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Responses to Comment Set B6 
Center for Biological Diversity 
B6-1 The commenter’s objection to the Proposed Project has been noted.  All 13 environmental issue 

areas (see Sections D.2 through D.14) discuss the impacts of the proposed DPV2 transmission 
line. Specifically, Section D.2 (Biological Resources), D.3 (Visual Resources), D.4 (Land 
Use), and D.5 (Wilderness and Recreation) address the biological, visual, and recreation/wil-
derness issues.  Sections D.11 (Air Quality), D.12 (Hydrology and Water Resources), and F 
(Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) address air quality, water quality, and cumulative impacts.  
Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) and Section C (Alternatives) in the EIR/EIS 
discuss 35 potential alternatives or combinations of alternatives.  Project need is addressed 
in Section A.2 and is not determined within this EIR/EIS.  

Please refer to Response B6-5 below regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis in 
the EIR/EIS.  During the alternatives screening process, the EIR/EIS team studied the entire 
region west of Devers Substation for a feasible alternative route that would avoid the Morongo 
Indian Reservation and would also have the potential to reduce or avoid impacts of the Pro-
posed Project.  The San Gorgonio Pass area is an area of severe topographic and regulatory 
constraints.  There are San Bernardino National Forest Wilderness Areas to the north and 
south.  The valley itself contains the San Andreas Fault Zone, and is bounded by Mount 
San Gorgonio on the northern side, which is the tallest mountain in southern California at 
11,480 feet, and Mount San Jacinto on the southern side of I-10 at 10,804 feet.  In addition, 
tribal land of the Morongo Indian Reservation is located throughout the area. 

The southern end of the Morongo Indian Reservation borders, and in some cases overlaps, 
the northern boundaries of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, 
the San Bernardino National Forest, the San Jacinto Wilderness and State Park. The Morongo 
Reservation is in a checkerboard pattern south of I-10, so there is no way for a transmission 
line to be located south of I-10 without crossing at least some of the corners of reservation 
lands, or passing further south into the San Bernardino National Forest.  On the south side 
of the I-10, within the San Bernardino National Forest, there are a number of protected areas 
adjacent to each other, including the Forest, the Santa Rosa Wilderness, and the Santa Rosa 
Mountains National Scenic Area. At the southeastern side of these protected areas, the 
Santa Rosa Mountains National Scenic Area extends from the Santa Rosa Wilderness (which 
abuts the San Bernardino National Forest) to the San Diego County border.  The Santa Rosa 
Indian Reservation and the Cahuilla Indian Reservation are located immediately west of the 
Santa Rosa Mountain National Scenic Area.  In order to avoid any protected areas or reser-
vation lands south of the I-10, the Project would need to cross into San Diego County and 
would be substantially longer creating much greater impacts. 

As is discussed in EIR/EIS Section 4.3.2 in Appendix 1 for the North of Morongo Corridor 
Alternative, locating the transmission line north of the west of Devers corridor and away from 
I-10 would benefit visual resources and land use impacts removing it from sensitive receptors, 
but the habitat farther from I-10 and closer to the San Bernardino Mountains and near (or 
in) the San Bernardino National Forest is expected to be of higher quality due to its more undis-
turbed nature, and there would most likely be a greater chance of encountering cultural 
resources due to the topographic relief and number of stream crossings. The new lines would 
also cut across entrance to canyons, which may hold a special importance to the tribe. The 
northern boundary of the Morongo Reservation borders the San Bernardino National Forest, 
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which borders the Whitewater Canyon ACEC to the east.  Therefore, a route to the north would 
create a new transmission corridor that would cross though protected and conservation 
areas, rugged terrain, would be much longer, and would thus create much greater impacts 
than the Proposed Project or the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative.  Therefore, after thorough 
consideration, the EIR/EIS team concluded that the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative was 
the only viable alternative to the West of Devers Upgrades that achieves most of the objectives of 
the Proposed Project, is feasible, and had some potential to reduce impacts of the Proposed 
Project.  A reasonable range of alternatives has been considered as required under CEQA 
and NEPA and no further analysis is necessary.    

B6-2 The CEQA and NEPA requirements and legal precedents have been noted.   

Potential impacts and the extent of impacts are presented in each issue area section (Sections 
D.2 to D.14) and in Executive Summary Section ES.6 (Impact Summary Tables).  The extent 
of an impact is based on the significance criteria, also presented in each issue area section.  
The environmental assessment methodology is explained in Section D.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and the classification of impacts was uniformly applied in accordance with the following 
definitions:  Class I (Significant; cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant); 
Class II (Significant; can be mitigated to a level that is less than significant); Class III 
(Adverse, less than significant); and Class IV (Beneficial impact). 

Therefore, Class III impacts do not require mitigation to be considered less than significant 
and so some impacts may indeed not include mitigation.  All Class II impacts would include 
mitigation to be considered less than significant.  Class I impacts are considered significant 
regardless of whether mitigation is implemented so at times mitigation may not be feasible and 
an impact may remain significant.  The tables at the end of each issue area sections (Sections 
D.2 to D.14) list all proposed mitigation measures and Section H (Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting) describes the procedure, authority, roles and responsibilities.  In the tables, the 
location, the monitoring and reporting action, the effectiveness criteria, the responsible agency, 
and the timing are all included thereby ensuring that all of the measures are both specific 
and enforceable. 

