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Addition to E1-75 
 

New r/w State APN/Section # Property Owner Comments
AG AG AG AG

3.28 Acres CA T3S, R3E; Section 12 BLM Need additional 130' of r/w
8.28 Acres CA T3S, R3E; Section 20 BLM Need additional 130' of r/w
12.5 acres CA 528-240-001 Rippco, East Hampton NY Need additional 330' of r/w
2.5 acres CA 528-230-001 Mehnaz & Iqbal Ehmed Need additional 330' of r/w

1.21 acres CA 421-140-018 William McCauley Need additional 40' of r/w

4.64 acres
CA T4S, R2W; Section 22

427-180-004
USA 427 (BLM) Need additional 140' r/w

0.83 acres CA 872-080-014 Velasco Salvador & Guadalupe R Need additional 170' r/w

2.34 acres CA 879-130-021 FHEA Need additional 170' r/w

6.89 acres
AZ T3N,R11W section 28 Southwestern Agricultural Svc. Inc. 

Southwestern Agricultural Svc./Water Bank
Need additional 130' of r/w

10 acres AZ T3N,R11W section 28 St. of Arizona Dept of Transportaion Need additional 170' of r/w
26.8 acres AZ T3N,R11W section 21 & 22 Arizona State Of / Arizona Highway Dept. Need additional 170' of r/w
41.2 acres AZ T3N,R10W section 21 & 22 Unassessed Need additional 170' of r/w
0.59 Acres AZ T2N,R8W section 2 Unassessed California Aqueduct crossing
21.89 Acres AZ T2N,R8W section 36 Unassessed Need additional 170' of r/w
21.20 Acres AZ T1S,R7W section 2 Unassessed Need additional 170' of r/w
20.6 acres AZ 506-30-024A Giora & Arlene Ben-Horin Need additional 170' r/w
5.15 acres AZ 506-30-012B Four Hundred Eighty Third & Thomas 40 LLC Need additional 170' r/w
5.15 Acres AZ 506-30-012C Linda A Booker Need additional 170' r/w
10.3 acres AZ 506-30-010 L Mill Iron Ranch, LLC Need additional 170' r/w
3.4 Acres AZ 506-31-014F A&M Partnership Need additional 170' r/w
3.86 Acres AZ 506-31-014G AA American Development Corp. & Kataria Need additional 170' r/w

28.25 Acres

AZ 506-31-014C
506-31-013
506-31-007F
506-31-008B

Flood Control District of Maricopa County Need additional 170' r/w

5.15 Acres
AZ 506-31-010E

506-31-010F
Subhash & Kamlesh Kataria Need additional 170' r/w

10.3 Acres AZ 506-31-006B Demuro Properties Need additional 170' r/w
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Responses to Comment Set E1 
Southern California Edison Company 
E1-1 Executive Summary Section ES.1 (page ES-1, paragraph 1, line 7) of the Draft EIR/EIS 

has been corrected as follows: 

Forty miles of 230 kV transmission line from Devers Substation to San Bernardino Junction 
at the western end of San Timoteo Canyon would be reconfigured and two separate 230 
kV corridors, from San Bernardino Junction to SCE's Mountain View San Bernardino 
Substation and from San Bernardino Junction to SCE's Vista Substation would be recon-
ductored (see Figure ES-1).  

E1-2 Executive Summary Section ES.1 (page ES-2, paragraph 4, line 4) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has not been changed as requested because it was an accurate statement regarding the content 
of SCE’s objectives. The sentence has been modified as follows: 

However, because the project is designed to provide economic benefits and it is not primarily 
a reliability enhancement project, SCE did not present a specific project objective related 
to the date of project operation. 

E1-3 Executive Summary Section ES.1.2.3 (page ES-7, bullet 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

• Construction of a 500 kV shunt line reactor bank, a static VAR compensator and 
two shunt capacitors and associated disconnect switches within Devers Substation.   

E1-4 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. 

E1-5 As discussed in Section 4.2.3 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Harquahala Junction 
Switchyard Alternative would eliminate 5 miles of temporary and permanent impacts associated 
with the construction of a 500 kV transmission line between the Harquahala Generating 
Station and Harquahala Junction. In addition, this alternative could also defer or eliminate 
the need for APS to build roughly 14.7 miles of new 500 kV line for the TS-5 Project along 
the existing DPV1 alignment between Harquahala Junction and the PVNGS or Arlington 
Power Plant. Therefore, in total the alternative would indeed eliminate or defer the need for 
almost 20 total miles of new 500 kV transmission line segments. To clarify this discussion, 
Executive Summary Section ES.2.2.1 (page ES-19, paragraph 1, line 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows: 

