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Responses to Comment Set C29 
Donald G. Begalke 
C29-1 Section I in the EIR/EIS discusses the public involvement and notification process used during 

the CEQA and NEPA process. As stated in the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR/EIS, 
the entire text of the Draft EIR/EIS was made available at 26 public repositories, on the 
CPUC and BLM project websites, and to anyone who requested a copy.  

The CPUC has jurisdiction over transmission line in California, and the BLM has jurisdiction 
on all federal BLM lands, in both California and Arizona. In addition, see Section A.3.3 for a 
discussion of the separate Arizona Corporation Commission approval process.  

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. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is a cooperating agency in the NEPA process and has 
provided comments on the Draft EIR/EIS (see Comment Set A18). As stated in Section A.3.5 
in Table A-4, the following USFWS permits would be required: Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility for the Kofa NWR; Right-of-Way Grant (crossing Kofa NWR and Coachella 
Valley NWR); Consultation for Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act; and Habitat Con-
servation Plans (Riverside County). 

Please refer to Section 3.1 (Information Provided During Draft EIR/EIS Comment Period) 
of this Final EIR/EIS for questions from the commenter and responses provided by the EIR/EIS 
team during the comment period. 

C29-2 As stated in the Notice of Availability, the entire text of the Draft EIR/EIS is available at 26 
public repositories, on the CPUC and BLM project websites, and to anyone who requests a 
copy. By definition, the Executive Summary of the EIR/EIS is an abbreviated summary of 
project impacts. It is intended to briefly summarize key issues, but it cannot present every 
issue contained in the EIR/EIS. 

The goal of the EIR/EIS is to disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed DPV2 
Project. The status of participation of the LADWP is described in Section B.2.4 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, but this agreement has no bearing on project impacts. Although LADWP would be 
required to acquire 30.7 percent ownership interest in DPV2, the application and construction 
of DPV2 is proposed by SCE. LADWP has not yet committed to participate in DPV2 and 
some issues still need to be resolved between LADWP and the CAISO so that SCE can 
construct the DPV2 project as proposed.  

The ACC process is independent of the CPUC and BLM proceedings (Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity/Right of Way Grant, respectively) to evaluate applications from 
SCE for the DPV2 Project. The environmental information included in the EIR/EIS may be 
useful to the Siting Committee or SCE in that proceeding, but this document was not pre-
pared for that purpose. Please also see Section 3.1 (Information Provided During Draft 
EIR/EIS Comment Period) of this Final EIR/EIS for questions by the commenter regarding 
the release of comments during the comment period. 
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Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are considered to be public, and are provided to any party 
requesting copies of them. While SCE would be able to read comments prior to the ACC 
hearings, other parties would also be able to read SCE comments. 

C29-3 The Arizona Public Service TS-5 Project, as discussed in Section B.2.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
is an independent project submitted by APS and the approval of the APS project does not 
affect DPV2. However, the TS-5 Project was included in Table F-1 (DPV2 Cumulative 
Project List) in Section F.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS and was evaluated by all 13 issue areas as a 
reasonably foreseeable project in the cumulative scenario [see Figure F-1a (Cumulative 
Projects in Maricopa) and Section F.3]. The EIR/EIS describes the status of the TS-5 Project, 
but questions regarding this status of the TS-5 Project would more appropriately be sub-
mitted to the ACC. 

C29-4 EIR/EIS preparers were not involved in preparation of the original EIS for DPV1 and have 
no information on the public involvement process completed during preparation of that doc-
ument. Section A.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS lists past documents in the project area. The Draft 
EIS was published in August 1978 and the Final EIS was published in February 1979. Both 
the Arizona and California State Clearinghouses were involved in the process. We have not 
found a docket/application number, but the number for the associated NRC PVNGS Final 
Environmental Statement is NUREG 75/078.  

C29-5 Section ES.1 is intended to be a brief background overview of the project. The decision of 
which DPV1 route was ultimately approved, and the process used for its approval, does not 
affect the environmental setting or impacts of the currently proposed DPV2 Project. Alterna-
tives to the Proposed Project were fully considered in the EIR/EIS, regardless of the actions 
taken in the previous approval process. 

