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Comment Set C15 
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Comment Set C15, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C15 
Alan Timmerman 
C15-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. Please refer to Responses B1-2 

through B1-5. 
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Comment Set C16 
Melissa Lopez 
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Comment Set C16, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C16 
Melissa Lopez 
C16-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. 

C16-2 Please refer to Response B1-2. 

C16-3 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 unmiti-
gable (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. 

C16-4 Please see Responses B1-3 and B1-4. 

C16-5 Please refer to Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains.  

C16-6 Please refer to B1-5, B1-6, and B1-7. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No 
Action Alternative has been noted. 

 

 



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

 

 
Final EIR/EIS C-50 October 2006 

Comment Set C17 
Jack Grenard 
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Comment Set C17, cont. 
Jack Grenard 
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Responses to Comment Set C17 
Jack Grenard 
C17-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. 

Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of the benefits to Arizona. Arizona elec-
tricity 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.  

C17-2 Please refer to Response B1-2. 

C17-3 Please refer to Response C16-3. 

C17-4 Please refer to Response B1-3 and B1-4. 

C17-5 Please refer to Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

C17-6 Please see Response B1-4 though B1-7. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No 
Action Alternative has been noted. 
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Comment Set C18 
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Comment Set C18, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C18 
Lola M. Boan 
C18-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

refer to Comment Set B1 and General Responses GR-1, GR-2, and GR-3. Please refer to 
Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 
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Comment Set C19 
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Responses to Comment Set C19 
Elna Otter 
C19-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. The 

APMs for the DPV2 project are listed in Section B.5. The tables at the end of each issue area 
section (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. 
These APMs and mitigation measures are designed to reduce potential impacts from the project 
to be less than significant. 

C19-2 In general, consolidating transmission lines within common utility corridors, as proposed 
with DPV2 adjacent to DPV1, is desirable because it minimizes land disturbance, reduces 
additional barriers to wildlife movement, and minimizes additional visual impacts that typically 
result from development from separate transmission line corridors. Please refer to General 
Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the route though Kofa NWR was deemed to be envi-
ronmentally preferable. 

C19-3 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5 and General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits 
to Arizona and why SCE states that the project is needed. See also Response B1-6 for a 
discussion of renewable resources and demand-side management alternatives. 
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Comment Set C20 
R. Scott Jones 
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Comment Set C20, cont. 
R. Scott Jones 
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Responses to Comment Set C20 
R. Scott Jones 
C20-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

refer to Comment Set B1 and General Responses GR-1 (Why though Kofa NWR), GR-2 
(Arizona benefits), and GR-3 (Project need). Please refer to Response B5-6 and B8-17 for a 
discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 
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Comment Set C21 
Lynn Ashby 
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Responses to Comment Set C21 
Lynn Ashby 
C21-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

refer to Responses B1-5 and B1-6. 

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.  

The EIR/EIS team is not aware of a specific prohibition of a second line in Kofa NWR. The 
DPV2 project would not be installed within wilderness. See “Errata” letter from the Sierra 
Club (dated August 25, 2006) and presented at the end of Comment Set B8. 

C21-2 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5. As stated in Section A.2 (Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Project), the DPV2 project is primarily driven by the need to provide additional high-
voltage electrical transmission infrastructure to enhance competition among energy suppliers, 
and increase reliability of supply, which will enable California utilities to reduce energy costs 
to customers by about $1.1 billion over the life of the project. Therefore, it is proposed as 
an economic project, not specifically a reliability project, although it would also serve that 
purpose. 
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Comment Set C22 
Art Merrill 
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Responses to Comment Set C22 
Art Merrill 
C22-1 Please refer to Comment Set B1. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action 

Alternative has been noted. 
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Comment Set C23 
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Responses to Comment Set C23 
Lon Stewart 
C23-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

refer to Response B1-5 and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to 
Arizona. 

C23-2 Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission, and the ACC will 
consider the need for electricity to be consumed within Arizona when it makes its decision 
on the DPV2 project (expected in November 2006). The comments regarding increased elec-
tricity rates in Arizona are not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA 
or CEQA. Note that there are many gas-fired generation facilities in the Palo Verde area, in 
addition to the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station. 