B6-3 As stated in Section D.2.1 (page D.2-1), the analysis of the biological baseline for the Pro-
posed Project was partially based on an extensive literature review that included the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (Mackness and Miller 2005) as well as field survey documents 
prepared for surveys conducted between 1987 and 2005.  Most of the areas along the route 
of the Proposed Project have been extensively surveyed and a number of focused protocol 
surveys have been conducted for listed species potentially occurring along the route.   

An extensive literature review was also completed, including an examination of numerous other 
resource documents (MSHCP documents, BLM plan documents, Forest Service documents, 
etc.) that contained information on expected or reported locations of sensitive vegetation 
communities and sensitive and/or listed species.  In addition, the CNDDB and CNPSEI were 
also reviewed prior to conducting the field reconnaissance.  Following the compilation of 
data from the literature review, the field reconnaissance survey was conducted (page D.2-2).  
The survey focused on determining whether the plant communities that were previously 
described along the route were consistent with what was found during the Fall 2005 survey.  
In addition, the locations of sensitive/listed species were previously reported were surveyed 
to determine if conditions had changed that would cause the elimination of the species.  The 
results of the field reconnaissance indicated that the conditions described in the previous docu-
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ments were similar for the entire route with some minor modifications.  The modifications 
were documented and incorporated into the maps and the text of the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 
D.2.1.1.  The vegetation along the Proposed Project and alternative routes is shown on Figures 
D.2-1 through D.2-3.   

The timing of the 2005 field surveys, in the Fall, was not the optimal time to survey for listed/
sensitive plants or migratory birds.  Some species would not be detectable at that time of 
year.  But based on the extensive survey work that was previously conducted and the lack 
of significantly changed environmental conditions, the baseline biological information was 
determined to be adequate to determine potential impacts to listed and sensitive species of 
plants and wildlife.  With the incorporation of numerous APM’s and Mitigation Measures 
that require specific surveys prior to construction, monitoring during construction, and reporting 
results of pre-construction surveys, the presence or absence of listed and/or sensitive species 
of plants and wildlife will be identified prior to the initiation of construction.  In addition, APM’s 
and Mitigation Measures have also been incorporated that will avoid impacts to species that 
may be found during pre-construction surveys.    

The environmental baseline for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative was based on the literature 
review of the CNDDB and CNPSEI as well as information in resource documents, such as 
the Western Riverside MSHCP.  In addition, the experience of the biology team conducting 
surveys in areas adjacent to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative ROW also contributed to 
the environmental baseline for this alternative.  The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative field 
surveys were conducted in February 2006, which was not the optimal time to survey for 
listed/sensitive plants or migratory birds.  In addition, some areas, primarily the Forest Service 
lands, were inaccessible and were not revisited due to access problems.  But, because data 
was provided by the Forest Service regarding past burns in the area where the ROW is located, 
it was determined that the habitats were likely similar to the previously burned areas that 
were accessible.  As stated above, numerous APM’s and Mitigation Measures (B-5a, B-7b, 
B-7e, B-7f, B-8a, B-9a, B-9d, B-9e, B-9g, and B-9h) requiring pre-construction surveys prior 
to construction and reporting of results of pre-construction surveys have been incorporated 
to fully characterize the areas that will be affected by the construction of the project.  In 
addition, APM’s and Mitigation Measures have also been incorporated that will avoid 
impacts to species that may be found during pre-construction surveys.    

B6-4 Please see Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable resource technologies and energy effi-
ciency and Response B3-4 for a discussion of economic methodologies related to the benefits 
of the DPV2 project. 

B6-5 Both CEQA and NEPA provide guidance on selecting a reasonable range of alternatives for 
evaluation in an EIR and EIS, and the requirements are similar.  The California CEQA Guide-
lines (Section 15126.6(a)) state that “an EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives 
to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not con-
sider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range 
of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public par-
ticipation.”  Likewise, according to the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Regu-
lations (40 C.F.R. 1502.14), an EIS must present the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives in comparative form, defining the issues and providing a clear basis 
for choice by decision makers and the public.   
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Therefore, there is no “matter of law” requirement that an EIR/EIS identify more than one fea-
sible alternative for each or every segment of a major transmission line project.  Rather the 
EIR/EIS must contain an overall reasonable analysis of alternatives.  In this case, the EIR/EIS 
made an adequate effort to evaluate alternatives.  Both Appendix 1 and Section C in the Draft 
EIR/EIS discuss more than 35 potential alternatives or combinations of alternatives, ranging 
from minor routing adjustments to SCE’s proposed 500 kV project route, to entirely different 
transmission line routes, to alternate system voltages, and system designs.   

A total of three alternate West of Devers routes were considered, and two (the original project 
route and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) were analyzed in depth in each issue area in 
the EIR/EIS.  In addition to the Proposed Project, seven segment and project alternatives 
for the Devers-Harquahala segment, plus the No Project/Action Alternative, were given in-
depth evaluation by every issue area in the Draft EIR/EIS.   

Section C.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and each issue area in Sections D.2 though D.14 evaluated 
the No Project/No Action scenario, which examines reasonably foreseeable events that would 
occur in the absence of the Proposed Project (i.e., no impacts of the Proposed Project would 
occur).  Several alternatives that could avoid all such conservation areas and preserves were 
examined in the Alternatives Screening Report (Section 4 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS) 
and were eliminated from consideration, including: EOR 9000+ Project; Path 49 Upgrade 
Project; Modify DPV1 Compensation; Composite Conductor Alternative; Convert DPV1 from 
AC to HVDC Transmission Line; New Conventional Generation; Renewable Generation 
Resources; Conservation and Demand-Side Management; Distributed Generation; plus several 
transmission line with alternate endpoints. 

