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Responses to Comment Set B7 
Desert Southwest Transmission Project 
B7-1 The DSWTP Midpoint Substation site was fully analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS as a com-

ponent of the Desert Southwest Transmission Project Alternative (see Appendix 1, Section 
4.4.1).  Analysis of this alternative within each issue area (Sections D.2 through D.14 was 
based on information provided in the DSWTP’s Final EIR/EIS in which the revised Mid-
point Substation was identified.  Therefore, as an alternative fully analyzed in this EIR/EIS, 
the DSWTP Midpoint Substation site could be approved as a component of the DPV2 Project 
by the CPUC and BLM.  As a result, the Final EIR/EIS (Section E.has been modified to state 
that both locations of the Midpoint Substation are equally environmentally preferable.  The 
following text has been added at the end of Section E.2.1.3 (Desert Southwest Transmission 
Project Alternative). 

Midpoint Substation Location 

The DSWTP Final EIR/EIS considered a different location for the Midpoint Substation 
(herein called the Midpoint-DSW Substation), as illustrated in Figure Ap.1-11 in Appen-
dix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report). In a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS, the DSW pro-
ponents asked that the CPUC and BLM consider designation of this substation location 
as an acceptable location for SCE to interconnect with the DSW transmission line from 
the Blythe power plants.   

The Midpoint-DSW Substation was fully analyzed in this EIR/EIS as a component of 
the DSWTP, and was found to be comparable to the Midpoint Substation location 
identified by SCE.  Both sites are on BLM land, and no significant environmental impacts 
would result from construction of a substation at either site. As a result, this EIR/EIS con-
cludes that the two sites are comparable, and equally environmentally superior/preferable.   

 In addition, Section E.2.3 has been modified as shown below.  

E.2.3  Definition of Environmentally Superior/Preferred Alternative and 
Agency Preferred Alternative 

The conclusions in Sections E.2.1 and E.2.2 for various alternatives result in the fol-
lowing environmentally superior alternatives and the BLM agency preferred alternatives: 

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

• Proposed Project route from Harquahala Switchyard to east of Alligator Rock 

• Alligator Rock–North of Desert Center Alternative to west of Alligator Rock 

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

• The SCE Midpoint Substation and the Midpoint-DSW Substation are equally environ-
mentally superior/preferred 

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

The Environmentally Superior/Preferred transmission line route is illustrated in Figures 
E-1a and E-1b. 
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Section 5.2.1 of the Executive Summary has been modified as follows: 

Conclusion:  The Proposed Project is preferred over the DSWTP because it would require 
less ground disturbance and construction of fewer substations.  However, the Midpoint-
DSW Substation location would have impacts that are comparable to those of the SCE 
Midpoint Substation location (no significant impacts at either site, and both sites are on 
BLM land).  As a result, the two substation locations are considered to be equally envi-
ronmentally superior/preferable. 
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Comment Set B8 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-1 

B8-2 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-2 cont. 

B8-3 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-3 cont. 

B8-4 

B8-5 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-5 cont. 

B8-6 

B8-7 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-7 cont. 

B8-8 

B8-9 

B8-10 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-10 cont. 

B8-11 

B8-12 

B8-13 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-13 cont. 

B8-14 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-15 

B8-16 

B8-17 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-17 cont. 

B8-18 

B8-19 

B8-20 

B8-21 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-21 cont. 

B8-22 

B8-23 

B8-24 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

 

B8-24 cont. 

B8-25 

B8-26 



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

 

 
October 2006  B-95 Final EIR/EIS 

Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 
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Comment Set B8, cont. 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 
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Responses to Comment Set B8 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 
B8-1 The commenter’s support for the No Project/Action Alternative has been noted.  Please 

refer to Response B1-2. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of the benefits to Arizona.  Arizona 
electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comment regarding 
increased electricity rates in Arizona is not within the scope of the environmental review 
under NEPA or CEQA. 

B8-2 Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from 
the project and why SCE states that the DPV2 project is needed.  Also refer to Response B1-5.   

B8-3 Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project need.  Also refer to Response 
B1-6 for a discussion of conservation, efficiency, and renewables. 

