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Responses to Comment Set C1 
E. S. Robison 
C1-1 The commenter’s objection to the Proposed Project and the route through Kofa NWR is 

noted. Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of the alternative routes around 
Kofa NWR and why the proposed route was found to be environmentally preferable in this 
area. 
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Comment Set C2 
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Comment Set C2, cont. 
Nancy Newkirk 
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Responses to Comment Set C2 
Nancy Newkirk 
C2-1 Please refer to Responses B1-2 and B1-3. 

C2-2 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

C2-3 Please refer to Response B1-5. 

C2-4 Please refer to Response B1-6. 

C2-5 Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from the Pro-
posed Project. The Proposed Project does not include any enlargement of the Palo Verde 
Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS). In addition, the Proposed Project route would termi-
nate at the Harquahala Switchyard, approximately 14 miles northwest of PVNGS. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. 
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Comment Set C3 
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Comment Set C3, cont. 
Matt Kalina 

 

C3-2 cont. 



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

 

 
October 2006 C-9 Final EIR/EIS 

Comment Set C3, cont. 
Matt Kalina 
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Responses to Comment Set C3 
Matt Kalina 
C3-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and his concern regarding its impact 

on wildlife habitat has been noted. 

C3-2 Please refer to Responses to Comment Set B1. 
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Comment Set C4 
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C4-1 



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

 

 
October 2006 C-13 Final EIR/EIS 

Responses to Comment Set C4 
Walace Nogueira Jr. 
C4-1 Please refer to Section D.14.5.3 (Project Effects on Property Values) in the Socioeco-

nomics section (Section D.13) of the Draft EIR/EIS. This section addresses issues associ-
ated with the potential for impacts on property values and industrial facilities such as trans-
mission lines in an effort to provide the reader with detailed background information based 
on extensive literature review and the property value issues of past similar projects. It 
should be noted that this section does not consider property values in the context of CEQA 
or NEPA and the determination of environmental impact, because: (1) there is no consistent 
evidence that industrial facilities negatively impact property values; and (2) there are no 
defined or adopted CEQA or NEPA standards for analysis of industrial project impacts on 
property values. As such, the information in this section is provided for the benefit of the 
public and decisionmakers. As cited in Section D.14.5.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, 
economic or social effects of a project per se are not considered as significant effects on the 
environment unless there is an indirect physical effect to the environment. However, such 
issues can be considered by the CPUC in its General Proceeding. In summary, as shown in 
detail in Section D.14.5.3, although there is evidence that transmission lines may have 
affected property values in some cases, the effects are generally smaller than anticipated, 
and greater detailed studies on the subject are required to determine a direct correlation 
between the siting of industrial facilities (such as transmission lines) and property values. 

If the project is approved by the CPUC, SCE would have eminent domain rights in Cali-
fornia. Therefore, if a parcel is required for the Proposed Project or for an alternative route 
that is approved, SCE would initiate negotiations with landowners and attempt to reach a mutu-
ally agreeable settlement. If an agreement cannot be reached, then SCE would be forced to 
take initiate a condemnation action in which fair market value of the property required for 
the project would be determined by the court. 
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Responses to Comment Set C5 
Ms. Alecs Sakta 
C5-1 The commenter’s concern about the proposed transmission line through Kofa National 

Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 and B1-3. 

C5-2 Please refer to Response B1-6. 
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Responses to Comment Set C6 
Joe Gardner 
C6-1 The commenter’s support for the new line to be close to the existing transmission line is 

noted. 
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Comment Set C7 
Carol Tepper 
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Responses to Comment Set C7 
Carol Tepper 
C7-1 The commenter’s concern about the proposed transmission line through Kofa National 

Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 and B1-3. 

C7-2 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

C7-3 Please refer to Response B1-5. 
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Comment Set C8 
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Responses to Comment Set C8 
Michael Quinlan 
C8-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. Please refer to General Responses 

GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of Arizona’s benefits from the project and why SCE states 
that the DPV2 project is needed. 

