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Responses to Comment Set E4 
Southern California Edison Company 
E4-1 SCE’s preference for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative has been noted. 

E4-2 SCE’s preference for the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative has been noted.  Please refer to 
Comment Set A15 for comments submitted by the U.S.D.A. San Bernardino National Forest, 
which states the Forest’s intent to issue permits and amend/issue an easement based on 
SBNF requirements.  The National Forest is a cooperating agency and BLM is working with 
them to resolve any concerns regarding this alternative.  Section C.4.3.1 (page C-24 of the 
EIR/EIS) has been modified as follows: 

While a portion of the corridor is within traverses a designated wilderness area, the 
SCE transmission corridor was specifically excluded from wilderness by Congress (see 
detail in Section 4.3.1 in Appendix 1). 

E4-3 BLM believes that the easement along the northern end of the Potrero ACEC is on its land.  
If necessary, SCE can contact BLM Realty staff to further discuss the matter. 

E4-4 SCE’s opposition to the Alligator Rock–North of Desert Center Alternative has been noted.  
The proposed DPV2 route in the Alligator Rock Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) area, as well as most of the North of Desert Center Alternative, would be located 
on BLM land.  Therefore, the decision regarding which of the Alligator Rock area alternatives 
to implement will be made by the BLM based on the requirements of federal and state laws 
and regulations, BLM’s resource values and BLM-management guidelines.   

The information that SCE submitted with this comment has been reviewed and considered, 
but the conclusion regarding the North of Desert Center Alternative has not been changed.  
The following points respond to the four bullets presented as comments on Section ES 1.1: 

• Bullet 1: “The route crosses both BLM land and private land.” This statement is correct. 

• Bullet 2: “The cost to construct 12 miles of new access roads along the reroute.”  The 
EIR/EIS does not consider cost as a major consideration in comparison of alternatives, 
as long as the alternatives are found to be feasible.  Cost is a factor that can be 
considered by the CPUC and the BLM in their decision processes. 

• Bullets 3 and 4: “The annual costs to maintain the additional 12 miles of new access 
roads” and “ … costs to patrol a separate … corridor.”  As stated above, the EIR/EIS 
focuses on environmental impacts, rather than costs.  The EIR/EIS analysis considered 
the requirement for new access roads and weighed that impact against the additional 
disturbance within the ACEC and concluded that avoidance of the ACEC was a priority. 

The other issues raised by SCE in this comment, and responses to each, are as follows: 

• SCE states that the proposed DPV2 route would minimize biological impacts because it 
would use existing access roads.  While it is correct that the North of Desert Center 
Alternative would require construction of new access roads, these roads would be 
through lower quality desert tortoise habitat.  With the alternative, no new construction 
within the ACEC, where biological resources are highly valued, would occur. 
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• SCE states that the DPV2 tower locations were chosen at the time of construction of 
DPV1 to avoid cultural resources.  While the tower locations may minimize impacts to 
cultural resources, impacts would still occur within the ACEC which was created 
primarily to protect the highly valuable cultural resources of the area.  Avoidance of all 
new construction within the ACEC is the best way to protect remaining resources. 

• SCE states that wilderness impacts are “mitigated” by the presence of the existing DPV1 
line.  EIR/EIS Section D.5.6, under Impact WR-2 (Operation would change the character 
of a recreation or wilderness area, diminishing its recreational value), the impact conclu-
sion states the following: “The existing DPV1 transmission line has already introduced an 
industrial land use across the ACECs [Chuckwalla Valley Dune Thicket ACEC and Alli-
gator Rock ACEC]. While the Proposed Project would not introduce a new industrial 
use across an undeveloped recreational resource, it would intensify the industrial nature 
of the ROW through the construction and operation of new towers and spur roads across 
the ACECs.”  As a result, the impact to recreation and wilderness is considered to be sig-
nificant and unmitigable. 

• SCE states that visual impacts associated with the North of Desert Center route are 
significantly greater due to two crossings of the I-10 required by that alternative. This 
conclusion is not supported by the analysis in the EIR/EIS. In Visual Resources Section 
D.3.8.5, the visual impact of the alternative is evaluated in Impact V-37 (Inconsistency 
with Interim BLM VRM Class III management objectives due to the introduction of struc-
ture contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewing the Chuck-
walla Mountains from Key Viewpoint 31 on southbound Kaiser Road, north of Desert 
Center).  This impact is found to be significant and unmitigable (Class I).  In the analysis 
of the Proposed Project through the ACEC, Impact V-15 considers the “Inconsistency 
with Interim BLM VRM Class II management objective due to increased structure con-
trast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key View-
point 10 in the Alligator Rock ACEC.”  This impact is also found to be significant and 
unmitigable (Class I).  Nothing in the EIR/EIS provides a means by which one of these 
significant impacts can be found to be more significant than the other.   