Rationale for Full Analysis. This alternative would meet project objectives and would 
be feasible. This alternative would eliminate or defer the need for almost 20 total miles 
of new 500 kV transmission line segments (5 miles of the Proposed Project from Har-
quahala Junction to the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard would be eliminated 
and 14.7 miles of the TS-5 Project 500 kV line between Harquahala Junction and the 
PVNGS or Duke Arlington Power Plant could be deferred). 
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E1-6 Please see Comment Set A15 from the San Bernardino National Forest.  The Forest’s comments 
(Comment A15-3) clarify that the Scenic Integrity Objective for the portion of the Devers-
Valley No. 2 Alternative that passes through the SBNF is within an area that should have 
been designated as HIGH and not VERY HIGH by the 2005 adopted SBNF South Land Man-
agement Plan (LMP).  However, at the time that the Draft EIR/EIS was prepared, lands 
within SBNF that would be crossed by the Devers-Valley No. 2 (D-V2) Alternative were 
assigned a VERY HIGH Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO).  The LMP is the policy document 
that guides development within the SBNF.  The SBNF in its Comment A15-3 states its intention 
to modify the SIO by correcting the SIO map.  However, until that time, the Devers-Valley 
No. 2 Alternative must be assessed for consistency with the SBNF South LMP based on the 
existing SIO as discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS Section D.3 in Table D.3-10 and on pages 
D.3-213 and D.3-214.   

Table D.3-10 in Section D.3.9.1 under Policy Consistency Analysis in the EIR/EIS has been 
modified to include the following note on the row discussing the U.S. Forest Service San 
Bernardino National Forest: 

E1-7 Executive Summary Section ES.2.2.3 (page ES-21, paragraph 1, line 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows: 

Description. The Desert Southwest Transmission Line Project (DSWTP) Final EIS/EIR, 
published by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) and BLM in October 2005, analyzes 
a proposed new 118-mile 500 kV line between Blythe and SCE’s Devers Substation 
(see Figure ES-32). 

E1-8 The text has been clarified to state that SCE has not previously installed long distances of 
underground 230 kV line.  However, as not to give the impression that undergrounding of 
230 kV lines is not technically feasible, projects by PG&E and SDG&E with longer 230 kV 
underground segments have also been mentioned.  Executive Summary Section ES.2.3.3 
(page ES-30, paragraph 2, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Undergrounding a 230 kV line for the West of Devers segment would be feasible. and 
has been completed by SCE currently has about one circuit-mile of underground 230 kV 
line within its system.  Other utilities have longer segments of underground 230 kV lines 
within their systems [e.g., Pacific Gas and Electric for the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Trans-
mission Project (23.5 miles) and the Tri-Valley Capacity Increase Project (11.8 miles), 
and by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) for the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agree-
ment Transmission Project (10 miles)];.  Hhowever, each circuit would require a 3-foot-wide 
continuous trench creating much greater construction and habitat disturbance impacts than 
with the overhead Proposed Project. 

E1-9 Executive Summary Section ES.3 (page ES-33, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

Using the 4 percent benchmark, SCE has incorporated low-cost and no-cost measures 
to reduce magnetic field levels near schools along the proposed route (including deeper 
burial of underground lines combining several existing 230 kV circuits onto double-
circuit transmission line structures and changing phase configuration). There are addi-
tional potential measures for reducing magnetic fields, mostly beyond the no-cost/low-
cost parameters (including increasing distance from conductors, reducing conductor spac-



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

 

 
October 2006  E-45 Final EIR/EIS 

ing, converting single-phase to split-phase circuits, or placing proposed transmission lines 
underground and minimizing current), which are described for the benefit of the public 
and decision-makers in reviewing the Proposed Project. 

E1-10 The two statements referenced actually say the same thing, using different wording, so there 
is no inconsistency.  Regardless, for clarity, Executive Summary Section ES.4.3.2 (page 
ES-41, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

SCE Palo Verde Alternative.  This alternative would avoid rural residences that would 
be impacted by the Proposed Project, thereby creating less than no significant impacts 
to existing land uses. No mitigation measures would be implemented for the alternative.  

Executive Summary Section ES.4.3.2 (page ES-41, paragraph 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has 
been modified as follows: 

Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative. Similar to the SCE Palo Verde Alterna-
tive, the Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative would avoid rural residences that would 
be impacted by the Proposed Project. Less than No significant impacts to existing land 
uses would occur, and no mitigation measures would be implemented.  

E1-11 Section ES.4.6.1 (page ES-45) of the Draft EIR/EIS has not been modified because it is 
correct.  Executive Summary Section ES.5.2.2 (page ES-63, bullet 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has 
been modified as follows to clarify the apparent inconsistency: 

• Construction of the project could would cause an adverse change to known historic 
properties if they cannot be protected from direct construction and operational impacts. 

E1-12 Executive Summary Section ES.4.10.2 (page ES-53, last paragraph) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been corrected as follows: 

Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative.  The Devers-Valley No. 32 Alternative would result 
in greater levels of daily NOx and CO construction emissions within the SCAB compared 
to the Proposed Project. 

E1-13 Section A.1.1 (page A-2, paragraph 3, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

After construction of the DPV1 line, applications to construct the Devers–Palo Verde 
Harquahala No. 2 500 kV (DPV2) line between Devers Substation and PVNGS were 
submitted by SCE in 1985. 

E1-14 Section A.2.1 (page A-7, paragraph 2, 4th bullet) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as suggested: 

• Provide increased reliability of supply, insurance value against extreme events, and 
flexibility in operating the Southwest’s California’s transmission grid.  