C29-6 Section ES.1 is intended to be a brief background on the project and it does not affect the 
baseline setting or impacts of the Proposed Project. Regardless, page ES-2 has been modi-
fied as follows: 

The BLM approved the DPV2 project and the proposed route following completion of a 
Final Supplemental EIS (BLM, 1988) in compliance with NEPA, which included the 
route in Arizona, and issued a Record of Decision in 1989. 

C29-7 Please refer to General Response 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 
Corporations Commission in a separate proceeding will also be addressing project need. 
See also Response B3-4 regarding project economics. 

C29-8 Executive Summary Section ES.1.2.4 (page ES-8, paragraph 2, line 6) of the Draft 
EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The route would then turn southeast southwest crossing over I-10 again, and would con-
tinue across the Harquahala Plain through the northern end of the Eagletail Mountains 
until it would enter into La Paz County. 

In addition, page D.2-3 (paragraph 2, line 6) has been revised as follows: 
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The route would then turn southeast southwest crossing over I-10 again, and would con-
tinue across the Harquahala Plain through the northern end of the Eagletail Mountains 
until it would enter into La Paz County. 

C29-9 The Trans-West Express line is in the early planning and development stages, and is con-
sidered to be speculative at this time. Currently, it is not scheduled to be online until 2013 
(after the 2009 online date for DPV2). The exact route is still uncertain (the current pro-
posal would be a high voltage direct current line from eastern Wyoming, south through 
Colorado or Utah, with the endpoint in the Phoenix area). The goal of this project would be 
to provide additional electricity capacity in the Phoenix area. The Trans-West line is uncer-
tain at this time, and cannot be considered as an alternative to DPV2.  

Marketplace Substation is located in southern Nevada. Based on regional transmission maps, 
the EIR/EIS team is unaware of SCE having any transmission lines out of Marketplace 
Substation. The only transmission line out of Marketplace Substation is the LADWP/Western 
Area Power Administration Marketplace-Adelanto 500 kV line. 

One importing capability option would be to increase capacity on Moenkopi–El Dorado 500 kV 
line, but both SCE and the CAISO in the Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP) 
process have stated that this upgrade project would be an option as a project to be consid-
ered in the future to provide an incremental increase in the import capabilities, but it could 
not replace the 1,200 MW that SCE would receive with DPV2. 

C29-10 Please refer to the responses to Comment Set A16 regarding consideration of terrorism as 
an impact. The operation of the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS) would not 
change with implementation of the DPV2 Project. In addition, the Proposed Project route 
would terminate at the Harquahala Switchyard, approximately 14 miles northwest of PVNGS. 

C29-11 The ACC will have to consider the sufficiency of electric resources to adequately serve Arizona 
in the future. It is outside the scope of CEQA and NEPA to project the balance of load and 
resources into the future and as to whether there is future capacity in Arizona to be trans-
ported across the DPV2 line. Section A.2.2 is designed to give a reader an overall picture 
of electricity supply issues in the project area, and it is not intended to list all the power plants 
that SCE could contract with for purchase of electricity. Regardless, the section title has been 
changed to the following: 

Power Plant Construction Boom in Arizona Generation Resources in the Palo Verde 
(AZ) Area 

C29-12 Figure A-1 (Regional Transmission System) is a typical transmission system diagram. It is 
not intended to show exact geographical location, but rather it is designed to show schemat-
ically how the regional transmission system is interconnected. In transmission system fig-
ures, substations and power plants may be moved slightly to allow for improved readability 
of the transmission lines and interconnections. 

C29-13 The CPUC and BLM are fully aware that the DPV2 project must also be approved by the 
Arizona Corporation Commission. EIR/EIS Section A.3.3 (Arizona Corporation Commission 
Process) clearly describes the ACC process and states that the ACC in a separate proceeding 
will be addressing project need and impacts in Arizona.  



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

 

 
September 2006 C-107 Final EIR/EIS 

C29-14 The economic modeling by SCE includes the entire project in both California and Arizona. 
Please refer to General Responses GR-2 and GR-3 for a discussion of benefits to Arizona 
and project need, which are discussed in the EIR/EIS for informational purposes but are not 
required as part of the environmental impact analysis under CEQA and NEPA. In addition 
to the CPUC’s responsibility to identify project impacts, it must also determine project need 
and effects on SCE ratepayers in a separate and independent proceeding. The CPUC Admin-
istrative Law Judge is evaluating project need through economic modeling during the Phase 1 
General Proceeding (I.05-06-041). The Arizona Corporations Commission in a separate pro-
ceeding will also be addressing project need. See also Response B3-4 regarding economics. 