B8-4 Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewables and B3-5 for a discussion of 
the No Project/Action scenario.  Section 4.5.1 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS (see also 
Sections C.5.5.1 and ES.2.3.4) discusses the New Conventional Generation Alternative.  The 
specific configuration of new generation would vary depending on a number of factors that 
cannot be defined with certainty (e.g., need, market forces), but the new facilities would 
likely be installed in a location with convenient and economical access to fuel supplies, 
existing transmission facilities, major existing substations, and load centers.  Construction 
and operation of new generation facilities would be subject to separate permitting processes 
that would need to be completed in advance of construction.  In the Draft EIR/EIS it was 
assumed that SCE would need to take an integrated approach to procure 1,200 MW of 
power for its customers before 2009 under this alternative.  For the New Conventional Gen-
eration Alternative, it is assumed that the most likely method of providing new power gene-
ration would be through the construction of combined cycle natural gas-fired turbine power 
plants.  This, however, does not preclude the potential use of alternative energy technologies 
such as renewable resources.  However, the New Conventional Generation Alternative 
would not satisfy the following project objectives:  adding transmission import capability into 
California and providing access to low cost energy, providing additional transmission 
infrastructure, and improving the reliability and flexibility of the region’s transmission 
system.  In addition, the long-term operational environmental impacts of power plants (i.e., air 
emissions, water usage) can be balanced against the impacts of long transmission lines.  There-
fore, it was eliminated from full consideration in the EIR/EIS.  

This is an environmental document and it does not make a decision on need.  The CPUC and 
BLM, in making final decisions on the DPV2 Project, will consider the need for the project 
in their decisionmaking.   

Regarding the announced closure of the Mohave Generating Station (GS), electricity from 
Mohave GS and Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS) both come through the 
West of River paths.  Electricity from Mohave GS uses the northern half of the path and the 
PVNGS power uses the southern.  As a result, the closure of Mohave might leave one line 
underutilized (from the Las Vegas area to the Los Angeles area) the power would still need 
to get from Phoenix (i.e., PVNGS) to Las Vegas (i.e., Mohave) to Los Angeles and sub-
stantial upgrades between Palo Verde and Mohave would be needed. 
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B8-5 Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of conservation, efficiency, and renewables and 
B6-5 for a discussion of the range of alternatives considered.  

B8-6 The DPV2 project would not take power only from the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating 
Station, but from that generator and the many other gas-fired generators in the Palo Verde 
area (see EIR/EIS Table A-3).  Also, it appears that while APS may be considering expansion 
of PVNGS to add new generating units, no decision to do this has been made, and a lengthy 
regulatory process would be required.1  Please refer to General Response GR-3.  See also 
Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewables, including solar technologies. 

B8-7 Please refer to Response B3-5 for a discussion of the No Project/Action scenario.  In addi-
tion, the No Project/No Action Alternative is presented in Section C.6, as required under 
both CEQA and NEPA, and is analyzed by each issue area section. This alternative is also 
presented in Executive Summary Section ES.4 and is compared to the Environmentally 
Superior/Preferred Alternative in Section E.3 and Executive Summary Section ES.5. Because 
the No Project/No Action Alternative would likely require construction of transmission 
lines with impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project, as well as impacts of 
generation sources, it was found not to be superior to the Proposed Project (Environmen-
tally Superior/Preferred Alternative).   

B8-8 An underground alternative for the entire route or for shorter segments is analyzed in Sec-
tion 4.4.3 of Appendix 1 of the EIR/EIS (see also Appendix 1, Section C.5.4.2). Please refer 
also to Response A18-70.  The Underground Alternative would meet the project objectives 
and three of the four technologies would be feasible. If a short underground segment were 
considered (e.g., to avoid a specific high impact area), these technologies may not be cost 
prohibitive to construct. However, all underground construction of transmission lines requires 
a continuous trench in which to install duct banks that would carry the electrical cables. 
This amount of trenching would create significant impacts to soils/erosion, cultural resources, 
biological resources as well as a longer construction time and the need for large transition 
structures. Underground 500 kV lines also require cooling for the conductors, which would 
be either a circulating fluid or a gas.  Both technologies require numerous pumping stations 
and underground vaults, creating additional disturbance. In high value habitat like the Kofa 
NWR, the extent of this ground disturbance would result in significant impacts to vegetation 
and to wildlife, as well as greater visual impacts from the resulting land scarring. 

Operational impacts would also be greater associated with maintenance and access to the buried 
lines, and repair times would be much longer. With the exception of permanent visual resource 
impacts that would be eliminated, underground construction would cause much greater im-
pacts to most issue areas than the Proposed Project. Therefore, given the potential for increased 
significant environmental impacts associated with the construction, operation and maintenance 
of an underground 500 kV transmission line, the unproven reliability for long-distance 
underground 500 kV transmission lines, the reliability concerns associated with the steep 
slopes, and the high cost of these technologies, undergrounding the transmission line was 
eliminated from full analysis in the EIR/EIS during the alternative screening phase. 