C23-3 Please see Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable resources and demand-side manage-
ment alternatives.  

Air quality impacts for the DPV2 project are addressed in Section D.11.4. Specifically, the 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department and the Air Quality Division of Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality jurisdictional impacts are discussed in Section D.11.4.1 and 
Section D.11.4.2, respectively. 

C23-4 Please refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to Arizona and 
Response C21-2 regarding project objectives.  

C23-5 Please refer to Response B1-2 and B1-3. The following impacts discussed in Section D.2 
(Biological Resources) address direct and indirect impacts to fauna: Impact B-4 (Construction 
activities and increased vehicular traffic on access roads would result in disturbance to wild-
life species); Impact B-5 (Construction activities during the breeding season would result in 
a potential loss of nesting birds); Impact B-7 (Construction activities would result in indirect 
or direct loss of listed wildlife or habitat); Impact B-8 (Construction activities would result 
in indirect or direct loss of individuals, or a direct loss of habitat for sensitive plants); Impact 
B-9 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals, or a direct 
loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife); Impact B-11 (Construction activities would result in adverse 
effects to the movement of fish, wildlife movement corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites); 
Impact B-12 (Construction activities would result in adverse effects to linkages and wildlife 
movement corridors); Impact B-14 (Operation of the transmission line may result in electro-
cution of listed bird species); Impact B-15 (Operation of the transmission line may result in 
collisions by listed bird species); Impact B-16 (Operation of the transmission line may result 
in increased predation of listed and sensitive wildlife species by ravens that nest on trans-
mission towers); and Impact B-17 (Wildlife mortality resulting from traffic on access roads). 

C23-6 Please refer to Response C11-6 for a discussion of fire related to transmission lines. 

C23-7 See Response B1-3. Because the Proposed Project would be located in an existing corridor, 
existing access roads would be used to the maximum extent feasible. Loss of vegetation is 
addressed in Section D.2 (Biological Resources), and specifically Impact B-1 (Construction 
activities would result in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation), Impact B-6 
(Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of listed plants), and Impact 
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B-8 (Construction activities would result in indirect or direct loss of individuals or a direct loss 
of habitat for sensitive plants) address the disturbance of vegetation and would be reduced 
to less than significant levels with the implementation of Mitigation Measures B-1a (Prepare 
and implement a Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan), B-6a (Develop a transplanting 
plan), and B-8a (Conduct surveys for listed plant species).  

C23-8 Please see Response B1-4. Erosion and soils are discussed in Section D.13 (see Impact G-1, 
Construction could accelerate erosion). 

C23-9 Please see Response B1-6 regarding renewable technologies, such as solar power, and Response 
B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. In addition, Distributed Gen-
eration is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C23-10 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5 and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to 
Arizona. 
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Comment Set C24 
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Responses to Comment Set C24 
Jen Leitch 
C24-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

refer to Comment B1-2 and General Responses GR-1 for a discussion of why the proposed 
route through Kofa NWR was found to be environmentally preferable. Please refer to Response 
B5-6 and B8-17 for a discussion of the Harquahala Mountains. 

C24-2 Please refer to General Response GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of project benefits to Arizona 
and project need, respectively. See also Response B1-5. 
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Comment Set C25 
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Responses to Comment Set C25 
Paul Franckowiak 
C25-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of why the route through Kofa NWR was 
chosen as the preferred route. Several potential alternatives in the area north of Kofa NWR 
and in the vicinity of Interstate 10 were evaluated during preparation of the EIR/EIS and are 
documented in Appendix 1. They were eliminated from consideration in this EIR/EIS, as well 
as in several of the past documents relating to the DPV1 and DPV2 projects: 

• DPV2 2005 PEA (as Subalternate 1: North of Kofa NWR, South of I-10 Alternative) 

• DPV1 1978 EIS (as Brenda Route Alternative) 

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

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

C25-2 Please refer to Response B1-6 for a discussion of renewable technologies and energy efficiency. 

C25-3 Please refer to Response C25-1. 
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Comment Set C26 
Lynn DeMuth 
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Responses to Comment Set C26 
Lynn DeMuth 
C26-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 

refer to EIR/EIS Section E for a comparison of alternatives and a comparison of the Envi-
ronmentally Superior/Preferred Alternative to the No Project/No Action Alternative. 