C29-15 Figure B-1 (Devers-Harquahala Portion: Harquahala to Colorado River Map) correctly depicts 
Tonopah as being approximately 11 miles east-northeast of Harquahala Generating Station 
and approximately 17 miles from PVNGS (as also stated in the text in Section B.2.2.1). 
Please refer to Response C29-12 regarding Figure A-1. Regardless, the text in Section B.2.2.1 
of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The Arizona portion of the Proposed Project would consist of 102 miles of 500 kV trans-
mission line between the Harquahala Generating Station switchyard (located near Winters-
burg and approximately 11 miles west-southwest of Tonopah, Maricopa County, approx-
imately 17 miles northwest of the PVNGS) to the Colorado River, as illustrated in Fig-
ure B 1. 

C29-16 SCE’s application to the ACC and the ACC hearings are independent of the EIR/EIS; events 
at ACC hearings are not part of the NEPA/CEQA process. The photograph of the DPV1 
tower presented on page B-11 is intended only to give the reader a general idea of the ter-
rain and setting of the area in Kofa NWR.  

The scar existing along Pipeline Road apparently results from the construction of natural gas 
pipelines through the Kofa NWR. Pipeline construction creates much more extensive ground 
disturbance than transmission lines, and leaves more obvious scars. However, Pipeline Road 
has provided an access road for construction of both utility types through the Refuge. If SCE’s 
actions to blade roads within Kofa are in violation of its permits, Refuge management (not 
BLM) will address this issue with SCE. See Comment Set A19 from the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service. 

It is not feasible to photograph and create simulations of every location along a linear project 
like DPV2, so locations are selected to represent views of each area. The visual resources 
analysis of the DPV2 project is presented in Sections D.3.2.1 and D.3.6.1. For the Pro-
posed Project, three key viewpoints were selected for detailed analysis along the Harqua-
hala to Kofa route segment. Existing conditions photographs and visual simulations for these 
three key viewpoints are presented as Figure D.3-2A/2B for the area north of I-10 near the 
Big Horn Mountains, Figure D.3-3A/3B for the I-10 crossing, and Figure D.3-4A/4B for 
the area north of the Eagletail Mountains. Within Kofa NWR (see Section D.3.2.2), Key 
Viewpoint 4 was established on Crystal Hill Road in the Refuge, approximately 4.8 miles 
east of U.S. 95 (see Figure D.3-5A). Viewing to the southeast toward the existing DPV1 
line (Towers A740 through A743) and the proposed route, this location was selected to char-
acterize the existing landscape along the route within Kofa NWR.  
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In Section D.3.2.3 for the area from Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River, three 
areas of potential visual sensitivity were selected for detailed analysis: (1) the crossing of 
U.S. 95 as viewed from the highway, (2) views in the vicinity of Copper Bottom Pass, an 
area popular with back country recreationists, and (3) views from the Colorado River. There-
fore, three KVPs were selected to represent the visual setting along this route segment. The 
location of each of these KVPs is shown on Figure D.3-1B. The results of the visual analysis 
are summarized in Appendix VR-1. These seven Key Viewpoints within Arizona, including 
one within Kofa NWR, represent the visual setting along the route and give a comprehensive 
view of the ROW and the DPV1 500 kV transmission line.  

C29-17 Please refer to Response C29-2. 

C29-18 Please refer to Response C29-3. 

C29-19 The EIR/EIS team is aware that there are concerns by Arizona citizens as to the sufficiency of 
resources in the future; this issue must be addressed by the ACC in its process. It is outside 
the scope of CEQA and NEPA to project the balance of load and resources into the future 
and as to whether there is future capacity in Arizona to be transported across the circuit. 
The transmission grid and system extends beyond state boundaries and substation endpoints 
and therefore the project could affect the southwest region beyond California and Arizona. 
Please refer to Response C29-11. 

C29-20 Please refer to C29-19. 