E1-15 Section A.2.1 (page A-7, last paragraph, last sentence) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been mod-
ified as suggested: 

The Southwest Transmission Expansion Planning (STEP)3 working group independently 
concluded a similar magnitude of generation is available for import into California.  
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E1-16 Section A.2.1 (page A-9, paragraph 1, line 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
suggested: 

The Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) transmission system is an interstate 
regional system (including northwestern Mexico and 2 western Canadian provinces)… 

E1-17 Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 2, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
suggested: 

The import path paths to southern California (east of the Colorado River, or EOR) are 
currently constrained to is rated at 8,055 MW roughly 7,550 MW by the existing 
system and the existing 500 kV DPV1 line is allocated 1,800 MW carries about 1,950 
MW. 

E1-18 Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 1, line 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

The primary forum for regional transmission planning in this region, the southwest is called 
Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP). STEP is a sub-regional planning group 
for transmission and generation stakeholders in Arizona, Nevada, and southern California.  

E1-19 Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The current STEP recommendations include many “short-term” upgrades in California and 
Arizona. Some were approved by the CAISO board in June 2004. These include upgrades to 
increase the capacity on the Hassayampa–North Gila–Imperial Valley line (SWPL) and increase 
the capacity of the existing DPV1 500 kV line. Additional short-term upgrades in Arizona could 
be used to bring the combined capacity of the import paths (east of the Colorado River) from 
the present 7,550 MW to 9,000 MW using a plan called EOR (East of River) 9000. 

E1-20 Section A.2.2 (page A-10, paragraph 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

STEP also envisions longer mid-term upgrades such as new 230 kV and 500 kV lines 
between Arizona and California and a line into San Diego. 

E1-21 Section B.2.2 (page B-9, Table B-1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 
 

Table B-1.  Proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Transmission 
Line Summary  

New Permanent Area Occupied (acres)  
Telecommunications 0.8 0.25 
Total 107.1 106.5 

E1-22 Section B.2.2 (page B-9, Table B-1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows:  
 

Table B-1.  Proposed Devers-Harquahala 500 kV Transmission 
Line Summary  

New Temporary Area Occupied (acres)  
Telecommunications (optical repeater) 2.0 0.125 
Total 839.6 837.7 
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E1-23 Section B.2.2 (page B-10, Table B-2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows:   
 

Table B-2.  Proposed West of Devers 230 kV Upgrade Summary 
Total number of new structures to be installed 173 182 
Area affected by new structure installation 50.2 52.8 acres (permanent) 

E1-24 Section B.2.3 (page B-13, paragraph 1, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

In addition to the Devers Substation to Harquahala Substation component, the Proposed 
Project would include improvements to the west of Devers Substation 230 kV system. 

E1-25 Section B.2.3.1 (page B-14, paragraph 3, bullet 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been updated 
with information provided by SCE as follows: 

• Constructing a new 40-mile, double-circuit 230 kV transmission line within the 
existing ROW, which includes approximately 157 166 new structures and a new 
OPGW. 

E1-26 Please refer to Response E1-25. 

E1-27 The following sentence has been added to Section B.2.3.2 (page B-17, paragraph 1, line 5) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

The San Bernardino Junction to San Bernardino Substation portion of the Proposed Project 
would consist of reconductoring one circuit on each of the two existing 3.4-mile, double-
circuit 230 kV lattice steel tower lines. The existing fiber optic cable would be replaced 
with a new OPGW.  Detailed maps of this segment are presented in Appendix 10.   

E1-28 The following sentence has been added to Section B.2.3.3 (page B-17, paragraph 1, last line) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

The reconductoring will require the replacement of approximately 14 structures and one 
inter-set structure.  In addition, the existing fiber optic cable would be replaced with a new 
OPGW. 

E1-29 Section B.2.4 (page B-19, last paragraph) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been updated with 
information from SCE as follows: 

LADWP has not yet committed to participate in DPV2; however, SCE stated on April 
14, 2006 that it believes that the parties are close to finalizing an agreement that would 
provide for SCE's construction of DPV2 as proposed. Although most of the outstanding 
issues have been resolved, some still require further discussion between LADWP and 
the CAISO. SCE and LSDWP are continuing to discuss issues concerning LADWP’s 
participation in DPV2.  SCE is hopeful that a resolution of those issues will be reached 
soon. 
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E1-30 The following sentence has been added to Section B.3.1 (page B-22, paragraph 5, last line) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

Because of the placement of these existing towers, no new towers would be constructed 
in Copper Bottom Pass and no double-circuit lattice steel towers would be constructed 
as a part of the Proposed Project. The existing static ground wire would be replaced 
with a new OPGW. The tower diagram is shown in Figure B-9. 

E1-31 The following clause was deleted from Section B.3.4 (page B-46, paragraph 1, last sentence) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS:   

One 500 kV SVC would be installed and terminate at the 500 kV switchrack at Devers 
Substation and another 500 kV SCV would be installed and terminate at the 500 kV 
switchyard inside the Valley Substation. 

E1-32 Section B.3.4.1 (page B-49, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

The proposed modifications to the Devers Substation would be installed in the existing 
switchyard. Modifications include the installation of a new 133 135-foot-high by 90-foot-
wide dead-end structure structures, circuit breakers, and disconnect switches. Disconnect 
switches Electrical equipment associated with the new 500 kV Devers-Harquahala trans-
mission line would be installed adjacent to and northwest of the existing DPV1 500 kV 
shunt reactors at the northwest part of the switchrack.  