C8-2 The Devers-Harquahala 500 kV line would be constructed immediately adjacent to the exist-
ing DPV1 500 kV transmission line, and would thus be located in an existing utility corridor. 

The impacts to wildlife habitat and migration corridors (including impacts on bighorn sheep 
and desert tortoise) are addressed in Section D.2.6 in this EIR/EIS and in Impacts B-1 through 
B-17. Specifically, Impact B-12 discusses the construction impact to linkages and wildlife 
movement corridors. Mitigation measures developed in response to Impact B-7 (Construc-
tion activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat) would include 
measures directed at minimizing impacts to the desert tortoise. Implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measures B-7b (Conduct pre-construction tortoise surveys) and B-7c (Purchase mitiga-
tion lands for impacts to tortoise habitat) would reduce impacts to the desert tortoise to less 
than significant levels. In response to Impact B-9 (Construction activities would result in 
indirect or direct loss of individuals or a direct loss in habitat for sensitive wildlife), Mitiga-
tion Measure B-9f (Perform construction outside of breeding and lambing period) has been 
proposed to reduce potential impacts to bighorn sheep to less than significant levels. 

The effects of the proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV transmission line on visual resources 
are addressed in Section D.3.6 of this EIR/EIS. Impact V-2 specifically addresses the long-
term visibility of land scarring in arid and semi-arid landscapes. Implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measures V-2a (Reduce in-line views of land scars), V-2b (Reduce visual contrast from 
unnatural vegetation lines), and V-2c (Reduce color contrast of land scars) would reduce 
this potentially significant visual impact to desert landscapes to less than significant levels. 
Specific Key Viewpoints and the resulting impacts of the new 500 kV line are addressed in 
Impacts V-3 through V-20 and include Mitigation Measures where appropriate (see Table 
D.3-11 in Section D.3.6). From three of these viewpoints, the visual impacts are consid-
ered to be significant and unmitigable (at the Harquahala Mountain Telecommunications 
Facility, within Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, and in the Alligator Rock Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern). Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of Kofa 
NWR and why the proposed route that would be adjacent to an existing line was found to 
be environmentally preferable to the establishment of a new corridor outside of the Refuge. 
Please also refer to responses to Comment Set E5 (Applicant comments on visual resources 
methodology) for a discussion of visual resources sensitivities. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Comment Set C9 
Peter Bengtson 
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Comment Set C9, cont. 
Peter Bengtson 
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Responses to Comment Set C9 
Peter Bengtson 
C9-1 The commenter’s concern about the proposed transmission line through Kofa National Wild-

life Refuge (NWR) and opposition to the project is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 
and B1-3. 

C9-2 Please refer to Response B1-4. 

C9-3 Please refer to Response B1-5. 

C9-4 Please refer to Responses C9-1 through C9-3 and C9-5. 

C9-5 Please refer to Response B1-6. 
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Comment Set C10 
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Responses to Comment Set C10 
Mary Justice 
C10-1 The DPV2 project and the proposed residential development project described by the com-

menter are unrelated in their review and approval processes. The commenter’s proposed 
housing project requires Riverside County approval and the DPV2 Project requires State 
(CPUC) and federal (BLM) approval. In addition, construction related to the Proposed 
Project would not be located on the commenter’s parcel (APN 651-030-004, County of 
Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency GIS at http://www2.tlma.co.river-
side.ca.us/aims/pa/rclis/). The Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(CVMSHCP) is also independent of the DPV2 project even though its requirements would 
also affect DPV2. Regardless, the Final Draft of the CVMSHCP is discussed in Section 
D.2.1.1.4 on page D.2-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS as it relates to applicable regulations, plans, 
and standards associated with Biological Resources. 

Even though the projects are unrelated, mitigation measures in Sections D.4 (Land Use) and 
D.9 (Transportation and Traffic) are expected to reduce potentially significant impacts from 
construction activities on land uses near the transmission line and on all affected roadways. 
For instance, Mitigation Measure L-1a would require the preparation of a construction notifi-
cation plan and Mitigation Measure T-7a would require SCE to repair any roadways dam-
aged by construction activities. 