C29-21 As stated in Section 3.2.1.5 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Path 49 Upgrade Project 
as defined in the PEA does not qualify as an alternative to the proposed DPV2 project because 
some of the upgrades have already been implemented. The additional 505 MW capacity provided 
by the Path 49 Upgrade Project was considered by SCE and CAISO to be part of the system 
that exists as the baseline for measuring economic benefits derived from the addition of 1,200 
MW capacity that would occur with DPV2. It means that DPV2 would provide 1,200 MW in 
addition to, not as a substitute to, the 505 MW provided by the Path 49 Upgrade Project. 
Because the upgrades have already occurred is the reason that the alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration as an alternative to the Proposed Project during the screening process. 

C29-22 Please refer to Response C29-12 regarding Figure A-1. Please refer to Response B6-5 dis-
cussing how the EIR/EIS analyzed a “reasonable range of alternatives.” The suggestions 
made in this comment involve large regional projects and are beyond the scope of the analysis 
completed in this EIR/EIS. 

C29-23 As discussed in Section 4.2.8 of Appendix 1 (see also Section C.5.2.5) of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
the SCE South of Blythe Alternative (which would have affected the Cibola National Wild-
life Refuge) was eliminated from full consideration in the EIR/EIS due to much greater visual, 
land use, biological resources, recreation, and cultural resources impacts than the Proposed 
Project (including in the Cibola NWR).  

The DPV2 crossing of the Colorado River would occur at the same location as the existing 
DPV1 crossing of the river. As such, the visual and recreational impacts of DPV1 already 
exist, and DPV2 would create additional incremental impacts. EIR/EIS analysis of wilderness 
and recreation is presented in Section D.5.6.3 (Kofa NWR to Colorado River) and Section 
D.5.6.4 [Palo Verde Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint Substation)]. These sections discuss 
the impacts to wilderness and recreation in the Colorado River area.  
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C29-24 The commenter is correct that cost is not an issue within the scope of CEQA or NEPA. The 
New Conventional Generation Alternative (Sections C.5.5.1 and Section 4.5.1 of Appendix 1) 
would not satisfy the following project objectives: adding transmission import capability into 
California and providing access to low-cost energy, providing additional transmission infrastruc-
ture, and improving the reliability and flexibility of the region’s transmission system. 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. Therefore, the new generation alter-
native was eliminated from full evaluation in the EIR/EIS because it does not meet the project’s 
objectives, not for economic reasons.  

C29-25 As described in Section D.2.1, in addition to literature review, a team of biologists surveyed 
the California and Arizona portion of the proposed DPV2 route. In addition to performing 
an overview survey of the entire length of the proposed route, each tower site and spur road 
where disturbance would occur was surveyed. The use of aerial maps at a scale of 1 inch to 500 
feet (much more detailed than those presented in the EIR/EIS Appendix 10) as well as staked 
locations were utilized to identify project area location. At each site, a data sheet was com-
pleted that included the following information. site name, observer, date, UTM coordinates, 
photo number, plant and wildlife species observed, site description, and threatened, endangered, 
and/or special status species concerns. Vegetation types were classified and described. The 
general project area was also surveyed in 2002 and 2003 by EPG and the results of these 
surveys were used as a general reference in this section. 

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 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 sur-
veys for listed plant species).  

Specific requirements for construction and operation of the DPV2 Project through the Kofa 
NWR will be established by the Refuge managers if a permit is issued to SCE for this project. 

C29-26 Please see Response C29-16. For the Proposed Project, three key viewpoints were selected 
for detailed analysis along the Harquahala to Kofa route segment. Discussions of these view-
points are presented in sections D.3.2.1 (Environmental Setting) and D.3.6.1 (Environ-
mental Impacts). Existing conditions photographs and visual simulations for these three key 
viewpoints are presented as Figure D.3-2A/2B for the area north of I-10 near the Big Horn 
Mountains, Figure D.3-3A/3B for the I-10 crossing, and Figure D.3-4A/4B for the area 
north of the Eagletail Mountains. 

C29-27 Comment noted. Please refer to Response B1-2. 

C29-28 The selection of a simulation location in the Harquahala Valley were determined as follows. 
Turning north on Salome Highway from Courthouse Road, views of the project would be 
very brief given that the route crosses Salome Highway to the east (beyond the primary cone 
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of vision of northbound travelers) just north of Courthouse Road. From that point north 
views are primarily directed to the west to north across the Harquahala Plain. In contrast, 
southbound views of the project are available for an extended distance as the road gradually 
converges on the route crossing of the highway. Please see responses to Comments C29-16 
and C29-29 regarding the process used for selection of simulation locations. 