B6-6 Please refer to Responses B6-1 and B6-5. 

B6-7 The comment is correct in stating that there are several significant impacts identified for the 
Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative.  However, it is not correct that these impacts are “barely 
identified” and “not fully analyzed.”  Examples of the thorough analysis of this alternative 
include the following: 

• The Visual Resources analysis of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative includes eight sep-
arate viewpoints described in Section D.3.9.1. Each one of these eight viewpoints is found to 
be a significant and unmitigable impact.  This 40-page section addressing this alternative 
is very comprehensive and cannot be considered inadequate.   

• The Wilderness and Recreation discussion of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative (Section 
D.5.9.1) devotes 8 pages to the discussion, and identifies a significant impact (Impact 
WR-2, Operation would change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, dimin-
ishing its recreational value). 

• The Noise analysis (Section D.8.9.1) identifies significant impacts of corona noise to res-
idences along this alternative (Impact N-2). 

• The Air Quality analysis (Section D.11.6.1) includes emissions calculations for differ-
ences in construction techniques (including helicopter usage) and identifies a significant 
impact from dust and exhaust emissions within the South Coast Air Quality Manage-
ment District jurisdiction. 
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In addition to these significant (Class I) impacts, many other impacts are identified that would 
have been significant without implementation of a wide range of mitigation measures.  For 
example, the discussion of biological resources (Section D.2.8.1) is 25 pages long and includes 
requirements for implementation of many detailed mitigation measures. 

The route of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, which includes existing transmission 
towers and conductors, and associated access roads (off National Forest lands) crosses the 
National Forest, National Monument, and Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail. This existing 
line is in operation and is routinely maintained.  The Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative will 
be placed in the existing ROW and the existing roads will be utilized, where they exist. The 
noise generated by helicopters would be short-term in that it would only occur during the 
actual construction of the towers and installation of conductors. Helicopter construction 
techniques would be utilized to reduce potential impacts to both plants and wildlife and reduce 
the requirement to construct new access or spur roads. The duration of the general con-
struction noise will also be short-term in that it would only occur during placement of tower 
components.  

The Draft EIR/EIS includes APM’s and Mitigation Measures designed to identify sensitive 
biological receptors prior to construction (pre-construction surveys) and to avoid sensitive 
timeframes, such as the lambing period for bighorn sheep (Mitigation Measure B-9f).  

B6-8 The Draft EIR/EIS addresses the potential impacts to biological resources, including listed, 
candidate, and sensitive species, in detail in Sections D.2-6 through D.2-9. In order to provide 
assurances that species potentially occurring in or adjacent to construction areas are fully pro-
tected, the Draft EIR/EIS includes APM’s (Section D.2.5.2, Table D.2-6, pages D.2-100 
through D.2-103) and Mitigation Measures (B-5a, B-7b, B-7e, B-7f, B-8a, B-9a, B-9d, B-9e, 
B-9g, and B-9h) that require both general and focused pre-construction surveys for listed and 
sensitive species that could potentially occur in the project area. 

The transmission line access roads that currently exist along most of the length of the rights-
of-way where the Proposed Project and alternatives would be placed are currently utilized 
by off-highway vehicles and are open to public use.  There is an existing level of disturbance 
and traffic on these roads that currently causes disturbance to wildlife and damage to vege-
tation and soils.  The vehicle activities associated with project construction would be limited 
to existing access roads except for those areas where new spur roads would be constructed 
or where activities will occur at substation and pulling sites.  The duration of project con-
struction is short-term so any additional noise or disturbance caused by construction vehicles 
will be eliminated when project construction is completed.  Implementation of a habitat resto-
ration program (Mitigation Measure B-1a) will return the temporarily impacted areas back 
to native habitat that can be utilized by wildlife. 

Existing transmission lines and access roads currently traverse the Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge, the Badlands, and the Potrero ACEC.  The Proposed Project’s Devers-Harquahala por-
tion and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would be placed in the rights of way along with 
existing 500 kV lines.  Because transmission lines already exist, it is unlikely that the placement 
of a second transmission line will seriously degrade these areas or result in increased usage 
by recreational vehicles.   
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Habitat for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat will remain in the Potrero ACEC and Badlands and, 
with implementation of the habitat restoration program (Mitigation Measure B-1a), temporarily 
disturbed areas will be returned to habitat for this species.   

In the area of Alligator Rock, the EIR/EIS identifies the North of Desert Center Alternative 
as environmentally superior/preferred to the proposed route that follows the DPV1 corridor.  
However, should BLM and CPUC decisionmakers select the Proposed Project route, the 
placement of the project through the Alligator Rock ACEC would follow routes of the 
existing DPV1 transmission line, so is not expected to further fragment the area.  Further sur-
veys, pre-construction and focused, and monitoring during construction will avoid and min-
imize impacts to desert tortoise and other listed and sensitive species. 

Implementation of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative includes Mitigation Measures (B-13a 
and B-13b) that require compliance with the Western Riverside MSHCP and require imple-
mentation of the Best Management Practices required by the MSHCP. Full compliance with 
the MSHCP will address impacts to listed and sensitive species and habitat fragmentation as 
required by that process. 