Table F-1 in Section F.2.1 has been updated as shown below to add the planned housing 
development described in this comment letter as a project included in the cumulative sce-
nario. The construction of multiple projects within the same area would create a significant 
cumulative construction impact to adjacent residential land uses. Given the existing cumula-
tive land use impact that would occur from the construction of multiple projects, including 
the commenter’s proposed residential development, the construction of the Proposed Project 
would incrementally contribute to this cumulative effect. However, potentially significant cumu-
lative impacts resulting from the construction of the Proposed Project in conjunction with 
other projects would be mitigated to a less than significant level through the implementation 
of the following mitigation measures that were introduced in Sections D.4.6 and D.4.7 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS: Mitigation Measures L-1a (Prepare Construction Notification Plan), L-1d 
(Coordinate with affected business owners), and L-1e (Coordinate construction schedule with 
public and community facilities).  

Once constructed, the commenter’s planned residential project would be permanently visible. 
However, as projects such as the commenter’s are developed in the same field of view as 
the proposed DPV2 Project these projects would reduce or close lines of sight to the trans-
mission corridor for observers on roadways (e.g., on Ramon Road). This would result in 
the Proposed Project being less visible from within developed areas. Overall new housing 
developments are incorporated into city and county land use planning and cumulative im-
pacts resulting from the construction of six houses in conjunction with the proposed DPV2 
Project would be less than significant. 

 



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

 

 
October 2006 C-27 Final EIR/EIS 

Table F-1.  DPV2 Cumulative Project List  

Project Type   Location Status 
Map 
No. 

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT: 
Proposed construction of 6 
houses on 30 acres. 

Residential   APN 651-030-004 in Thousand 
Palms. East of Mirage Substation 
and 1,000 feet south of transmission 
corridor 

In planning/permitting 
(7/12/06) 

N/A 

C10-2 The proposed “blow sand” levees are separate from the DPV2 project. Impact H-6 (Encroach-
ment into a floodplain or watercourse by permanent aboveground project features resulting 
in flooding, flood diversions, or erosion) in Section D.12.6 discusses the impacts of the 
Proposed Project where it would be located in a floodplain. Applicant Proposed Measures 
(APMs) W-4 through W-6 were designed by SCE to avoid adverse local effects related to 
floodplain encroachment by avoiding watercourses where possible, ensuring foundations are 
adequate to resist scour, and constructing diversion dikes in severe cases (see Table D.12-3). 
In addition, Mitigation Measure H-6a (Design diversion dikes to avoid damage to adjacent 
property) would ensure that the diversion dikes would be designed to avoid damage to adja-
cent properties. Therefore, in addition to the implementation of the APMs and proposed 
mitigation measures, and because the transmission lines would be overhead and could span 
any major watercourses and drainage outlets, impacts related to floodplains in the project 
area have been considered and were found to be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure B-7d (Purchase mitigation lands for impacts to fringe-toed lizard hab-
itat) has been proposed for implementation to reduce impacts specifically to the CVFTL related 
to construction activities (Impact B-7, Construction activities would result in indirect or 
direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat) to less than significant levels. 

Please refer to Response C10-1 for discussion of the inclusion of the proposed residential devel-
opment in Table F-1 under the Cumulative Scenario in Section F of the EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Set C11, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C11 
Les Starks 
C11-1 The visual impacts related to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, including the segment through 

the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, are discussed in Section D.3.9.1 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Key Viewpoint 33 was established on the Pacific Crest Trail, just 
west of Snow Creek Road and the Snow Creek Village (see page D.3-195). Figures D.3-34A, 
D.3-34B, and D.3-35 depict the existing setting and simulations with the addition of the 
DV2 transmission line. Visual impacts from the following three key viewpoints were found 
to be significant and unmitigable (Class I) impacts: 