All 13 environmental issue areas (see Sections D.2 through D.14) discuss the impacts of the 
proposed DPV2 transmission line through the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge NWR. The 
EIR/EIS identifies significant and unmitigable impacts to recreation and wilderness, as well 
as in visual resources. Section D.2 (Biological Resources) addresses the temporary and per-
manent biological issues, as well as the consistency of the Proposed Project with the poli-
cies and the mission of Kofa NWR. Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion 
of why the proposed route in an existing corridor through the NWR was found to be the envi-
ronmentally preferable alternative. 
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Comment Set C27 
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Comment Set C27, cont. 
Jon Findley 
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Responses to Comment Set C27 
Jon Findley 
C27-1 The objectives presented in the EIR/EIS are those stated by the applicant, SCE. The EIR/EIS 

does not make a judgment on SCE’s statement regarding the need for the DPV2 Project. 
That decision will be made by decisionmakers at the Arizona Corporation Commission, as 
well as the CPUC and BLM. Please refer to General Response GR-3 for a discussion of project 
need. 

C27-2 Please see Response B1-6 regarding renewable generation technologies and demand-side man-
agement, as well as Response B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. 
In addition, Distributed Generation is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

C27-3 The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative has been noted. Please 
refer to Response B1-5 and General Response GR-2 for a discussion of project benefits to 
Arizona. Arizona electricity rates are set by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The com-
ments regarding increased electricity rates in Arizona or operation at Palo Verde Nuclear 
Generating Station are not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA or 
CEQA, but will likely be considered by the ACC in its decision on the DPV2 project. 

C27-4 Please refer to Response B1-2 and B1-3 regarding the value of the Kofa NWR and biological 
resources impacts that would result from installation of an additional transmission line. 

C27-5 Please refer to Response B1-4 regarding impacts to vegetation from construction and the 
potential for establishment of invasive plant species. 

C27-6 Visual impacts in Kofa NWR are addressed in Section D.3.6.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As stated 
in the Draft EIR/EIS (Impact V-7), the proposed route would create significant and unmiti-
gable (Class I) impacts to visual resources in Kofa NWR.  

See also Response B8-19 regarding corona noise. 

C27-7 Please refer to Response B5-6 regarding Harquahala Mountain. 

C27-8 Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona and 
project need. The CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through eco-
nomic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (I.05-06-041). The Arizona Corpora-
tions Commission will also be addressing project need in its own proceeding. See also Response 
B3-4. 

C27-9 The availability of generation resources in Arizona will likely be considered by the ACC in 
its proceeding on the DPV2 project. Please refer to Response B8-4 for a discussion of the New 
Conventional Generation Alternative, which could include coal power. Use of coal power 
directly from Wyoming, Montana, or Idaho would require the construction of transmission 
lines that would be much longer than the Proposed Project and would thus create much greater 
both temporary construction and permanent operational environmental impacts. 

C27-10 See Response C27-2. The commenter’s preference for the No Project/No Action Alternative 
has been noted. 
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Comment Set C28, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set C28 
Ken G. Sweat 
C28-1 Section 2.2 in Appendix 1 in the Draft EIR/EIS describes the CEQA and NEPA requirements 

for alternatives. NEPA’s Forty Questions No. 5b states that “Section 1502.14(b) specifically 
requires ‘substantial treatment’ in the EIS of each alternative including the proposed action. 
This regulation does not dictate an amount of information to be provided but rather, pre-
scribes a level of treatment, which may in turn require varying amounts of information, to 
enable a reviewer to evaluate and compare alternatives.” NEPA does not specifically require 
that alternatives to the entire project be considered, aside from the required consideration of 
the No Project/No Action Alternative. However, note that a wide range of alternatives was 
considered, as documented in EIR/EIS Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report. Please 
refer to Responses B6-1, B6-2, and B6-5.  