B6-9 The transmission towers that would be constructed for the Proposed Project or Alternatives 
will be located in existing ROWs where transmission towers and transmission lines already 
exist. The Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that transmission towers do present a risk to birds; 
however, impacts resulting from the DPV2 project are the incremental new risks resulting 
from the addition of the new line.  The potential impacts associated with electrocution and 
collisions are identified in Impacts B-14 and B-15, respectively, in Sections D.2.6.2 for the 
Proposed Project and in Sections D.2.7 and D.2.8 for the alternatives.  The EIR/EIS 
utilizes bird strike information and cites several information sources (APLIC, 1994, APLIC 
1996, and Avery et al., 1978) on the potential for bird strikes. These reports provide infor-
mation related to the potential for bird strikes and electrocution for a variety of birds in both 
the United States and Europe. The APLIC reports also provide guidance to reduce potential 
bird strikes through the placement of transmission lines in clusters, utilizing aerial markers, 
swinging plates, or other bird flight diverters. Information provided in the APLIC reports 
cited for this EIR/EIS has indicated that the implementation of aerial markers or line place-
ment has been demonstrated to reduce aerial collisions to migrating birds. The EIR/EIS 
recognizes that extensive data regarding bird patterns is not available for the project area. 
While avian strikes do occur mitigation identified in the EIR/EIS has been demonstrated to 
reduce impacts from collision in other areas (APLIC 1994). Therefore, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-15a is designed to minimize the impacts of transmission lines and 
towers on birds to less than significant levels.  

B6-10 The potential impact of avian predators on wildlife is discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS under 
Impact B-16 (Sections D.2.6.2 for the Proposed Project and in Sections D.2.7 and D.2.8 
for the alternatives). The Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that ravens are a potential threat to wild-
life near transmission towers and that construction of additional towers may provide addi-
tional roosting and nesting sites for ravens.  However, based on the site visits it does not 
appear that roost sites are a limiting factor along the proposed route or alternative as most 
of the towers do not support nest sites. APM B-20 (Table D.2-6 on page D.2-101) and 
Mitigation Measure B-16a both address minimizing the impacts of ravens on wildlife.   
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B6-11 The Raven Control Plan that is required as Mitigation Measure B-16a will address frequency 
and monitoring of raven nest removal. In addition, the mitigation measure requires that the 
Plan must document the Plan activities on an annual basis. Because tower roosting sites are 
not a limiting factor for raven populations in this region, no specific schedule other than 
annual activities was specified.  This Plan will be approved by the responsible agencies 
prior to project implementation. The EIR/EIS also recognizes that much of the terrain located 
along the proposed route is characterized as low relief topography. The proposed transmis-
sion line will be placed adjacent to the existing transmission line where possible and would 
be largely located in areas where existing infrastructure (thus existing perching and nesting 
opportunities) presently occur.   

B6-12 Section D.2.6.1.2 of the EIR/EIS identifies and acknowledges that the introduction of invasive 
or noxious weeds poses a threat to native ecosystems. In addition, populations of exotic species 
are known to be present in most of the project area at this time. Mitigation identified in this 
EIR/EIS requires preconstruction surveys and avoidance of identified populations and 
provides a mechanism (Mitigation Measure B-2a) to identify and eradicate specific populations 
identified before construction. Mitigation measures also require a plan that would implement 
the existing best management practices currently utilized by the BLM. The mitigation pro-
vided in this EIR/EIS addressing invasive weeds provides a reasonable range of measures 
intended to reduce the potential for the spread of exotic plants.  

B6-13 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that areas traversed by the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
crosses through areas that are rich in plant and wildlife diversity and that support popula-
tions of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat.  In addition, the Draft EIR/EIS also describes the route 
of the alternative as passing through the Potrero Creek Subunit of the San Jacinto Wildlife 
Area.  The Draft EIR/EIS also acknowledges that the route of the Proposed Project will cross 
San Timoteo Creek, which supports a population of the least Bell’s vireo.  Impacts to the sensi-
tive areas along the routes of the Proposed Project and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative 
will be minimized by utilizing existing utility access roads and avoiding areas where sensitive 
resources occur, as required in APMs and mitigation measures. It should be noted that these 
areas presently contain existing utilities and impacts for each of the proposed transmission 
line towers is relatively small compared to the amount of habitat present in this area. 

B6-14 Please see Response B6-13. 

B6-15 Please see Response B6-9. 

B6-16 Please see Response B6-8. 

B6-17 The Proposed Project is located in or adjacent to existing utility rights of way which contain 
existing access and spur roads. Except where new transmission lines would be placed on moun-
tainous sections of the SBNF (where helicopter construction would be used), construction 
vehicles would limit their travel to existing roadways to the extent possible.  

Fire Risk Associated with Transmission Line Operation.  As described in Sections D.10.12.2 
in the Final EIR/EIS (the same discussion was included in both Sections D.10.11.2 and 
D.10.12.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, but was consolidated in the Final EIR/EIS), fire hazard 
related to transmission lines (Impact PS-4) is addressed in project design and in operations 
and maintenance procedures.  Electrical arcing from power lines can create a fire hazard and 
can be caused by high-voltage surges and spikes.  This phenomenon is more prevalent for lower 
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voltage distribution lines since these lines are typically on shorter structures and in much greater 
proximity to trees and vegetation. Fire hazards from high voltage transmission lines are greatly 
reduced through the use of taller structures and wider ROWs. Further, transmission line ROWs 
are cleared of trees to control this hazard. Fire hazards due to a fallen conductor from an over-
head line are minimal due to system protection features. Overhead high voltage transmission 
lines include system protection designed to safeguard the public and line equipment. These pro-
tection systems consist of transmission line relays and circuit breakers that are designed to rapidly 
detect faults and cut-off power to avoid shock and fire hazards. This equipment is typically set 
to operate in 2 to 3 cycles, representing a time interval range from 2/60 of a second to 3/60 
of a second.  SCE is required to design the transmission line in accordance with safety require-
ments of the CPUC’s G.O. 95 and other applicable requirements, so safety impacts from 
fire hazard are considered to be less than significant (Class III).  