 Impact V-40 [Increased structure contract and skylining when viewing the San Jacinto Moun-
tains from Key Viewpoint 33 on the Pacific Crest Trail in the vicinity of the Snow Creek 
Village residential community (VS-VC)] 

 Impact V-41 [Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class II management objective due to introduc-
tion of structure contrast and industrial character when viewing the San Jacinto Mountains 
from BLM-managed lands within the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument (in the vicinity of Key Viewpoint 33)] 

 Impact V-42 [Inconsistency with U.S. Forest Service Integrity Objective (SIO) due to 
introduction of structure contrast and industrial character]. 

Mitigation Measure V-40a (Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors) would help to 
minimize the visual impacts of the new structures by matching the design of the new structures 
with the existing structures, placing new and existing structures as close together as possible, 
matching spans and tower heights, using non-specular design, and prohibiting new access 
roads downhill from structures; however, the impact was still determined to be significant. 

See Response C11-2 regarding the proposed windmill development. 

C11-2 Section F.3.2 in the Draft EIR/EIS states that the Proposed Project and the cumulative energy 
projects, such as wind turbines, combined would result in a perceived increase in industriali-
zation of the landscape, diminution of visual quality, and increase in visual contrast. The result-
ing cumulative visual impacts would be substantially greater than those that would occur 
with the Proposed Project alone and they would be significant. This would be the result of a 
significant change in the character and visual quality of the viewshed. Under the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative, cumulative analysis in Section F.4 (page F-63) of the Draft EIR/EIS states 
that there are cumulative energy infrastructure projects that may occur in the I-10 corridor and 
would be within the same field of view at various locations. These projects would exhibit 
similar vertical structural form, structural complexity and industrial character compared to 
the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative. 

Any of the alternatives and the cumulative energy infrastructure projects combined would 
result in a perceived increase in industrialization of the landscape, contributing to a sense of 
proliferation of energy infrastructure in the vicinity. The resulting cumulative visual im-
pacts would be substantially greater than those that would occur with the alternative alone 
and they would be significant (Class I). Therefore, a significant visual impact has been iden-
tified already. Likewise, the Wilderness and Recreation section (page F-65) also identified a 
significant (Class I) cumulative recreation impact to the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Moun-
tains National Monument.  
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The Cabazon Ridge Project has been added to the cumulative scenario, however, the analysis 
would remain as significant visual and recreation resources cumulative impacts (Class I). 
Table F-3 in Section F.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been updated as follows: 

 

Table F-3.  Devers-Valley Cumulative Project List  

Project Type Location Status 
Map 
ID 

Riverside County 
Cabazon Ridge Project:  large-scale 
wind farm proposed by White Water 
Energy. 

Industrial Between Snow Creek Road and I-10, 
extending up the western ridgeline of 
San Jacinto Mountains 

Planning N/A 

C11-3 Please refer to Response C11-1. Section D.5.9.1 discusses the Wilderness and Recreation impacts 
of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, including through the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Moun-
tains National Monument. Impacts from temporary construction activities (Impact WR-1) 
were found to be potentially significant (Class II), but reduced to less than significant with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures WR-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and 
activities with the authorized officer for the recreation area) and WR-1b (Provide a temporary 
detour for Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail users). Impacts due to permanent preclusion 
of recreational activities during operation (Impact WR-3) would be reduced to less than sig-
nificant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure WR-3a (Coordinate tower and road 
locations with the authorized officer for the recreation area). Impact WR-2 (Operation would 
change the character of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value), 
however, would be significant and unmitigable (Class I). 

C11-4 The Devers-Valley No. 2 line would cross Snow Creek Road (near Tower DV-25 on Fig-
ure Ap.1-8a) and the ROW would turn southwest and would be adjacent to Snow Creek Road 
on the flat portion of the Monument lands, approximately 2,350 feet to the west until it would 
enter the San Jacinto Wilderness1 at Tower DV-32 that is located within the SBNF (although 
the transmission corridor itself has been removed from the wilderness). Therefore, the line would 
be over 3,000 feet west-northwest of Snow Creek Village and the alluvial fan of Snow Creek 
is located east of the Village and would not be impacted by the transmission line.  