E1-33 Section B.3.4.1 (page B-49, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as fol-
lows based on information provided in the comment: 

A new transformer bank and a 500 kV shunt line reactor bank and associated discon-
nect switches would be installed within Devers Substation. A 500 kV Static VAR Com-
pensator (SVC) would be installed north of the 500 kV switchyard within the existing 
Devers Substation. The SVC would terminate at into the 500 kV switchrack.  Two 150 
MVAR shunt capacitors would be installed to the east of the 500 kV switchrack. 

E1-34 Section B.3.4.4 (page B-51) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been deleted as follows: 

B.3.4.4  Valley Substation 

A 500 kV SVC would be installed and terminate at the 500 kV switchyard inside the exist-
ing Valley Substation property line. With the Proposed Project, the terminating transmis-
sion tower or turning pole would be the tallest structure at the substation, ranging between 
150 and 180 feet tall. The western substation fence would be relocated to the west property 
line. The Proposed Project would permanently disturb approximately 16 acres within 
the substation. An area of approximately 2 acres within the substation property would 
be used for temporary laydown and construction. 

As a result, the section numbers following the deleted section have been modified: 

B.3.4.4B.3.4.5  San Bernardino Substation 
B.3.4.5B.3.4.6  Vista Substation 
B.3.4.6B.3.4.7  Series Capacitor Banks 
B.3.4.7B.3.4.8  500 kV Shunt Reactor 
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E1-35 The following was inserted into Section B.3.5 (page B-52, paragraph 2, line 2):  

These may include Devers, Padua, Walnut, San Bernardino, Villa Pak, Viejo, Johanna, 
Ellis, and Vista Substations in California, and the PVNGS, Hassayampa, and Harquahala 
Switchyards in Arizona.  

E1-36 Section B.3.6 (page B-53, Table B-5) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 
 

Table B-5.  Components of New Telecommunication Facilities 
 New Facility Components 

Facility Building 
Tower/ 

Antenna 
Power 
Supply 

Generator/ 
Fuel Tanks 

Air 
Conditioning 

System 
Communications

System 
Harquahala 
Switchyard 

12-foot by 
36-foot 

prefabricate
d building 

110-foot self-
supporting 

tubular steel 
tower 

120/240-volt 
alternative 

current 
service 
direct 

current 
power 
system 

 2 air 
conditioning 

systems 

1 microwave 
system and 1 

SONET system 

E1-37 Section B.3.6.1 (page B-53, paragraph 2, last sentence) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been mod-
ified as follows: 

It is estimated that the temporary construction area would occupy approximately 1 acre 
0.125 acres and the permanent facility would occupy approximately 0.5 0.125 acres. 

E1-38 Please refer to Response E1-37. 

E1-39 Section B.3.6.1 (page B-53, paragraph 3, line 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

The Harquahala Mountain Peak Solar Observatory, an Historic Property listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), is located approximately 100 150 feet to 
the south of the proposed telecommunication site. Also located nearby is an existing Cen-
tral Arizona Project (CAP) microwave facility and solar panels. SCE’s proposed telecom-
munication facility would be approximately 100 feet west of the solar observatory and 
approximately 35 feet south west of the existing CAP facility.  

E1-40 Please refer to Response E1-39. 

E1-41 Section B.3.6.2 (page B-54, paragraph 2, last line) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

It is estimated that the temporary construction area would occupy approximately 1 0.125 
acres and the permanent facility would occupy approximately 0.25 0.125 acres. 

E1-42 Please refer to Response E1-41. 
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E1-43 Section B.3.6.3 (page B-54, paragraph 2, last line) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

Conduits would be required between the telecommunications room and the 230 kV 
mechanical-electrical equipment room, 500 kV mechanical-electrical equipment room, 
OPGW termination point on the new 500 kV transmission tower, and OPGW termina-
tion point on the Buck Boulevard–Midpoint 230 kV transmission tower (this is an optional 
component of the Proposed Project that SCE may not construct). 

E1-44 Figure B-19 (Section B.3.6, pages B-55) has been modified to reflect the smaller size of the 
proposed telecommunications facility on Harquahala Mountain.  

E1-45 The spelling of the word “Mountain” has been corrected on Figure B-19.  Please refer to 
Response E1-44. 

E1-46 Section B.3.6.4 (page B-57, paragraph 4) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified in accord-
ance with SCE’s comment as follows: 

In addition, the Chuckwalla and Cunningham Communications Sites Site and Blythe 
Service Center would require installation of new Alcatel MDR-8000 microwave termi-
nals and two new 10-foot microwave antennas on the existing microwave towers point-
ing towards Midpoint Station (this is an optional component of the Proposed Project that 
SCE may not construct). 

E1-47 Please refer to Response E1-46. 

E1-48 Section B.3.7.3 (page B-61, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Between the San Bernardino Substation, and San Bernardino Junction, and Vista Substation, 
access is available and no new tower construction is planned, therefore no new access 
roads would be required. 