The commenter’s concern regarding a potential increase in fire risk during construction is noted 
and the following text has been added to Impact PS-4 (Wind, Earthquake, and Fire Hazards) 
in Section D.10.12.2 of the EIR/EIS:   

Fire Risk Associated with Transmission Line Construction. Table B-6 in Section B.7.3.1 
(Labor and Equipment) shows that SCE will have two fire suppression trucks available 
during construction of the 500 kV line and SCE’s standard construction practices would 
be designed to prevent fires during construction activities, as is stated in SCE’s Draft 
Transmission Line Project Fire Plan (an individual Specification Plan would be developed 
for the Proposed Project, which would be the final version of the Plan).  The SCE Con-
structor would ensure that reasonable safeguards and Best Management Practices have 
been implemented and would furnish all supervision, labor, tools, equipment and material 
as necessary to prevent starting any fire, control spread of fires if started, and provide 
assistance for extinguishing fires started as a result of transmission line construction activ-
ities. In addition, land management agencies have strict requirements for construction 
during the season of high fire risk; SCE would have to comply with those requirements.  

Construction crews would have fire extinguishers and shovels as part of their standard 
equipment on trucks.  As stated in SCE’s Transmission Line Project Fire Plan (Specifi-
cation E-2005-104; February 21, 2006), the Constructor for the Proposed Project (either 
SCE crew or a contractor contracted and authorized by SCE) would be required to use 
every reasonable precaution against starting fires where the work is performed, in whole 
or in part, in an area covered with flammable dry grass, brush, and trees.   

The Constructor would provide temporary safeguards, walks, rails, guards, construction 
fences, and suchlike, as required by any ordinances, as directed by the Construction Repre-
sentative (assigned by SCE), or as necessary to protect workers, SCE employees, and the 
public.  Such precautions may also include, but are not be limited to, prohibiting smoking 
on the jobsite, using of spark arresters on equipment exhaust, and if necessary assigning 
a Fire Patrolperson whose responsibility would be solely to monitor the Constructor’s 
fire-prevention activities. The Fire Guard would be equipped with radio or cell phone 
communication capability.  Constructor would also provide required portable fire fighting 
equipment, shovels, axes, and other necessary fire fighting equipment at all sites where 
work is in progress, and with all crews in transit.   
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As is mentioned above, the Constructor would observe all other precautionary measures 
that may be ordered by land management agencies, such as the United States Forest Service 
(USFS), the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), the Arizona 
State Land Department Forestry Division, county fire departments, and their authorized 
representative.  During periods of extreme fire hazard due to critical weather conditions, 
the aforementioned departments may order work to be suspended at any time in desig-
nated areas. 

In the event of any uncontrolled fire near the project, and as requested by the Con-
struction Representative, the Constructor would furnish any and all of its forces and equip-
ment to extinguish such fire as directed by USFS, CDF, Arizona Forestry Division, 
and county fire departments. Under these conditions, Constructor’s forces would operate 
under the sole jurisdiction of the USFS, CDF, Arizona Forestry Division, and county 
fire departments. 

Finally, the Constructor would also be solely responsible to owners or occupants of land 
for damage of every kind and nature resulting from project work and activities of Con-
structor and its crews. In the event of unforeseen damage to any improvement, Con-
structor must promptly notify the Construction Representative and the owner of such im-
provements. Any damaged improvements shall immediately be repaired by Constructor 
as approved by the owner of such damaged facility. Other damaged property shall be 
repaired within a reasonable time.  With implementation of SCE’s Fire Plan and other 
project measures, this impact would be less than significant (Class III). 

B6-18 Please see Response B6-6. 

B6-19 The EIR/EIS identifies the potential impacts to wildlife movement corridors from construction 
of the Proposed Project. As previously identified, the Proposed Project is located in or adjacent 
to existing utility rights of way which contain existing access and spur roads. Section  D.2.6.1.10 
(Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites) addresses and recognizes potential adverse impacts 
to wildlife movement corridors in the project area. 

B6-20 Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered Species) of this EIR/EIS identifies potential 
impacts and provides mitigation for desert tortoise. Desert tortoise is known to be present 
in the project area and mitigation measures identified in this document provide a reasonable 
and prudent series of actions to reduce or avoid impacts to this species.  Mitigation Measures 
B-7b (Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys) and B-7c (Purchase mitigation lands for 
impacts to tortoise habitat) define specific actions that would reduce impacts to tortoise. These 
measures will be implemented in addition to any additional requirements identified by the 
USFWS in its Biological Opinion.  