The comment also suggests that moving the existing 500 kV line underground be considered.  
The specific technical concerns related to this action are addressed in the previous paragraphs 
and the environmental impacts associated with the removal of the existing lines and construc-

                                              
1  http://www.shundahai.org/5-18-06AZRepub_APS_Weighs_Expanding_Palo_Verde_by_2_Units.htm 
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tion of a second new 500 kV would be far greater than the impacts of the Proposed Project.  
In addition, the existing DPV1 transmission line is considered part of the environmental 
baseline, and as such, changes to that line could not be imposed in this EIR/EIS addressing 
only the proposed DPV2 project.  Furthermore, the NEPA analysis is properly limited to 
impacts associated with the proposed action and is not required to analyze the impacts of 
changes to existing facilities that are not part of the proposed action.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Proposed Project do not include the effects of activities already occurring or facilities 
already in existence, such as the DPV1 line.  In the case of the DPV2 EIR/EIS, the analysis 
of the effects of the Proposed Project is properly limited to impacts associated with the 
installation of the new 500 kV line.   

Appropriate alternatives must be limited to those that could avoid or lessen the effects of 
the DPV2 500 kV transmission line.  NEPA does not permit the lead agency to try to “fix” 
or improve the existing environmental setting unrelated to the project — here, the existing 
DPV1 500 kV line — using a proposed change to the environment as a hook.  Accordingly, 
undergrounding the DPV1 line, which is existing and independent of the Proposed Project, 
in a new alignment in conjunction with DPV2 is not permissible under NEPA. 

As a related point, NEPA specifies that in order for a mitigation measure (and by inference, 
an alternative) to be feasible, it must meet relevant constitutional standards. Such standards 
include a requirement that there be an essential connection or relationship between an 
alternative and a legitimate lead agency interest dealing with the Proposed Project. Again, 
since the impacts of the Proposed Project stem solely from construction of a new DPV2 500 
kV line, and not from the existing DPV1 500 kV line, relocation of the existing 500 kV line 
to a wholly new overhead or underground alignment or removal of the 500 kV line cannot 
reasonably be considered in the NEPA document.  

B8-9 Please refer to Response B1-2. 

B8-10 Please refer to Response B1-2 and B3-18. 

B8-11 Please refer to Response B1-3 and B1-4. 

B8-12 As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, both the proposed and north of Kofa NWR alternative 
routes would create significant and unmitigable impacts to visual and recreational resources 
in the area in and around Kofa NWR.  The commenter is correct that Section D.3.6.2 states 
that Impact V-7 [Increased visual contrast, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from 
Key Viewpoint 4 on Crystal Hill Road in Kofa NWR (VS-VC)] would be significant and 
unmitigable (Class I), and Section D.5.6.2 states that Impact WR-2 (Operation would change 
the character of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value) in Kofa 
NWR would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) for the Proposed Project.  

Appendix 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a preliminary or screening evaluation of federal, 
State, and local government policies that are applicable to the Proposed Project and alter-
natives. This appendix serves as a tool for focusing the technical sections of the EIR/EIS on 
relevant policies, and only those policies that warrant further consideration are addressed in 
the individual issue area sections (see Introduction and Purpose, page Ap.2-1). A summary 
of the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge & Wilderness and New Water Mountains Wilderness 
Interagency Management Plan and Environmental Assessment is included in Appendix 2, 
Section 2.4.5. As described in Section 2.4.5 (page Ap.2-16), this Plan does not provide 
specific policies for the development of utility corridors.  Therefore, the development of 
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utility corridors would not trigger a policy inconsistency related to Wilderness and Recre-
ation. However, the Plan includes a measure that pertains to visual resources, which is applic-
able to the construction and operation of the Proposed Project. This measure was carried 
forward for further analysis in Section D.3 (Visual Resources). See Table D.3-6 for a 
discussion of the applicable measure from the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge & Wilderness 
and New Water Mountains Wilderness Interagency Management Plan. 

B8-13 Air quality impacts for the Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line are addressed in 
D.11.4 and specifically the Maricopa County Air Quality Department and the Air Quality 
Division of Arizona Department of Environmental Quality jurisdictional impacts are dis-
cussed in Section D.11.4.1 and Section D.11.4.2, respectively.   