E1-49 Section B.3.7.4 (page B-62, last paragraph) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified in 
accordance with SCE’s comment as follows: 

The proposed 230 kV modifications for the WOD system would require the construction 
of foundations for approximately 173 186 structures. 

E1-50 Section B.3.7.6 (page B-63, last paragraph, 1st sentence) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows: 

No construction of new towers or stringing of conductors would occur in Copper Bottom 
Pass; however, stringing for conductors and OPGW would be required. 

E1-51 Section C.4.2.4.1 (page C-22, paragraph 1, line 3) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been corrected 
as follows: 

The 11.8-mile route would be entirely primarily on BLM land and on private land for 3 
miles near its western end. 
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E1-52 Section D.2.1.1 (page D.2-3, paragraph 1, line 5) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

This region of southwestern Arizona consists of mostly native desert habitats, including 
pinyon-juniper or mixed shrub-scrub uplands, saguaro cactus forest, creosote-mesquite 
scrublands, xeroriparian, and riparian vegetation communities. 

E1-53 Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-4, paragraph 1, line 6) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

Several Many areas along the route of the Proposed Project also contain an ecotonal, or 
transitional zone between these two subdivisions of Sonoran Desert scrub. 

E1-54 Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-4, paragraph 2, line 5) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

Common species include blue palo verde (Parkinsonia florida), mesquite (Prosopis spp.), 
catclaw acacia (Acacia greggii), and desert ironwood (Olnyea tesota). 

E1-55 Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-5, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest and Woodland. This vegetation community is 
only found only along the Proposed Project route along the Colorado River. The 
Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest and Woodland is a deciduous riparian community 
dominated usually either by velvet mesquite or Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii) 
and/or Goodding’s willow (Salix gooddingii). Understory grasses are typically abundant. 
Typically perennial or near-perennial streams or springs are necessary to provide water 
for the trees, although this is not always the case for the mesquite series. This community 
is divided into the following two series, based on the dominant tree species: (1) Mesquite 
series or (2) Cottonwood-willow series. Historically, this community may have occurred 
in the vicinity of where the Proposed Project crosses the Colorado River.  However, 
saltcedar (Tamarix ramosissima), an invasive non-native species, has invaded much of 
this community along the Colorado River.  The vegetation where the , habitat that occurs 
in the area where the Proposed Project alignment crosses the Colorado River is now 
degraded and is dominated by nearly 100% cover of saltcedar.  has been degraded by 
the invasion of saltcedar (Tamarix spp.), an invasive non-native species.  

E1-56 Section D.2.1.1.1 (page D.2-5, paragraph 1, line 10) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

Numerous dry washes occur within the valley bottoms that may support populations of 
desert trees and shrubs including blue palo verde (Cercidium Parkinsonia floridaum), 
ironwood (Olneya tesota), honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), white bursage, smoke-
tree (Cotinus coggygria), and sweet bush (Bebbia juncea), as well as other upland plants 
typical of the surrounding habitats. 
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E1-57 Section D.2.1.1.4 (page D.2-41, paragraph 1, line 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
and the following bullet has been deleted: 

• United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Designated Critical Habitat for 
the razorback sucker 

• Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl Survey Zone 3 

The following paragraphs have also been removed from Section D.2.1.1.4 as to reflect the 
change in Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl status: 

Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl Survey Zone 3. The portion of the Proposed Project 
within Maricopa County would be located within the designated Survey Zone 3 for the 
federally endangered and State WSCA cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (CFPO) as defined 
by the USFWS in the March 2000 Recommended Guidance for Private Landowners 
Concerning the Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl (USFWS 2000). CFPO Survey Zone 3 
is defined as areas within the historic range of the pygmy-owl with a low potential of 
occupancy. The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (CFPO is federally listed as endangered 
and is considered a Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona (WSCA) by the Arizona 
Game and Fish Department (AGFD). On April 13, 2006, the USFWS announced that 
the CFPO would be removed from protection under the ESA effective on May 15, 2006. 
However, this species will still receive protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(USFWS, 2006a). 

The CFPO occurs from southern Arizona east to extreme southwestern Texas, and southward 
in Mexico to Guerrero, Nuevo Leon, and southern Tamaulipas (Oberholser, 1974, cited 
in Millsap and Johnson, 1988). In Arizona, breeding pairs recently have been found at 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, in areas northwest of Tucson, north of the 
Tortolita Mountains, and in the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge. The owl was 
formerly more widespread in Arizona, occurring as far north as New River (Johnson et 
al., 1999; Millsap and Johnson, 1988). Historically in Arizona, CFPOs were found in 
mesquite woodlands, cottonwood-willow riparian forests, and less commonly in palo 
verde-mixed cacti forest. However, most recent observations of this species are from 
habitats dominated by mesquite, palo verde, desert ironwood, and catclaw acacia. The 
most current USFWS data shows that the population is hovering around 20 individuals. 
These individuals are located in the following areas: Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, 
the Altar Valley, northwest Tucson, south-central Pinal County, and the Tohono 
O’odham Nation lands (USFWS, 2006b).  