B6-21 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that much of the route through Arizona and California is 
currently occupied desert tortoise habitat.  The extensive surveys conducted along the route 
have shown that tortoises are present.  Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS includes a combination of 
APMs and mitigation measures that address impacts to desert tortoises.  In addition to the 
mitigation measures focused on desert tortoise protection (Mitigation Measures B-7b and 
B-7c), APMs B-27 through B-32 and B-35 in Table D.2-6 will also be implemented to avoid 
and minimize impacts of the project on desert tortoises.  These measures include the standard 
measures required by the USFWS and CDFG for projects in desert tortoise habitat.  A qual-
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ified biologist, as required by these agencies, will be responsible for conducting the surveys 
and implementing these measures.  The details of the Habitat Restoration Plan will be approved 
by the responsible agencies prior to implementation of the project.  Areas of temporary dis-
turbance will be restored to habitat that can be utilized by the desert tortoise.  Habitat com-
pensation (Mitigation Measure B-7c) is required by the BLM to compensate for impacts to 
Category II and III management areas in Arizona and California (as described on Draft 
EIR/EIS page D.2-131). 

B6-22 The Draft EIR/EIS specifically does not suggest that consultation under the ESA would act 
as the only mitigation proposed for Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard. Implementation of 
the APM identified in Table D.2-6 and Mitigation Measure B-7d provide a mechanism to reduce 
impacts to this species.  The EIR/EIS also identifies that there would be permanent impacts 
to critical habitat for this species at tower location sites and that mitigation lands would 
need to be purchased unless otherwise directed by the USFWS.   

B6-23 Section D.2.8.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative), on page D.2-258 identifies and provides 
mitigation addressing potential impacts to peninsular bighorn sheep, if found to be present 
in the project area. Temporary impacts to habitat for this and other species is also identified 
in Mitigation Measure B-1a (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation 
Plan).  

B6-24 Section D.2.8.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative), on page D.2-258 identifies and provides 
mitigation addressing potential impacts to Stephens’s kangaroo rat. Mitigation Measure B-7f 
not only calls for focused surveys but provides several mechanisms including monitoring, 
trapping, the placement of exclusion fencing, and relocation to reduce impacts to this species. 
This action would include any additional measures required by the USFWS.  

B6-25 Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened and Endangered Species), on pages D.2-126 through D.2-127 
identifies and provides mitigation to avoid impacts to the razorback sucker. As the transmis-
sion line will span the river and no project activities would take place in the water, no 
impacts would occur to critical habitat for this species. 

B6-26 The EIR/EIS has been prepared to address the impacts of the Proposed Project across a 
wide geographic area that supports a variety of plant communities and a broad assemblage 
of both sensitive and common wildlife. Construction related impacts have been fully charac-
terized in Section D.2.6.1 (Impacts of Transmission Line Construction) and Section D.2.6.2 
(Impacts of Transmission Line Operation) of this EIR/EIS. The nature and expected magni-
tude of the impacts are first described in Section D.2.5.3 (Impacts Identified) which charac-
terizes the type and scale of each construction process and Section D.2.6.1.1 which iden-
tifies each type of impact that may occur from implementation of the Proposed Project. Indi-
vidual impacts to specific species have in some cases been grouped as the type of impact 
would be similar for guilds or groups that have similar life history traits or whose impact and 
mitigation could be addressed without the need to discuss in detail each of the many species 
known to occur in the project area. Therefore, the EIR/EIS does not fail to address the effects 
of the Proposed Project on those species and avoids redundancy. 

Table D.2-4 (Sensitive Plant Species with High/Moderate Potential to Occur) and D.2-10 
(Sensitive Plants with High Potential to Occur) identifies the plant species with a high potential 
to occur in the project area.  These tables include Munz’s onion, San Diego ambrosia, Coa-
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chella Valley milk-vetch, San Jacinto crownscale, Nevin’s barberry, slender horned spine 
flower, Gambrel’s watercress, and Santa Ana River wooly star. The discussion of impacts to 
these species is also identified in Section D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered Species) and 
Section D.2.8.1 of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative (Special Status Plant and Wildlife 
Species). Impacts to each of the wildlife species identified by the commenter have been iden-
tified in Table D.2-11 (Sensitive Wildlife with High Potential to Occur) and have been fully 
addressed under Impact B-7 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of 
listed wildlife) commencing on page D.2-124 of the EIR/EIS.  

B6-27 Burrowing owls were identified at several locations along the Proposed Project alignment and 
are known to occur region wide. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9e (Conduct pre-
construction surveys and owl relocation) provides mechanisms to reduce potential impacts 
to this species on a projectwide basis. Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project on bio-
logical resources have been discussed in Section F.3 (Cumulative Impact Analysis of Pro-
posed Project) in this EIR/EIS. 

B6-28 Please see Response B6-26.  

B6-29 Please refer to Responses B6-1, B6-2, and B6-5.  Section D.2 (Biological Resources) discusses 
the biological setting and impacts along the project and alternative routes, including refuges, 
ACECs, habitat preserves, National Forest lands, and National Monuments.  Other issue 
areas, such as visual resources (Section D.3), land use (Section D.4), and cultural resources 
(Section D.7), taken into consideration the special status of these conservation and preserve 
lands.  Specifically Section D.5.2 (Wilderness and Recreation) details every Wilderness 
Area along the project route.  Wilderness Areas are specifically designated by Congress, 
and are managed as a part of the National Wilderness Preservation System.  The section also 
designates recreation areas, which includes any national, State, county, or city park; refuge 
or preserve; open space; cultural center or museum; campground; significant ecological 
area; area of critical environmental concern (ACEC);  or a private recreational site such as 
a golf course.  Sections D.5.6 and D.5.7 describe the potential wilderness and recreation impacts 
for the Devers-Harquahala and West of Devers Upgrades, respectively.  Mitigation Mea-
sures have been proposed in those sections to reduce potentially significant (Class II) impacts 
to less than significant levels. However, significant Class I impacts would continue to occur 
within the following recreation areas: Harquahala Peak, Kofa NWR, the Chuckwalla Valley 
Dune Thicket ACEC, the Alligator Rock ACEC, and the Coachella Valley Preserve and 
Coachella Valley Fringe-Toed Lizard ACEC.  Therefore, public lands of special environmental 
significance have adequately been addressed in the EIR/EIS and no further discussion is 
necessary. 