Please refer to Response B8-4 for a discussion of the New Conventional Generation Alter-
native, which could include coal or nuclear power.  See also Response C13-3 regarding nuclear 
power in California.   

B8-14 Increased use of water or air emissions for operation of power plants in Arizona would be 
independent of the Proposed Project, because the DPV2 project is proposed to utilize 
existing, and fully permitted generation sources.  Because the project would purchase power 
from existing sources, increased use of water for operation or air emissions is not expected 
to occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 

B8-15 In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed 
with DPV2 adjacent to DPV1, is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, barriers 
to wildlife movement, and additional visual impacts that typically result from multiple trans-
mission line corridors.  However, impacts related to the line are addressed in Sections D.2 
through D.14 and are as stated by the commenter regarding cumulative impacts. 

B8-16 The commenter’s statement about visual resources is as it is stated in the Draft EIR/EIS.  
Please refer to Response B5-6 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

B8-17 The visual, recreation, noise impacts in Kofa NWR, along the Harquahala to Kofa NWR seg-
ment, and in the Harquahala Mountains written by the commenter correctly state the con-
clusions in the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to response B5-6. 

B8-18 Please refer to Response B5-6 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains.  Cultural surveys 
were performed along the entire route and the results are included in the environmental 
setting in Sections D.7.2 (Devers-Harquahala) and D.7.3 (West of Devers).  Due to laws 
designed to protect the resources, the exact locations of the resources are not disclosed in 
this EIR/EIS; only registered archaeologists have access to this information. 

B8-19 As discussed in Section D.8.6.2, Impact N-2 (Permanent noise levels along the ROW 
would increase due to corona noise from operation of the transmission lines), operation of 
the transmission line would create increased noise (up to 65.7 Ldn during wet weather and 
heavy line loads) at the edge of the ROW. Although there are no ambient noise policies that 
apply directly to the wildlife refuge, the U.S. EPA generally sets 55 Ldn as a maximum 
target level for sensitive outdoor areas (see Table D.8-9). The existing conditions in the 
immediate vicinity of the line exceed this level, and the commenter is correct that the proj-
ect would exacerbate the effect during the occasional wet weather and heavy line load condi-
tions. The Proposed Project would not cause any new violation of local noise standards because 
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while the U.S. EPA-recommended level of 55 Ldn is an example a protective level, it has 
not been specifically adopted for the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. The corona noise from 
the proposed line would occur in an existing transmission corridor that already creates noise 
above the U.S. EPA target levels in the existing conditions, and the increased noise would 
remain in the immediate vicinity of the corridor. The Proposed Project would not cause a 
substantial (more than five dBA) change compared to existing conditions. As such, corona 
noise impacts in the Kofa NWR were found to be adverse but less than significant (Class III) 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B8-20 Please see Response B6-3. 

B8-21 Desert tortoise or their sign was identified during the surveys conducted as part of this EIR/EIS 
and were documented in previous studies conducted along the Proposed Project route (see 
Response B8-20 above). Potential impacts from noxious weeds would be addressed through 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1a (Prepare and Implement a Habitat Restoration 
Plan), B-2a (Conduct invasive and noxious weed inventory), and B-2b (Implement control 
measures for invasive and noxious weeds). Potential impacts to this species have been ade-
quately addressed within the context of this EIR/EIS. 

B8-22 There is no indication that a second power line would limit the migration or movement of big-
horn sheep in the project area. The proposed route was selected in order to reduce potential 
impacts to this species by avoiding new disturbance in other areas where this species is known 
to occur. Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the placement of the proposed trans-
mission line and its potential effects on bighorn sheep. 

B8-23 As explained in EIR/EIS Section F (first paragraph), a cumulative effect results from “the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foresee-
able future actions.”  The analysis of the impacts of the proposed DPV2 transmission line 
first considered the state of the existing environment, which contains the DPV1 line.  While 
the DPV1 line was not specifically listed in the cumulative projects discussion, it was in fact 
considered in analysis, because its presence clearly affects the existing environment. This 
fact is clarified with additional text in Section F.2.1: 

An additional cumulative project, not specifically listed in Table F-1 but considered in 
all analyses in this document, is the existing Devers–Palo Verde No. 1 Transmission 
Line.  As a “past project”, this transmission line parallels the proposed DPV2 line for over 
180 miles, and would use its access roads for construction.  The DPV1 line defines the loca-
tion for the DPV2 line, and its presence defines the baseline for environmental analysis.   