All portions of the Proposed Route for the DPV2 project that are located south of I-10 
and within Maricopa County would fall within the USFWS recommended Survey 
Zone 3. This is a USFWS classification of CFPO habitat that includes areas within the 
historic range of the CFPO with a low potential of occupancy. However, the Proposed 
Route does not contain suitable CFPO habitat, as defined by the January 2000 USFWS 
protocol for the species. Habitat components (mesquites, palo verde, and columnar cacti) 
were observed but they did not occur with the same density and structure as defined by 
the January 2000 USFWS protocol for the species. Furthermore, only approximately 20 
individuals are currently known to exist and these locations are 60 miles or greater from the 
eastern end of the Proposed Route. Therefore, CFPO surveys are not recommended for this 
project due to the lack of suitable habitat and the considerable distance of the Proposed 
Route to the nearest known current locations. Because the pygmy-owl has a low potential 
of occurring within the project area, it is not addressed further in this document. 
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E1-58 Section D.2.6.1.1 (page D.2-114, Table D.2-9) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

 

Table D.2-9.  Habitat Type per Segment 
Segment Habitat Type 
Palo Verde Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation) 

Cottonwood and willow riparian, Sonoran desert scrub, Salt 
cedar riparian scrub 

E1-59 The discussion of potential impacts to the Arizona agave and Arizona cliff rose has been 
removed from Impact B-6 in Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-120) as shown below:  

In Arizona, construction activities would result in potential impacts to two federally 
listed species, Arizona agave (Agave arizonica), which is listed as endangered for 
Maricopa County but is also proposed for delisting from the ESA and the Arizona cliff 
rose (Purshia subintegra). Tthe project may also remove other plant species protected 
by the Arizona Native Plant Law, including blue palo verde, foothill palo verde, velvet 
mesquite, desert ironwood, ocotillo, and various cacti (saguaro, chollas, barrel, hedgehog, 
beavertail, prickly pear, desert Christmas, and nipple) that occur within the Proposed Proj-
ect route. 

The Arizona agave and Arizona cliff rose were also removed from Table D.2-10 in Section 
D.2.6.1.6 (Threatened or Endangered Species): 

 

Table D.2-10.  Sensitive Plants with High Potential to Occur 
Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
Federal or State listed species Arizona agave 

Arizona cliffrose 
  

E1-60 The osprey species was observed foraging during the biological survey of the Harquahala to 
Kofa NWR segment (Section D.2.1.1.2).  The CAP canal provides a source of prey for this 
species.  In addition, the new transmission line towers will likely provide additional perching 
sites for this species.  Therefore, osprey has not been removed from the Table D.2-11 (page 
D.2-124) of the Draft EIR/EIS as requested in this comment. 

E1-61 Habitat for the Mohave fringe-toed lizard is known to occur within 5 miles of the Proposed 
Project and therefore suitable habitat could exist in the project area.  Although the species 
normally occurs in sand dune areas and there would be no sand dunes within the project 
area between Kofa NWR and the Colorado River, the Mohave fringe-toed lizard can also 
occur along washes, which do exist in this segment.  Therefore, no changes have been 
made to Table D.2-11 (page D.2-124) of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

E1-62 Regarding the request to modify Table D.2-11, an assessment of the species present in the 
area was made based on evaluation of CNDDB data.  Seven USGS quadrangles in the Blythe 
area were reviewed, and three of these showed presence of one or more of the species in 
question. The Blythe Quad shows presence of three species on the list: Western yellow-
billed cuckoo (California endangered), Sonoran yellow warbler (Species of special concern), 
and elf owl (California endangered).  The Blythe Quad also shows presence of two addi-
tional species that were not mentioned in the comment [yellow-breasted chat (Species of 
special concern) and the Colorado River cotton rat (Species of special concern)]. 
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E1-63 Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-128, paragraph 1, line 1) was clarified to indicate that the 
Sonoran desert tortoise is listed in Arizona: 

Reptiles. The Proposed Project area supports three listed reptiles including the Arizona 
state-listed Sonoran desert tortoise (Arizona) and the, Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard, and populations of tortoise in California. 

E1-64 The paragraph following the bullets under paragraph 1 in Section D.2.6.1.6 (page D.2-132) 
indicates that Table D.2-5 (see Section D.2.1.1.3, Special Status Species Overview) iden-
tifies the listed species of bird that have a high or moderate potential to occur in the project 
area.  The status of each species, whether it is state- or federally-listed, is also included in Table 
D.2-5.  Therefore, a distinction between the state- and federally-listed species is not necessary 
in this section, and no change has been made. 

E1-65 The commenter is correct that no sensitive amphibians have been found in the Arizona portion 
of the Proposed Project.  However, SCE’s Applicant Proposed Measure APM-16 in Table 
D.2-6 in Section D.2.5.2 (Applicant Proposed Measures) states that “Surveys - When access 
along the utility corridor already exists, pre-construction surveys for transmission lines 
should provide 100 percent coverage for any areas to be disturbed and within a 100 foot 
buffer around the areas of disturbance. When access along the utility corridor does not already 
exist, pre-construction surveys for transmission lines should follow standard protocol for 
linear projects.”  Therefore, the pre-construction surveys will occur in areas where they are 
determined to be necessary as part of the Proposed Project and the APMs.   

