, and baseline conditions have changed or 
advanced.  The EIR/EIS preparers have no data on mitigation effectiveness from DPV1.  As 
a result, it is difficult to say whether a measure from DPV1 was then or is still effective.   

Many of the proposed DPV2 measures go beyond the APMs identified in the DPV1 project 
and are more stringent or specific and/or less broad.  The APMs for the DPV2 project are 
listed in Section B.5 and the proposed mitigation measures are listed in a table at the end of 
each issue area section in Sections D.2 though D.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS.   

B3-24 Please see Response B3-23 above. 

B3-25 Please see Response B3-23 above. 

B3-26 Please see Response B3-23 above. The standard measures identified by SCE in its APMs were 
not fully defined in the PEA. Therefore, to ensure that impacts from invasive or noxious plants 
are reduced to less than significant levels, the existing APMs have been supplemented with 
the proposed mitigation measures identified in the EIR/EIS. 

B3-27 Please refer to Response C28-3. 

B3-28 Please see Response B3-23 above. 

B3-29 The monitoring and relocation of desert tortoises is routinely implemented to avoid loss of 
this species. These measures include the standard protocols required by the USFWS and 
CDFG for projects in desert tortoise habitat. To avoid stressing the animal only a qualified 
biologist, as required by these agencies, will be responsible for conducting surveys or hand-
ling these species. In addition, specific measures are in place in this EIR/EIS to ensure any 
relocated animal is properly cared for.  

B3-30 Please see Response B3-23 above. 

B3-31 Please see Responses B3-6 and B3-23 above. 

B3-32 APM B-20 and Mitigation Measure B-16 a (Prepare and implement a raven control plan) 
have been identified to reduce long term impacts to sensitive wildlife from ravens. Although 
a schedule has not been identified in the mitigation measure, the plan will address the tim-
ing and frequency of the nest removals. In addition, based on field reconnaissance, nest sites 
do not appear to be the limiting factor for ravens along the DPV2 alignment.  

B3-33 Studies documenting the movement patterns of avian species utilizing the project area were 
not conducted as part of this EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS utilizes bird strike information and 
cites several information sources (APLIC, 1994, APLIC 1996, and Avery et al., 1978) on 
the potential for bird strikes. These reports provide information related to the potential for 
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bird strikes and electrocution for a variety of birds in both the United States and Europe. 
The APLIC reports also provide guidance to reduce potential bird strikes through the place-
ment of transmission lines in clusters, utilizing aerial markers, swinging plates, or other bird 
flight diverters. The documents also identifies that transmission lines, which have a larger 
diameter cable, may pose less of a collision threat to birds than small distribution lines. 
Information provided in the APLIC reports cited for this EIR/EIS has indicated that the imple-
mentation of aerial markers or line placement has been demonstrated to reduce aerial colli-
sions. Mitigation measures identified in this EIR/EIS including B-15a (Utilize collision-
reducing techniques in installation of transmission lines) and APMs would be utilized to 
reduce potential impacts to birds from transmission line collisions. 

B3-34 The measure referenced in this comment is an Applicant Proposed Measure (APM B-33).  These 
measures are presented in the EIR/EIS as written by SCE in its PEA; the text of an APM is 
not modified by EIR/EIS preparers.  Rather, the EIR/EIS presents mitigation measures, where 
necessary to modify the text of an APM.  Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered 
Species, Reptiles) also identifies additional Applicant Proposed Measures (APM B-26, B-34, 
and B-36 which specifically address impacts to the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard). 
Further, Mitigation Measure B-7d requires SCE to purchase or enhance habitat impacted by 
the proposed Project. 

B3-35 Please see Response B3-23.   

B3-36 Mitigation monitoring and enforcement during the DPV1 project is independent of the pro-
posed DPV2 project, as is discussed in Response B3-23.  Section H of the EIR/EIS describes 
the roles and responsibilities of government agencies in implementing and enforcing adopted 
mitigation.  The purpose of the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program 
(MMCRP) is to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures in the EIR/EIS for the 
DPV2 project, such as speed limits on access roads that are adopted by the CPUC and BLM.   

Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) A-5 in Table D.11-13 (Applicant Proposed Measures – 
Air Quality) of the EIR/EIS states that vehicle speeds on unpaved roadways would be restricted 
to 15 miles per hour.  The APM would apply to all of the project area, including within all 
of Kofa NWR.  In addition, SCE has indicated that vehicle speeds would be limited to a 
maximum of 25 mph in desert tortoise habitat (APM B-29) on all roadways (both paved and 
unpaved) both within and outside of Kofa NWR.  In all other instances, posted speed limits 
would be followed. 