Regardless, the requirements of the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(CVMSHCP) would apply to the construction and operation of the DPV2 project, including 
the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative if it were approved. The Final Draft of the CVMSHCP 
is discussed in Section D.2.1.1.4 on page D.2-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS as it relates to applic-
able regulations, plans, and standards associated with biological resources. The biological 
resources setting in the Coachella Valley MSHCP area, including sensitive plant and wild-
life species and habitats, is discussed on pages D.2-69 and D.2-75 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Bio-
logical resources impacts in the area included in the Coachella Valley MSHCP are discussed 
for the Proposed Project in Sections D.2.6 and the biological setting and impacts in the Coa-
chella Valley area with construction of the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative are discussed in 
Section D.2.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

                                              
1 While the corridor is within the overall designated wilderness area, the Devers-Valley right-of-way was removed 

from wilderness by Congress for use as a transmission corridor.   
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Hydrology and Water Quality setting and impacts, including within the Coachella Valley, 
are discussed in Section D.12 and Cultural Resources setting and impacts are discussed in 
Section D.7. 

C11-5 The resource value of the Snow Creek area is noted. However, the Devers-Valley No. 1 trans-
mission line, and its access road, is already present in the area and a transmission corridor 
has been established. Please refer also to Responses C11-1, C11-3, and C11-4. There is no 
record at the California Historical Resources Inventory System that the Snow Creek Rock 
Shelter (CA-RIV-30) and bedrock mortars are within a half-mile of the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative. While this may be a significant archaeological site, there will be no 
direct or indirect impact to any cultural resources that are more than 200 feet from pro-
posed towers, roads, and construction laydown areas. 

C11-6 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 represent a fire hazard. This phenomenon is more prevalent for lower voltage 
distribution lines since these lines are typically on shorter structures and in much greater 
proximity to trees and vegetation. Fire hazards from high voltage transmission lines are greatly 
reduced through the use of taller structures and wider ROWs. Further, transmission line ROWs 
are cleared of trees to control this hazard. Fire hazards due to a fallen conductor from an 
overhead line are minimal due to system protection features. Overhead high voltage transmis-
sion lines include system protection designed to safeguard the public and line equipment. These 
protection systems consist of transmission line relays and circuit breakers that are designed to 
rapidly detect faults and cut-off power to avoid shock and fire hazards. This equipment is typ-
ically set to operate in 2 to 3 cycles, representing a time interval range from 2/60 of a second 
to 3/60 of a second. SCE is required to design the transmission line in accordance with safety 
requirements of the CPUC’s G.O. 95 and other applicable requirements, so safety impacts 
from fire hazard are considered to be less than significant (Class III). See also Response 
B6-17 regarding transmission line construction and operation and fire hazard. 

C11-7 The commenter’s opposition to the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative through the Snow Creek 
area has been noted. Cultural resources setting and impacts for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alter-
native are discussed in Section D.7.9.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and impacts from the West of 
Devers upgrades, which includes the portion of the route through Morongo lands, is dis-
cussed in Section D.7.7.  

As shown in Table E-4 in Section E (Comparison of Alternatives) both the Proposed Project 
and the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would have significant (Class I) impacts to known 
historic properties and/or unknown archaeological resources. The Proposed Project west of 
Devers Substation would have potential impacts to 3 known historic and prehistoric sites in 
the surveyed portion of the route whereas the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative would have 
potential impacts to 11 sites. Therefore, the proposed West of Devers upgrades were found 
to be preferred for cultural resources than the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative that goes 
through the Snow Creek area. 

C11-8 Please refer to Responses C11-1 and C11-3. 