E1-66 Mitigation Measure B-9d (Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys) in Section D.2.6.1.8 
has been modified to include the Sonoran desert tortoise as follows: 

B-9d  Conduct pre-construction reptile surveys. Prior to construction, SCE shall con-
duct surveys in areas of suitable habitat for Sonoran desert tortoise, common chuck-
walla, banded Gila monster, and desert rosy boa within 48 hours prior to the start of 
construction activities… 

• During construction, if a common chuckwalla, banded Gila monster, and/or desert 
rosy boa occur on the project site, construction activities adjacent to the individual’s 
location will be halted and the animal will be allowed to move away from the 
construction site. If the individual is not moving, a qualified biologist will relocate 
it to nearby suitable habitat outside the construction area. It shall be placed in the 
shade of a shrub.  Also during construction, if a Sonoran desert tortoise occurs on the 
project site, construction activities adjacent to the individuals location will be halted 
and the Guidelines for Handling Sonoran Desert Tortoises Encountered During 
Construction Projects will be followed by qualified personnel. 

E1-67 The DPV2 EIR/EIS is written in accordance with current BLM and Kofa NWR guidance 
and the stated preferences of these agencies that construction of the Proposed Project should 
occur outside of breeding and lambing periods for bighorn sheep.  For instance, BLM Yuma 
District Resource Management Plan (RMP) and EIS (August 1995, pages 16, 24, 71, and 85, 
etc.) discusses closure of roads during lambing season (January 1 to June 30) and breeding 
season (January 15 to April 15).  It should be noted that the BLM Yuma District RMP/EIS 
also states that exceptions can be made during the BLM permitting process.  Therefore, no 
changes have been made to Mitigation Measures B-9f (Perform construction outside of breed-
ing and lambing periods) in the Draft EIR/EIS.  
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E1-68 Please refer to Response E1-67.   

E1-69 Impact B-14 has been modified in Section D.2.6.2 (Impacts of Transmission Line Operation) 
and throughout the Draft EIR/EIS document as follows: 

Impact B-14: Operation of the transmission line may result in electrocution of 
listed and/or protected bird species (Class III) 

Section D.2.6.2 on page (D.2-173) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified to include a clar-
ification on the collision hazard potential difference between shield wires and conductors: 

Collision rates generally increase in low light conditions, during inclement weather, such 
as rain or snow, during strong winds, and during panic flushes when birds are startled by 
a disturbance or are fleeing from danger.  On a transmission line of this size, the con-
ductors are normally visible but the earth or shield wires are not, thereby resulting in a 
higher collision hazard potential with shield wires than with conductors.  In addition, cColli-
sions are more probable near wetlands, valleys that are bisected by power lines, and 
within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular to flight paths. 

E1-70 The universal change throughout the document to “Eagletail” Mountains in Arizona has 
been noted but each separate change is not documented in the Final EIR/EIS.  Section 
D.2.6.1.5 (Nesting and Migratory Birds) has been corrected as follows: 

Some of these areas include the Sonoran desert and coastal scrub communities that 
occur in Arizona and California; riparian drainages including the Colorado River, San 
Timoteo Creek, and San Gorgonio River; and the natural rock features such as cliffs and 
large rock outcrops associated with Saddle Mountain, Palo Verde Hills, Big Horn Moun-
tains, and Eagletail Mountains in Arizona or the Chuckwalla Mountains in California. 

Impact B-5 (Construction activities during the breeding season would result in a potential 
loss of nesting birds) in Section D.2.7.2 (SCE Palo Verde Alternative) has been corrected 
as follows: 

These areas include native and non-native trees and shrubs and natural rock features 
such as cliffs and large rock outcrops associated with Saddle Mountain, Palo Verde Hills, 
Big Horn Mountains, and Eagletail Mountains. 

Impact B-5 (Construction activities during the breeding season would result in a potential 
loss of nesting birds) in Section D.2.7.3 (Harquahala Junction Switchyard Alternative) has 
been corrected as follows: 

These areas include native and non-native trees and shrubs and natural rock features such 
as cliffs and large rock outcrops associated with Saddle Mountain, Palo Verde Hills, 
Big Horn Mountains, and Eagletail Mountains. 

E1-71 See Response to E1-63. 

E1-72 The location of residential units around MP 80 and the generalization of the residences related 
to the scale of Figure D.4-1 is noted and Figure D.4-1 has been modified as requested in 
the comment.  The corrected map is presented in this Final EIR/EIS. 
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E1-73 Figure D.4-1 has been modified as requested in the comment.  The corrected map is pre-
sented in this Final EIR/EIS. 

E1-74 Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses) in Draft EIR/EIS Section D.4.8.1, Operational Impacts for the SCE 
Harquahala-West Alternative has been modified from a Class I (significant) impact to a 
Class II impact (mitigable to less than significant) as follows: 

Impact L-2: Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it 
traverses or adjacent land uses (Class II) 

…The corridor would physically divide land uses north of the utility corridor from land 
uses south of the corridor, causing an artificial division within this agricultural com-
munity that would permanently preclude the use of the corridor land for agricultural 
and rural residential uses. However, SCE has stated that the alternative transmission 
line would be constructed along section lines in order to avoid dividing rural residential 
subdivisions (SCE, 2006). In addition, the implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a 
(Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural opera-
tions) would require transmission poles to be placed between agricultural fields with min-
imal disturbance to farming operations. Because the SCE Harquahala-West Alternative 
would pPermanently disruptions to existing land uses and would be potentially cause the 
loss of open space and agricultural land, this alternative would have a significant, but would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural 
operations) and unmitigable land use impact (Class II). No mitigation measures have been 
identified that would reduce the impacts associated with this preclusion of existing land 
uses. Refer to Section D.6.8.1, Agriculture, for detailed information on impacts to 
agricultural lands. 