C29-29 This comment suggests that additional viewpoints and simulations are needed to adequately 
asses visual impacts in the Harquahala to Kofa region. Additional viewpoints and simulations 
can always provide greater differentiation of impacts. But with an infinite number of possible 
viewing locations available, it is essential to identify a reasonable number of viewpoints that 
can be representative of the broader viewing opportunities. In this case, four key viewpoints 
were established for the Proposed Project in the Harquahala to Kofa region. An additional 
key viewpoint was established on Salome Highway for the Palo Verde Alternative. An addi-
tional key viewpoint was established on BLM access Road YE013 to Courthouse Rock for 
the Harquahala West Alternative. And a key viewpoint was established on southbound Salome 
Highway for the Harquahala Switchyard Alternative. In each case, the viewpoint was selected 
to represent additional, similar views in the area. The selection of seven key viewpoints to 
evaluate the Proposed Project and alternatives was and is considered adequate to address the 
project’s potential visual impacts. The I-10 key viewpoint (KVP 2) near the west crossing 
was selected over the east crossing (near Burnt Mountain) because more towers are visible 
in the primary cone of vision of westbound travelers approaching the west crossing and the 
views of the west crossing are of longer duration compared to the east crossing. 

C29-30 Please see Section I of the Final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the public involvement process 
and information provided during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period. The commenter’s 
opposition to the Proposed Project has been noted. 

C29-31 Please refer to Response B6-5 discussing why the EIR/EIS analyzed a “reasonable range of 
alternatives.” The commenter’s opposition to the Harquahala-West Alternative has been noted, 
and is consistent with the conclusions of the EIR/EIS.  

The history regarding selection of the DPV1 does not affect the baseline setting or impacts of 
the currently Proposed Project. The construction of DPV1 did create a transmission corridor, 
and provides already disturbed access roads. Regardless, the fact that an alternative was not 
selected in the DPV1 process does not mean that it would not be a feasible or environmen-
tally preferred alternative for the Proposed Project at this time. Section D.6.8.1 of the EIR/EIS 
discusses the agricultural impacts that would result from construction of the Harquahala-
West Alternative. Section E.2.1.1 (Proposed Project vs. Alternatives Near Palo Verde Nuclear 
Generating Station) concludes that the Harquahala-West Alternative was not found to be envi-
ronmentally superior/preferable.  

C29-32 Figure Ap.1-1a (Palo Verde Hub Configuration Scenarios) is a transmission system diagram 
similar to Figure A-1. Please see Response C29-12. 

C29-33 Please refer to Responses A8-9 and E1-116 regarding tower height tables in Appendix 3. 
Arizona tower heights are included as part of the Devers-Harquahala route. SCE has not 
provided this data to the EIR/EIS team; however, even if tower heights cannot be matched 
exactly for each tower, the range of heights in the area is approximately 10 feet, which would 
not change the impact analysis. 
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C29-34 The aerial photos used in Appendix 10 are referenced using “sheet” rather than “page” and thus 
Appendix 10 contains Sheet 1 (of 39) though Sheet 39 for Devers-Harquahala and Sheet 1 
(of 20) through Sheet 20 for West of Devers.  

The aerial photos in Appendix 10 were taken long after construction of the DPV1 project; 
in fact, the individual DPV1 towers and access roads can be seen when the photos are enlarged 
and viewed on a computer monitor. The disturbance created by construction of DPV1 is 
part of the environmental baseline at this time, and while the EIS/EIR does not re-consider 
the impacts of that existing project, it does present mitigation measures to reduce the impacts 
associated with the newly proposed DPV2 project. 

C29-35 The tower numbers presented in Appendix 10 came from engineering diagrams provided by 
SCE. SCE has not provided the data that would allow us to present the specific number shown 
on each tower number on these maps. Please see Response C29-33. BLM does not have enforce-
ment authority within the Kofa NWR. 

C29-36 The photographs provided by the commenter have been noted. Please refer to Response 
C29-16 and C29-19 regarding the infeasibility of providing photos and simulations at all points 
along the 300-mile project route. 

 

 