B8-24 Please see Response B3-23 above addressing the use and development of mitigation. Mitiga-
tion measures are presented in the EIR/EIS only if the CPUC and BLM believe that they will 
be effective.  Many of these measures have been used successfully in other projects. 

The monitoring and relocation of desert tortoises is routinely implemented to avoid loss of 
this species during construction projects and is an industry practice authorized by the USFWS. 
Mitigation Measure B-7b specifically identifies the measures utilized to safely handle and 
relocate tortoise during construction of the proposed Project. These measures include the 
standard protocols required by the USFWS and CDFG for projects in desert tortoise habitat 
to avoid injury to the animal, reduce the potential for the spread of disease and to minimize 
stress on the animal. This includes moving the animal to an adjacent area away from con-
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struction, placing the animal in an artificial burrow or holding the animal overnight in a 
clean card box that is discarded after one use to prevent the spread of disease. Likewise, the 
animal would not be relocated if the ambient air temperature would result in thermal stress. 
Further, only qualified biologists with expertise in the handling of desert tortoise will be respon-
sible for conducting surveys or handling these species. Further, in review of the citation quoted 
by the Sierra Club in this comment (http://www.tortoise-tracks.org/newsletter/tt25-2.pdf), 
the CPUC and BLM not agree that the mitigation for desert tortoises is not viable. 

B8-25 Please refer to Response B8-24 for a discussion of moving species.  Please refer to Response 
B8-14 regarding the potential for increased water usage. 

B8-26 The commenter’s support for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted.  Table ES-1 
in Section ES.6 presents a summary of significant unmitigable (Class I) impacts for the 
Proposed Project.  See Response B8-1 regarding the benefits to the State of Arizona.  Impacts 
to groundwater are addressed in Sections D.12.6 (Devers-Harquahala) and D.12.7 (West of 
Devers). 
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Comment Set B9 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 
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Comment Set B9, cont. 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

 

B9-1 



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

 

 
October 2006  B-105 Final EIR/EIS 

Comment Set B9, cont. 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

 

B9-1 cont. 

B9-2 
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Comment Set B9, cont. 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

 

B9-2 cont. 

B9-3 
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Comment Set B9, cont. 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

 

B9-3 cont. 
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Comment Set B9, cont. 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

 

B9-3 cont. 

B9-4 
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Comment Set B9, cont. 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 

 

B9-4 cont. 

B9-5 
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Responses to Comment Set B9 
Ellison, Schneider & Harris LLP 
B9-1 The comment contends that the Draft EIR/EIS (Section C.5.3.2) mischaracterizes the via-

bility of 3M’s ACCR.  The comment shows that today there are 13 installations of 3M’s ACCR 
nationwide, but six of these have only become operational during the time of this environ-
mental analysis (2005 to 2006). The seven earlier installations have an average in-service 
date of 2003.  Considering the 50-year anticipated service life of the Proposed Project, the 
relative longevity of existing ACCR installations is clearly short.   

The description of the Composite Conductor Alternative in Section C.5.3.2 includes 3M’s 
ACCR along with composite conductors offered by other manufacturers because, despite the 
technological differences, installing any composite conductor would have similar environ-
mental consequences as installing 3M’s ACCR. The Final EIR/EIS clarifies the availability 
of ACCR. 

B9-2 The comment addresses the potential costs to deploy 3M’s ACCR in comparison with the 
costs of the proposed West of Devers upgrades.  However, because no cost estimate is 
provided, SCE’s opinion regarding higher life cycle costs and transmission losses remains 
germane.  The economic advantages or disadvantages of the Composite Conductor Alterna-
tive may be considered by decision-makers in the General Proceeding, and costs are rele-
vant to whether SCE would be able to achieve project objectives.  However, as noted by the 
comment, the cost differential is not a basis for dismissing an alternative.  The Final EIR/EIS 
also includes the following revisions to Section 4.3.3 in Appendix 1 to clarify that cost is 
not the basis for eliminating this alternative: 

Additionally, tower replacement would likely be necessary in some areas, and costs of 
this alternative would be notably higher than the proposed West of Devers upgrades, 
which would diminish the likelihood of achieving the economic objectives of the Proposed 
Project… 

ELIMINATED. This alternative may be feasible, but it would not meet the project 
objectives because of its dependence on aged structures. Use of the outmoded existing 
structures under this alternative would leave the West of Devers corridor incapable of 
meeting the basic project objective of adding 1,200 MW of transmission import capa-
bility. Higher costs would make the economic objectives of the Proposed Project less 
likely to be achieved. Therefore, this alternative has been eliminated from analysis in this 
EIR/EIS. 