C11-9 Please refer to Section I (Public Participation) in the Final EIR/EIS. This section addresses 
the notification process related to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS and list the newspapers 
in which public notices have been published. 
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Comment Set C12 
Bettina Bickel 
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Responses to Comment Set C12 
Bettina Bickel 
C12-1 Please refer to Responses B1-2 and B1-3 and General Response GR-1 regarding impacts in the 

Kofa NWR. 

C12-2 Please refer to Response B1-4 and General Response GR-1. By using an existing transmis-
sion right-of-way through the area, existing access roads would be utilized for most con-
struction activities. In contrast, the potential alternatives that would avoid the Kofa NWR 
that were investigated to avoid the Kofa NWR (documented in Appendix 1, Alternatives 
Screening Report) would create a new corridor with associated ground disturbance (there are 
few usable access roads and the routes would be 3.4 to 10 miles longer than the portion of the 
Proposed Project that each would replace). Therefore, use of the existing DPV1 corridor for 
the proposed line would minimize the amount of new access roads created. Because these access 
roads already exist, construction of the new line would not cause an increased probability of 
illegal use of the right-of-way by ORVs. 
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Responses to Comment Set C13 
Richard Strandberg 
C13-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project in the Kofa NWR is noted. Please 

refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through the Kofa NWR 
was found to be the environmentally preferable over potential alternatives outside of Kofa. 
Also refer to the responses to Comment Set B1. 

C13-2 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.  

C13-3 Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of conservation as an alternative to the Pro-
posed Project. 

Due to environmental and safety concerns, California law currently prohibits the construction 
of any new nuclear power plants in California until the California Energy Commission (CEC) 
finds that the federal government has approved and there exists a demonstrated technology 
for the permanent disposal of spent fuel from these facilities.2  In June 1976, California 
enacted legislation directing the CEC to perform an independent investigation of the nuclear 
fuel cycle. This investigation was to assess whether the technology to reprocess nuclear fuel 
rods or to dispose of permanently high-level nuclear waste had been demonstrated, approved 
and was operational [Public Resources Code 25524.1 (a) (1), 25524.1 (b), and 25524.2 (a)]. 
After extensive public hearings, the CEC determined that it could not make the requisite 
affirmative findings concerning either reprocessing of nuclear fuel or disposal of high-level 
waste. This information was published in a report: Status of Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing, 
Spent Fuel Storage and High-level Waste Disposal, Energy Commission publication P102-
78-001, January 1978.) As a result, the development of new nuclear energy facilities in 
California was prohibited by law.  

It has been more than 25 years since the last comprehensive CEC assessment of nuclear 
power issues; therefore, as part of the development of the CEC’s 2005 Integrated Energy Policy 
Report,3 the CEC has begun a comprehensive assessment of the status of currently operat-
ing plants in California, the status of federal spent fuel storage/disposal programs and repro-
cessing, and the potential role of nuclear power in California's energy future. At this point 
though, the permitting of new nuclear facilities in southern California would not be feasible. 

C13-4 Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of Arizona benefits from the Proposed 
Project. 

 

 

                                              
2  California Energy Commission. 2006. Nuclear Energy in California. Online at http://www.energy.ca.gov/

nuclear/california.html. 
3 California Energy Commission. 2005. 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Report. Docket # 04-IEP-1, et al.  

Online at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005energypolicy/index.html. 
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Responses to Comment Set C14 
Thomas L. Floyd 
C14-1 Please refer to Response C13-3 for a discussion of nuclear energy in California.  

Hydroelectric power is discussed in Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1 and in Section C.5.5.2 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. While hydropower does not require burning fossil fuels and may be avail-
able (e.g., on the Colorado River or a local water resource), this power source can cause 
significant environmental impacts. Negative aspects of hydroelectric development primarily 
center around inundation to reaches of stream and riparian lands as a result of dam and res-
ervoir development, resulting in permanent changes to the environment. Significant impacts 
also include creating barriers for fish passage, displacing native plant and animal species, 
and eliminating whitewater recreation areas. Hydroelectric developments with large water 
storage components can create the potential for flooding downstream from high releases 
during storm events or due to catastrophic dam failures. Construction of new dams and 
maintenance of old structures must undergo rigorous design analyses that demonstrate the 
ability to perform safely under the most adverse seismic and flood conditions. As a result of 
these impacts, it is extremely unlikely that new large hydropower facilities could be devel-
oped and permitted in California within the next several years.  