B3-37 Managers and crew members working on the Proposed Project will routinely be trained 
before the commencement of construction. The five day grace period provides time to 
schedule training as new construction staff enters the job site. 

B3-38 Please see Response B3-23 for a discussion of DPV1.   

Because DPV2 would be constructed adjacent to an existing 500 kV transmission line 
(DPV1), existing access roads would be utilized to the maximum extent feasible.  Please 
refer to Response C12-2 regarding the potential for illegal ORV use. 

B3-39 The intent of Mitigation Measure V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) is 
not to attempt to cancel out one transmission line or the other.  Rather, this measure is intended 
to, as much as possible, reduce the visible structural complexity and discordant structural 
forms and lines resulting from unsynchronized towers and conductor spans. 
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B3-40 It is unclear if this comment refers to the construction emissions or is another comment on 
the increased Arizona power plant emissions that are described on the noted page (page 
D.11-38) and commented on earlier (see Response B3-14). It is likely that the comment 
should have asked about the increased air pollution in Arizona that would result from the 
operation of the second power line. However, not being sure of the commenter’s intent, both 
potential issues are addressed. 

Construction. The significance criteria for this project have been separated by jurisdiction 
and air basin. For the bulk of the project route through Arizona, mitigation has been recom-
mended to reduce fugitive dust emissions. Within Maricopa County the fugitive dust emissions 
are limited both by the small segment of the project route within Maricopa County, which 
does not extend into the Phoenix PM10 nonattainment area, and the less isolated location 
which reduces the unpaved road travel within the county. Additionally, the fugitive dust 
control requirements within Maricopa County are better defined than ADEQ requirements, 
including the requirement for fugitive dust control plans that apply to the rest of the route 
through La Paz County.  

The other criteria pollutant emissions from construction (NOx, CO, VOC, and SOx from off-
road and onroad vehicle exhaust) were not determined to have the potential to exceed the sig-
nificance thresholds within the Arizona jurisdictions. The significance thresholds determined 
for the Arizona jurisdictions were based on the fact that the Project’s route though Arizona is 
located wholly within attainment areas for all criteria pollutants. While the State of Arizona 
has not recommended any emission based NEPA significance thresholds, for attainment or 
nonattainment areas, one other recently approved EIS (partially located within Arizona) 
used the same significance threshold of 250 tons/year that is used in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Operations. In terms of the operating emissions, the project has minimal direct operating 
emissions. The potential increase in emissions from Arizona power plants noted in the Draft 
EIR/EIS does not constitute a direct project impact.  These emission increases are speculative 
estimates, and they do not require mitigation through this project. The power plants at issue 
have already been required to mitigate their permitted emissions as required by the applic-
able air quality regulatory agencies. Please also see Response B3-14. 

B3-41 The EIR/EIS discussion of mitigation monitoring addresses primarily the responsibilities of 
the Lead Agencies (CPUC and BLM).  On U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) lands, the 
primary responsibility will be with USFWS.  However, the CPUC will manage a contract 
for mitigation monitoring and will make that staff available to report to the USFWS if such mon-
itoring is considered desirable by Refuge management.  EIR/EIS Section H.1.2 has been 
modified as follows to clarify this. 

H.1.2  Bureau of Land Management and Other Federal Lands 

BLM is the federal Lead Agency for the preparation of this EIR/EIS in compliance with 
NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulation for implementing NEPA 
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and the BLM NEPA guidance hand-
book (H-1790-1). As the Lead Agency, BLM is also responsible for ensuring that mitigation 
measures are implemented on its land. BLM intends to work with the CPUC in imple-
mentation of mitigation monitoring during construction of the DPV2 project, and will likely 
continue to use the CPUC’s environmental contractor for monitoring on its lands. 
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For portions of the project on federal lands owned or managed by other federal agencies 
(e.g., Kofa National Wildlife Refuge or Yuma Proving Grounds), BLM will consult with 
these agencies to determine whether they would like the same contractors who are moni-
toring for BLM to monitor construction on these lands.   

B3-42 Noxious weed inventories are a specific requirement of the BLM.  Mitigation Measures B-2a 
and B-2b have been developed to ensure this requirement is enacted on BLM lands. However, 
APM Bio-2 (Avoid the introduction of noxious weeds) includes standard noxious weed 
measures that would be implemented on a projectwide basis. 