B6-30 The value of the Kofa NWR is recognized by the CPUC and BLM, and acknowledged in 
several sections of the EIR/EIS.  Unfortunately, the DPV1 transmission line was installed 
through Kofa many years ago, as were major gas pipelines.  The construction of these 
utilities created a disturbed corridor and existing access roads.  Please refer to Response B1-2 
and General Response GR-1. 

B6-31 Please see General Response GR-1 concerning impacts to bighorn sheep in the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge. In addition, The EIR/EIS does not indicate that impacts to bighorn sheep 
in the Kofa would remain significant without mitigation. The document clearly indicates on 
page D.2-150 (Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) that impacts would remain potentially sig-
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nificant without the proposed mitigation measure. As identified in the EIR/EIS “These APMs 
would reduce the potential for collisions with bighorn sheep, but impacts would remain 
potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-9f (Perform construction out-
side of breeding and lambing period) would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.”    

B6-32 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted.  Please refer to General 
Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the proposed route was found to be environmentally 
preferable to alternatives north of Kofa. 

B6-33 Existing transmission lines currently traverse the Alligator Rock ACEC, Chuckwalla DWMA, 
and the Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC. The Proposed Project would be placed in 
the same ROWs as the existing lines.  Because transmission lines and their access roads 
already exist, it is unlikely that the placement of a second transmission line would seriously 
degrade or fragment habitat in these areas or result in increased usage by recreational vehicles. 

B6-34 Impacts to visual resources are discussed in Sections D.3.6 and D.3.7 of the EIR/EIS.  Key 
Viewpoint 12 was established on southbound Cottonwood Springs Road, just south of the 
entrance to Joshua Tree National Park (see Figure D.3-13A). Viewing to the south-
southeast across Shavers Valley to the Orocopia Mountains and the existing DPV1 line (and 
the proposed route), this location was selected to characterize the existing landscape visible 
to visitors leaving Joshua Tree National Park.  The results of the visual analysis are sum-
marized in Appendix VR-1. A discussion of the existing visual setting for each KVP is pre-
sented in Section D.3.2.5.  Impact V-18 [Increased structure contrast and view blockage 
when viewing the Orocopia Mountains from Key Viewpoint 12 on Cottonwood Springs 
Road when exiting Joshua Tree National Park (VRM)] was considered to be a Class III, 
less than significant impact.  Figure D.3-13B presents a visual simulation of the DPV2 
transmission line adjacent and slightly to the north of the existing DPV1 transmission line. 
From this viewpoint, the closest pair of structures would be approximately two miles distant. 
At this viewing distance, the structures would be barely discernible and would not attract 
the attention of viewers leaving Joshua Tree National Park. Regardless, Mitigation Measure 
V-3a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) has been proposed to further reduce 
potential visual impacts in the Joshua Tree National Park area. 

B6-35 The Potrero ACEC is described in the biological resources Environmental Setting, Special 
Habitat Management Areas Overview, Special Status Wildlife Species, and under Impact B-7: 
(Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat, 
Class II) and Impact B-9 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of 
individuals, or a direct loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife, Class II) for the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative in Section D.2.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Likewise, the Badlands are described 
in the biological resources Environmental Setting, Special Habitat Management Areas Over-
view, and under Impact B-7: (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss 
of listed wildlife or habitat, Class II) for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative in Section D.2.8.1 
of the Draft EIR/EIS.  The Western Riverside MSHCP is described in Section D.2.8.1 and 
the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat is addressed in APM B-39, which states that Stephens’ kan-
garoo rat habitat would be avoided, where possible. Even with the implementation of these 
APMs, the impacts to these species would be considered significant (Class II) and imple-
mentation of Mitigation Measures B-1a (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Com-
pensation Plan) and B-7f (Conduct focused surveys for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and San 
Bernardino kangaroo rat) would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  
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Regarding air quality, Section D.11.6.1 describes the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative Envi-
ronmental Setting and states that this alternative route is located within the SCAB and SSAB 
(SCAQMD jurisdiction). As shown in Table D.11-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the area (includ-
ing the Badlands and Potrero ACEC) is in nonattainment of the all NAAQS, except NO2 and 
SO2, and is in nonattainment of the PM10, PM2.5 and ozone CAAQS.  As a result, Impact 
AQ-1 (Construction would generate dust and exhaust emissions) is considered to be a Class I, 
significant impact that cannot be mitigated. 

Regarding impacts to water resources, Table D.12-15 in the Draft EIR/EIS lists all surface 
water crossings along the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, including Potrero Creek.  Section 
D.12.9.1 describes the setting and impacts for the entire Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative route.  
Mitigation presented Section D.12 would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

B6-36 Figures D.2-1, D.2-2, and D.2-3 identify vegetation communities and critical habitat that 
occurs in the Proposed Project area. Section D.2.1.1.1 (Vegetation Overview) identifies and 
describes that plant communities in the project area. In addition, plant communities are also 
described for each of the project segments. Critical habitat is described and mitigation pro-
posed where project impacts would result in loss or degradation of habitat (See Section D.2.6.1.6 
(Threatened or Endangered Species, pages D.2-127 to D.2-132). 