C28-2 The mitigation measures recommended for the DPV2 Project are based on current scientific 
knowledge, experience of the EIR/EIS team, and resource agency practice. They do not 
rely on DPV1 mitigation measures. The EIR/EIS also presents the measures that were included 
in SCE’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment, such as provisions of BLM’s original permit 
for the DPV2 ROW (issued at the time the project was originally approved). However, in 
every case, the older measures that were resubmitted as Applicant Proposed Measures in 
this EIR/EIS were assessed for their ability to effectively reduce impacts, and if they were 
not considered to be effective, additional mitigation was presented. Please also refer to Response 
B6-2 regarding the general approach to mitigation and Response B3-23 regarding a discus-
sion of the DPV1 project. 

Please see responses to Comment Set E5 regarding visual impacts of the project in the Kofa 
NWR and the methodology used for visual impact assessment.  

C28-3 Implementation of pre-construction surveys and monitoring during construction activities have 
been included as part of the project in order to identify the locations of sensitive and/or com-
mon species of wildlife that may be affected by the project. Avoidance of take of individuals 
of sensitive and/or listed species has been incorporated with these pre-construction surveys 
and monitoring. The locations of individuals will be identified during these surveys and through 
monitoring during the construction process. The goal of the measures is to avoid effects on 
these individuals, if possible. If avoidance is not possible, then individual animals may be 
relocated out of harm’s way. Considering the small size of the impact areas for most of the 
project components (individual transmission towers spaced at approximately 1,500-foot intervals), 
these individuals would only be relocated a short distance away from the construction zone.  

The actual impact areas where ground disturbance would occur for each of the project com-
ponents are relatively small considering the vast scope of this project and availability of adja-
cent habitat. Section B.2.2 (Table B-2) provides estimates of the potential disturbance for 
each of the Proposed Project components. The estimated area of temporary impact for each 
tower removal is 0.06 acres and the estimated area of permanent impact for each new tower 
installation is 0.29 acres. The estimated area of permanent impact for each new spur road 
(which will be constructed at 25 percent of new tower sites) is 14 feet wide by 200 feet 
long. The estimated temporary impact area for pulling and/or mile pulling/splicing site is approx-
imately 0.6 acres.  In those areas where the impacts are temporary, any animals that have been 
moved out of the construction zone would be able to move back into the areas after con-
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struction is completed and after the restoration effort has begun. Qualified biologists, who 
are familiar with the species in question and with experience in the relocation of these species, 
would be utilized to conduct the surveys, relocation, and monitoring. 

C28-4 Section D.2.2 of the biological resources environmental setting identifies that there is the poten-
tial for sensitive amphibians to be present in the Proposed Project area. However, as stated 
in that section, much of the project would be constructed in desert areas where there are 
limited existing water sources and there is a low potential to support amphibians. In areas 
that have a higher potential to support amphibians that require seasonal pools for repro-
duction, the implementation if APM B-16 (Conduct Pre-construction Surveys) would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels. Likewise, the roads that would be utilized 
during construction of the project are existing roads that are routinely accessed by various 
types of off-highway vehicles. The short-term use of the roads by equipment associated with 
project construction is not expected to create a significant increase in mortality of amphibians, 
if they are found to be present. 

C28-5 Please refer to Response A8-5. Disturbance of desert soils for new construction may have 
an impact on abiotic and biotic crusts if they occur in the areas where construction is scheduled 
to occur. As identified in Response C28-3, the area of ground disturbance for each of the 
areas that will be temporarily and permanently affected by construction are relatively small 
compared to the large extent of habitat in the geographic area. APM B-19 (Section D.2.5.2, 
Table D.2-6) and Mitigation Measure B-1a (Section D.2.6.1.1) require the preparation and 
implementation of a habitat restoration plan for all areas disturbed by construction.  

C28-6 Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona 
and project need. The CPUC Administrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through 
economic modeling during the Phase 1 General Proceeding (I.05-06-041). The Arizona Cor-
porations Commission in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. See 
also Response B3-4 regarding economic issues. 

Please see Response B8-4 regarding the New Conventional Generation Alternative. In addition, 
Distributed Generation is analyzed in Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Envi-
ronmental Justice is discussed in G.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Arizona electricity rates are set 
by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The comments regarding increased electricity 
rates in Arizona are not within the scope of the environmental review under NEPA or 
CEQA, but are within the jurisdiction of the ACC. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. 
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