C14-2 The commenter’s support for the use of an existing ROW has been noted. Please refer to 
General Response GR-1 for a discussion of the use of an existing corridor as the 
environmentally preferable route through Kofa NWR in Arizona. Please refer to Response 
C4-1 for a discussion of property value as it relates to the construction of transmission 
lines.  

C14-3 Renewable generation resources alternatives (geothermal, biomass, solar, wind, and hydro-
electric resources) are also evaluated in Section 4.5.2 of Appendix 1, Section C.5.5.2, and 
Executive Summary Section 2.3.4 and were eliminated from full consideration during the 
screening process. Use of renewable generation technologies would avoid the specific impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed DPV2 project, but new trans-
mission lines would still be required from the renewable generation locations to areas of demand. 
This would create impacts similar to those of the Proposed Project, which is proposed to 
transmit power from an existing generation sources. In addition to the reliability and 
feasibility issues discussed in Appendix 1 and Section C, use of renewable resources would 
be inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed DPV2, which are focused on creating 
the ability for DPV2 to increase California’s transmission import capability from the South-
west and enhance and support the competitive energy market in the Southwest. 

C14-4 As discussed in Section D.3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measures V-2a (Reduce in-line views of land scars), V-2b (Reduce visual contrast from 
unnatural vegetation lines), V-2c (Reduce color contrast of land scars), V-3a (Reduce visual 
contrast of towers and conductors), V-6a (Reduce visual contrast associated with ancillary 
facilities), and V-6c (Reduce night lighting impacts), which are listed in Table D.3-11 in 
Section D.3.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all supplement vegetation restoration following con-
struction and landscaping to help reduce the visual contrast, view blockage, and skylining 
of proposed towers and facilities.  
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The comment states that tubular steel poles (TSP) “…are generally considered to blend well 
into desert and cactus landscapes even to the point of being notable architectural works.” It 
is assumed that this is a reference to the cylindrical form and vertical lines shared by TSPs 
and some species of cactus (Saguaro, for example). However, this notion fails to recognize 
that the structural scale of TSPs would dominate any similar, natural forms particularly when 
viewing at greater distance. Rather than attempting to achieve architectural statements with 
structure design, design and mitigation efforts should more appropriately focus on reducing 
structure visibility. It is true that TSPs are often more visually appropriate for close prox-
imity views. In these circumstances, the narrower structural mass blocks a lesser degree of 
higher valued background landscape features compared to lattice structures. In close viewing 
circumstances lattice structures with their complex structural members appear somewhat 
more industrial in character, create more visual contrast, and effectively block a greater por-
tion of background landscape compared to TSPs. This is so even though portions of the land-
scape can be seen through the structure.  

However, for distant views, such as those that are predominant in open desert landscapes, 
the open structural designs of lattice towers render the structures somewhat transparent, partic-
ularly when viewed at distance with any type of landform in the background. This charac-
teristic allows the structures to blend quite effectively with the background, which signifi-
cantly reduces structure visibility in many cases. This fact is born out in a number of the 
images presented in the EIR/EIS that illustrate the difficulty in seeing the lattice structures 
when backdropped by mottled landforms. Thus, it is the opinion of the EIR/EIS visual resources 
specialist that lattice structures are more appropriate than TSPs in the broad, open desert land-
scapes with the typically distant sightlines available to travelers on freeways, local roads, 
and 4WD recreational trails. 

C14-5 Please refer to Response C14-4. 

C14-6 The commenter’s support for the development of electric power has been noted. 
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