B3-43 SCE is required to coordinate and conduct a supplemental environmental process with the 
acting authority identified under the Western Riverside County MSHCP. In addition to the 
mitigation requirements identified by that authority, SCE will have to implement the miti-
gation measures identified in this EIR/EIS, if adopted by the CPUC and BLM as conditions 
of approval.  

B3-44 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted.  Please 
refer to Response B3-5. 
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Comment Set B4 
Five Star, Inc. 

 

B4-1 
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Comment Set B4, cont. 
Five Star, Inc. 

 

B4-1 cont. 

B4-2 

B4-3 

B4-4 

B4-5 
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Responses to Comment Set B4 
Five Star, Inc. 
B4-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Harquahala-West Alternative is noted.  The EIR/EIS con-

cludes in Section E.2.1.1 that this alternative would have greater impacts than either the Pro-
posed Project or the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative. 

B4-2 The commenter is correct that Impact V-33 [Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class III Man-
agement objective due to introduction of structure contrast, industrial character, view block-
age, and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 27 on a BLM access road to Court-
house Rock and the Eagletail Mountains (VRM)] is considered to be significant.  Mitigation 
Measure V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) would reduce the visual impact, 
but the impact is be considered to be significant (see Section D.3.8.1 of the EIR/EIS). 

B4-3 Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses) has been modified to be a Class II impact in the Final EIR/EIS and it 
would be considered to be potentially significant (see Section D.4.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS).  
The commenter is correct that the corridor would physically divide land uses north of the 
utility corridor from land uses south of the corridor, causing an artificial division within this 
agricultural community that would permanently preclude the use of the corridor land for agri-
cultural and rural residential uses. However, SCE has stated that the alternative transmission 
line would be constructed along section lines in order to avoid dividing rural residential sub-
divisions (SCE, 2006). In addition, the implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate 
transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural operations) would 
require transmission poles to be placed between agricultural fields with minimal disturbance 
to farming operations. Permanent disruptions to existing land uses would be potentially signifi-
cant, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agri-
cultural operations) (Class II). 

B4-4 The commenter is correct that Impact AG-3 (Operation would permanently convert Farm-
land to non-agricultural use) is considered to be significant and unmitigable for the Harquahala-
West Alternative (see Section D.6.8.1 of the EIR/EIS). 

B4-5 The commenter’s opposition to the Harquahala-West Alternative has been noted.  Please refer 
to Response A8-8, in which additional text regarding aerial application aviation safety has 
been added to the EIR/EIS. If selected, the Harquahala-West Alternative would require the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing 
stations to avoid agricultural operations), which has been modified to include the statement 
that SCE shall construct towers with heights and spacing to minimize safety hazards to aerial 
applicators flying in the Palo Verde Valley (CA) and other agricultural areas, to reduce 
impacts related to aviation safety to less than significant. 
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Comment Set B5 
Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Phoenix 

 

B5-1 

B5-2 

B5-3 

B5-4 

B5-5 

B5-6 
B5-7 

B5-8 
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Responses to Comment Set B5 
Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Phoenix 
B5-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted. 

B5-2 Please refer to Response B1-2. 

B5-3 Please refer to Response C8-2. 

B5-4 Please refer to Response B1-3. 

B5-5 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

B5-6 The Harquahala Mountains Wilderness Area (WA) setting is described in the Wilderness 
and Recreation segment between Harquahala to Kofa NWR (see Section D.5.2.1).  Impacts 
in the Harquahala Mountains are addressed in Section D.5.6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Miti-
gation Measure WR-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized 
officer for the recreation area) includes the Harquahala Mountains Wilderness Area to reduce 
temporary impacts from construction activities (Impact WR-1) to a less than significant level.  
However, the EIR/EIS states that the Harquahala Mountain telecommunications facility would 
permanently diminish the character of Harquahala Peak and the Harquahala Mountains WA.  
Mitigation Measure C-1g (Minimize impacts at Harquahala Peak) would reduce impacts on 
Harquahala Peak, but this impact (Impact WR-2) would still be significant (Class I).   

No telecommunication sites were evaluated as alternatives to Harquahala Peak, because SCE 
stated that the elevation and unobstructed range from the peak make it the only location in 
the area suited for the proposed facilities.  In addition, the proposed site is designated by 
BLM as a Telecommunications site.  For additional detail, please see SCE’s Comment E4-6 
regarding Harquahala Mountain.  In particular, note that potential alternatives to this site 
are addressed on pages “5 of 6” and “6 of 6” of this filing.  

B5-7 Please refer to Responses B5-3, B1-2, and B1-4. 

B5-8 Please refer to Response B1-5.  The commenter’s preference for the No Project/Action Alter-
native has been noted. 
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