In addition, Section C.5.3.2 (Composite Conductor Alternative) has also been revised as 
follows: 

Additionally, tower replacement would likely be necessary in some areas, and costs of 
this alternative would be notably higher than the proposed West of Devers upgrades, 
which would diminish the likelihood of achieving the economic objectives of the Proposed 
Project. 

Using older, existing towers and the life expectancy of reconductored towers in this corridor 
is a major concern of SCE made in responses to Data Requests (October 26, 2005).  Replac-
ing the wood structures would be necessary to achieve equal capacities across the new circuits, 
which SCE claims is key for achieving the proposed 1,200 MW increase in import capability. 
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B9-3 The comment provides example configurations that would use the 3M ACCR. None of these 
were carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIR/EIS for the following reasons:   

(1) Reconductoring the three existing steel lattice structures with ACCR and removing the 
old wood single-circuit would eliminate one of the Devers–San Bernardino circuits.  Adding a 
new wood pole circuit to maintain the appearance of the corridor in its present state and 
allow reconductoring of all four circuits but would not be likely to notably reduce environ-
mental impacts of the Proposed Project, and this could leave the new circuits with unequal 
capacities.   

(2) Using ACCR in place of ACSR on the proposed re-built towers and new circuits would 
lead to environmental impacts essentially identical to those of the Proposed Project.  The 
description of the Composite Conductor Alternative in Section C.5.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS 
clarifies that the purpose of the alternative is to use the existing structures.   

B9-4 The aesthetic effects of this alternative compared to the Proposed Project are not a consid-
eration in the elimination of this alternative.  The visual impacts of the proposed double-
circuit steel lattice structures including a comparison to the No Project Alternative, which 
would retain the existing structures, are disclosed in Section D.3 of the EIR/EIS.  Rather 
than rely on a comparison of aesthetic effects, the basis for eliminating the Composite Con-
ductor Alternative established in Section 4.3.3 of the Alternatives Screening Report (Draft 
EIR/EIS Appendix 1) is the inability of the alternative to reliably add 1,200 MW of trans-
mission import capability on the existing structures. 

B9-5 CEQA allows the lead agency discretion in considering alternatives to a project.  The Alter-
natives Screening Report (EIR/EIS Appendix 1) shows that the Composite Conductor Alter-
native would not be capable of adding 1,200 MW of transmission import capability. The 
alternative was then eliminated because it would not achieve this key project objective.  
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Comment Set B10 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

 

B10-1 

B10-2 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

 

B10-2 cont. 

B10-3 

B10-4 

B10-5 
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Comment Set B10, cont. 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
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Responses to Comment Set B10 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
B10-1 The commenter’s support for the comments of the Yuma Audubon Society (Comment Set 

B3) and for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted.  Please refer to Response 
B1-2 and General Response GR-2 regarding costs and benefits of the project in Arizona. 

Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comment 
regarding increased electricity rates in Arizona is not within the scope of the environmental 
review under NEPA or CEQA. 

B10-2 Please refer to Response B1-2 and General Response GR-1 for a discussion of Kofa NWR.  
A discussion of impacts to wilderness lands is included in Section D.5.6 and D.5.7 in the 
Draft EIR/EIS.  However, it is noted that the DPV2 Project is not proposed to be installed 
on lands with formal wilderness designations.  The biological resources discussion of the 
Ranegras Plain is included in Section D.2.1.1 (Regional Setting) and impacts would be 
addressed in Section D.2.6.1 (Impacts of Transmission Line Construction) in the Harqua-
hala to Kofa NWR segment of the Proposed Project.  Significant visual and recreation impacts 
within Kofa NWR are discussed in Sections D.3.6.2 and D.5.6.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
respectively, and are correct as the commenter notes.  See also Response B3-20 regarding 
impacts to recreational resources. 

B10-3 Please refer to Response B1-3. 

B10-4 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

B10-5 Please refer to Response B5-6. 

B10-6 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

B10-7 Please refer to Response B1-5, B1-6, and B1-7.  The commenter’s preference for the No 
Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. 
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