B6-37 Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need.  Section D.13 (Geology, 
Mineral Resources, and Soils), Section D.12 (Hydrology and Water Resources), Section 
D.11 (Air Quality), and Section D.3 (Visual Resources) identify impacts to soils, water 
quality, air quality, and visual resources.  APM B-11 states that the Authorized Officer may 
require vegetation in certain areas to be cleared by hand tools. Scalping of top soil and 
removal of low growing vegetation will not be allowed unless authorized by the Authorized 
Officer (BLM B-5.6 Vegetation).  Section D.2.6.1.1 (Vegetation) discusses the delicate 
nature and slow recovery of desert soils and mitigation measures presented in Section D.2, 
such as Mitigation Measure B-1a (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation 
Plan), would ensure that impacts would be less than significant.  Mitigation Measure B-1a 
would monitor the restoration for five years after mitigation site construction, or until estab-
lished success criteria are met, to assess progress and identify potential problems with the 
restoration site. Remedial activities (e.g., additional planting, weeding, or erosion control) 
would be taken during the monitoring period if necessary to ensure the success of the resto-
ration effort. In addition, if the mitigation fails to meet the established performance criteria 
after the five-year maintenance and monitoring period, monitoring shall extend beyond the 
five-year period until the criteria are met.  These long-term monitoring requirements would 
allow time to ensure that successful revegetation and soil restoration would occur. 

Because DPV2 would be constructed adjacent to an existing 500 kV corridor (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. 

B6-38 Please refer to Responses A6-3 and A6-4 regarding water quality and spill prevention. 

B6-39 The significance criteria and approach to impact assessment for air quality are discussed in 
Section D.11.3.  Impacts to air quality in southern California are discussed in Section D.11.4.3 
(Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District) and Section D.11.4.4 (South Coast Air Quality 
Management District).  In fact, Impact AQ-1 (Construction would generate dust and exhaust 
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emissions) would be considered to be significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact in the 
SCAQMD because even with mitigation, emissions would remain above the SCAQMD daily 
significance threshold values. 

B6-40 Growth inducing effects are addressed in Section G.2, including growth caused by direct 
and indirect employment and growth related to the provision of additional electric power.  
Section G.5 discusses the relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity of 
the environment.  In addition, Section F (Cumulative Scenario and Impacts) presents applicable 
cumulative projects and projections, which incorporates projects related to independent sprawl 
development in the project area, such as residential, commercial, transportation, recreation, 
and industrial projects.  The cumulative impact analysis for the Proposed Project for each 
issue area is included in Section F.3 and the cumulative impact analysis of the alternatives 
is included in Section F.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

B6-41 Please refer to Response B6-40.  The cumulative analysis within each issue area includes a 
specific geographic scope of analysis, individual significance criteria, and a cumulative analysis 
of projects (presented in Table F-1), plans and projections (listed in Table F-2), construc-
tion impacts, and operational impacts.  Significant (Class I) cumulative visual resources impacts 
were found due to the combination of energy infrastructure projects in the I-10 corridor that 
would create substantially greater impacts than those that would occur with the Proposed 
Project or an alternative alone.  Thus, the cumulative analysis was comprehensive and ade-
quately analyzed the cumulative impacts likely to result from past, present, and future projects 
within the geographic scope of the project. 

B6-42 The project’s greenhouse gas emissions during construction will be negligible; however, as 
a fuel consumption estimate is available, the following greenhouse gas estimate has been deter-
mined for construction: 

Equivalent CO2 Emissions – 0.0176 million metric tons CO2
e 

The greenhouse gas emissions were determined using the Climateregistry.org General Reporting 
Protocol for the amounts of diesel, gasoline and Jet A fuels estimated to be directly consumed 
by the onroad and offroad project equipment as well as the personal vehicles of the con-
struction workers during construction. These greenhouse emissions, emitted over a two-year 
period, would constitute approximately 1/30000th of the equivalent CO2 emissions estimated 
to be generated within California alone in 2002 (493 million metric tons3).  

To offset the construction emissions, the Cal-ISO estimates that the project will result in an 
overall increase in generating efficiency that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions during 
the operation of the project. The reduction in natural gas use was estimated by Cal-ISO to 
be 6 million Btu/yr. Using the Climateregistry.org Power/Utility Reporting Protocol default 
emission factors for natural gas electricity generation, this would equate to an approximate reduc-
tion of 0.32 million metric tons of CO2

e per year. Therefore, the annual greenhouse gas reduc-
tion from project operation is estimated to be 18 times more than the total greenhouse gas 
increase from the project’s construction.  

                                              
3 493 Million Metric Ton CO2

e value is from the CEC’s Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Sinks: 1990 to 2002 Update. 
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In general, having a more robust transmission system, which would result from the con-
struction of the project, will allow better interconnection with all power generating sources 
including renewables and newer lower greenhouse gas emitting generating technologies that 
are likely to be built in the future.   

B6-43 Please refer to Response B1-6 regarding energy efficiency and non-development alternatives, 
and Response B6-42 regarding the potential for the project to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

B6-44 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  Alternatives are discussed in 
Responses B6-1 and B6-5. 