• SCE states that Table E-2 shows four environmental issues preferred for the proposed 
DPV2 route as compared with three issues preferred for the North of Desert Center Alter-
native.  Counting environmental issue areas is not an accurate way to compare impacts.  
Impacts to biological and cultural resources are by far the most important in this area, 
because those are the values protected by the ACEC. 

In conclusion, the EIR/EIS finds the Alligator Rock–North of Desert Center Alternative to be 
environmentally superior because it would minimize important biological, cultural, and wil-
derness area impacts within the ACEC, even though it would be closer to populated areas 
and would require two crossings of the I-10.  However, as noted in EIR/EIS Section E.1.3, 
although this EIR/EIS identifies an environmentally superior alternative, it is possible that 
the CPUC and BLM decisionmakers could balance the importance of each impact area — or of 
the costs of alternatives — differently and reach a different conclusion. 

E4-5 This comment suggests that reconfiguration of towers through the Alligator Rock Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) could reduce adverse effects of construction of the 
Proposed Project on cultural resources.  Specifically, the letter states that “SCE is propos-
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ing that only [emphasis added] type EHT-S towers will be used for suspension purposes on the 
proposed DPV-2 T/L within the Alligator Rock ACEC.  The exclusive use of type EHT-S 
suspension towers and typical dead-end and angle suspension towers through Alligator Rock 
ACEC will significantly reduce the potential for tower failure… therefore reducing the esti-
mated APE for DPV-2 towers in the Alligator Rock ACEC to a 150 ft radius tower pad; an 
area roughly 1.76 acres in size”. 

There appears to be some confusion about the analysis and assessment presented in the com-
ment.  The comment states that EHT-S suspension towers will be used exclusively [emphasis 
added] through the ACEC.  However, further clarification received from SCE on August 22, 
2006 (email from Gary Dudley, SCE to Susan Lee, Aspen) states that “SCE has proposed 
that only the Type EMT suspension towers  originally proposed for use in the Alligator Rock 
area would be replaced with Type EHT-S suspension towers.  Only 2 of the 25 proposed 
DPV#2 towers within the ACEC are Type EMT towers.”  In fact, Table 1 of the comment 
shows that the majority of the suspension towers will be Type EMS. 

The comment also implies that the new configuration of towers will greatly reduce the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) from that analyzed in the DEIR/DEIS.  The comment suggests 
that the APE for each tower will be reduced from 11.5 acres to 1.76 acres (a 150 ft radius).  
This 11.5 acre APE is based on actual disturbance that occurred around a Type EMT 
suspension tower in the Alligator Rock ACEC when it failed on 1 July, 2006 (after the 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS was completed).  The impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS 
is based on an average 200 ft radius around each tower site.  The Draft EIR/EIS impact 
analysis is not based on an 11.5 acre APE for towers because the analysis did not consider 
the consequences and impacts of rare and unforeseeable tower failure.  Therefore, the letter’s 
implication that the APE will be greatly reduced by the use of Type EHT-S towers is exag-
gerated and faulty. 

Finally, even if the actual construction impacts around each tower are reduced to 150 ft 
from the 200 ft analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS, the impact analysis and mitigation measures 
are unchanged.  The Draft EIR/EIS assumes that most, if not all direct impacts to sensitive 
cultural resources within the Alligator Rock ACEC, and specifically those in the North 
Chuckwalla Mountains Quarry and Rock Art National Register districts will be avoided by 
careful siting of tower locations, stub roads, and access roads, as well as exclusionary 
fencing and construction monitoring.  Only if avoidance is not feasible would other mea-
sures, such as NRHP evaluation and data-recovery investigations, be needed and warranted.  
The measures proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS to avoid direct impacts of the Proposed 
Project do not differ from those in the comment letter.  Therefore, the conclusions reached 
in the Draft EIS/DEIR remain unchanged. 

E4-6 The description of the Harquahala Mountain Communications site in Section B.3.6.1 has 
been modified so it is consistent with the revised description provided by SCE.  The con-
clusions of significant (Class I) impacts in Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, and Wil-
derness/Recreation have not been changed because the site changes did not substantially 
reduce impacts in these areas.  

It is noted that the submittal by SCE (on pages 5 and 6) addresses potential alternatives to 
use of the Harquahala Mountain site, and explains why these other sites would not function 
adequately.   
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E4-7 Information about the helipad relocation site and the associated figure (Figure B-17a in the 
Final EIR/EIS) has been added to Section B.3.4.1 (Devers Substation) as follows: 

In addition, SCE proposes to relocate a helipad that is currently located on SCE Devers 
Substation property (see Figure B-17a).  SCE has stated that the relocation is necessary 
to make room for the addition of equipment for the DPV2 Project.  The heliport reloca-
tion sites would include a maximum of 150 feet by 150 feet concrete pad, a 3-foot high 
wire fence, and a 250-foot service road (12 feet wide) from Devers Substation to the site.   

The text in Section 4.3.1 regarding the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative and the proposed 
helipad relocation has been modified as follows: 

The relocation of the helipad at Devers Substation would also be required for this 
alternative.  The relocation site is depicted on Figure B-17a.As shown in Figure Ap.1 9, 
construction of this alternative would require the expansion of the Devers Substation to 
the northeast, into an area already owned by SCE and currently disturbed, but not graveled. 
SCE estimates that approximately 24 acres would be required at Devers Substation to 
accommodate the new 500 kV interconnection and related equipment. Approximately 12 
acres would be required to accommodate the extension of the new 500 kV inter-
connection and approximately 12 acres would be needed for the relocation of the 
heliport. Air Operations personnel is currently in the process of evaluating the relocation of 
the heliport and details of the relocation will be available after this study is complete. 

E4-8 Information about the results of cultural resources surveys for the proposed helipad have 
been incorporated in the Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation sections (Section 
D.7.2.7 on page D.7-20 and Section D.7.6.7 on pages D.7-70 to D.7-72).  The following 
new subsection has been added to Section D.7.2.7: 

Devers Substation 

One cultural resource was identified within a 40 acre area being considered for use as a 
replacement helipad and service road.  This cluster of five discrete historical refuse scatters 
has not been formally recorded or evaluated for NRHP eligibility (Eckhardt, 2006). 

Impact C-1 (Construction of the project could cause an adverse change to known historic 
properties) in Section D.7.6.7 has been modified as follows: 

There are three known prehistoric sites located within this segment and one newly dis-
covered historical site at the Devers Substation (Table D.7-15)… 

...Four additional sites (CA-RIV-164T, CA-RIV-53T(b), P-33-13561, and P-33-13569) 
were located near the APE of this segment of the Proposed Project but were not within 
designated APEs. All four of these sites appear to be ineligible for NRHP listing. 
Lastly, a newly discovered cluster of historical refuse scatters occurs within a 40-acre 
area in which a new helipad and service road will be sited at the Devers Substation.  
This site has neither been formally recorded nor evaluated for NRHP-eligibility.  None-
theless, direct impacts would be avoided by implementation of Mitigation Measures C-1b 
(Avoid and protect potentially significant resources), C-1e (Monitor construction), and 
C-1f (Train construction personnel). 
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E4-9 Sections D.2.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes the potential occurrence of the Coachella 
Valley milkvetch (page D.2-66), desert tortoise (page D.2-67), and Coachella Valley fringe-
toed lizards (page D.2-67) in the areas adjacent to the Devers Substation. The information 
provided in the Devers Substation Habitat Assessment – Biological Site Assessment Report 
(prepared by TRC Essex and dated August 10, 2006) regarding the potential occurrence of 
these species near the Devers Substation is consistent with the information reported in the 
Draft EIR/EIS.   

Section D.2.5.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides the Applicant Proposed Measures that are 
related to the protection of listed plants and wildlife species.  Many of these measures 
generally address the protection of listed and sensitive plants and wildlife (APM’s B-2, B-3, 
B-12, B-16 through B-18,  B-26, and B-33) but there are also measures designed to 
specifically address and protect the Coachella Valley milkvetch (APM’s B-26 and B-33), 
desert tortoise (APM’s B-27 through B-32 and B-35), and Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard (APM’s B-26, B-33, and B-36). 

Section D.2.6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIR describes the impacts of transmission line construction 
on the biological resources.  Section D.2.6.1.6 specifically addresses the impacts on threatened 
and endangered species.  Impact B-6 on page D.2-120 begins the discussion of the indirect 
or direct loss of listed plants that may result from project implementation. The potential 
impacts to Coachella valley milkvetch in the segment between the Cactus City Rest Area 
and Devers Substation are specifically addressed on page D.2-122.  Mitigation Measure B-6a 
(Develop a transplanting plan) will be implemented to provide additional protection for this 
species and other listed and sensitive plant species.  

Impact B-7 on page D.2-124 begins the discussion of indirect or direct loss of listed wildlife 
or habitat that may result from project implementation. The discussion of potential impacts 
on the desert tortoise in the Cactus City Rest Area to Devers Substation segment is 
described on page D.2-128.  Mitigation Measures B-7b (Pre-construction surveys) and B-7c 
(Purchase of mitigation lands) will be implemented to provide additional protection for this 
species. In addition, Mitigation Measure B-1a (Prepare and implement a Habitat Restoration/
Compensation plan) will also be implemented to restore habitat for the tortoise. 

The potential impacts of the project on the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard are discussed 
under Impact B-7 on pages D.2-131 and D.2-132.  Mitigation Measure B-7d (Purchase mitiga-
tion lands for Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard) will be implemented to provide addi-
tional protection for this species. 