In addition Table D.4-17 in Section D.4.11 (Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Report-
ing Table) presents the mitigation monitoring table for Land Use and has been modified to 
include implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4a under Impact L-2. 
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Table D.4-17  Mitigation Monitoring Program – Land Use 

IMPACT L-2 Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses. (Class II) 

MITIGATION MEASURE AG-4a: Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid 
agricultural operations. SCE shall site transmission towers and pulling/splicing 
stations in locations that minimize impacts to active agricultural operations. 
Specifically, SCE shall comply with the following measures when siting transmission 
towers and splicing/pulling stations within areas where active cultivated farmland 
would be removed through the presence of structures: 
• SCE shall avoid orchards, vineyards, row crops, and furrow-irrigated crops where 

towers would interfere with irrigation and harvest activities. 
• SCE shall avoid irrigation canals and ditches. 
• SCE shall align towers adjacent to field boundaries and parallel to rows (if located in 

row crops), and shall avoid diagonal orientations and angular alignments within 
agricultural land. 

• SCE shall match tower spans with existing DPV1 towers within agricultural land. 
• SCE shall construct towers with heights and spacing to minimize safety hazards to 

aerial applicators flying in the Palo Verde Valley (CA);   
• SCE shall consult with the Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) regarding tower 

placement to minimize disruption to PVID facilities; 
SCE shall document and provide proof of compliance with the above listed items 90 
days prior to the start of Proposed Project construction. This documentation shall be 
submitted to the CPUC and the BLM for review and approval prior to the start of 
construction, and reviewed with affected landowners during coordination presented in 
Mitigation Measure AG 1a (Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities 
with agricultural landowners). 

Location Locations where 10 acres or more of Farmland is permanently removed. 
Monitoring / Reporting Action CPUC/BLM monitors review submitted compliance documents 
Effectiveness Criteria SCE has located towers and pulling/splicing stations in areas with least interference to

agriculture; landowners have reviewed locations 
Responsible Agency CPUC, BLM Phoenix, Yuma, and Palm Springs Field offices 
Timing Ninety (90) days prior to the start of project construction 

E1-75 The following sections have been modified in the EIR/EIS for the Devers-Harquahala 
segment in response to this comment:  

• Project Description, Section B.3.3.1 (ROW)  

• Land Use, Section D.4.2.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) under 
Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project – Devers-Harquahala 

• Land Use, Section D.4.2.4 (Palo Verde Valley [Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation]) under Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project – Devers-Harquahala 

• Land Use, Section D.4.6.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) under Impact 
L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land uses it traverses or 
adjacent land uses)  
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• Land Use, Section D.4.6.4 (Palo Verde Valley [Colorado River to Midpoint 
Substation]) under Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent preclusion of land 
uses it traverses or adjacent land uses)  

For the Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative, the following sections have been modified in the 
Final EIR/EIS in response to this comment: 

• Appendix 1, Section 4.3.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) under Alternative 
Description 

• Land Use, Section D.4.9.1 (Devers-Valley No. 2 Alternative) under Environmental 
Setting 

• Land Use, Section D.4.9.1 under Impact L-2 (Operation would result in permanent 
preclusion of land uses it traverses or adjacent land uses). 

E1-76 Section D.6.5.1 describes the significance criterion on which Impact AG-1 is based. Accord-
ing to the first criterion for Agriculture, impacts would be significant if the Project would 
convert Farmland (as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the DOC FMMP and the NRCS) 
to non-agricultural use. Although the SCE Palo Verde Alternative may not traverse an area 
that is actively cultivated, this alternative would cross important farmland areas that were 
identified by the NRCS (see Figure D.6-1). It was estimated that construction activities would 
temporarily convert an estimated 21.9 acres of Prime Farmland (as identified by the NRCS) 
to non-agricultural use, which would exceed the threshold set to determine the significance 
of temporary conversion of Farmland as discussed in Section D.6.5.1.  No revisions are 
necessary. 

E1-77 The following bullet has been added under Data Collection Methodology in Section D.7.1 
(page D.7-2, paragraph 1): 

• Arizona State Office of Historic Preservation 

E1-78 Section D.7.1 (page D.7-2, paragraph 6) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Intensive pedestrian field surveys in Arizona were conducted in 2003 and 2004 by Sharon 
Bauer, Scott Wilcox, Glennda Luhnow, Kelly Peoples, Jeff Robertson, Elizabeth Alter, 
Kris Dobschuetz, Yumi Yoshino, Torrey Cunningham, and Lisa Champagne (Glenn 
Darrington, Ph.D. and Kris Dobschuetz et al. 2004). in 2003. 

E1-79 Section D.7.1 (page D.7-4) of the Draft EIR/EIS has modified the Arizona Findings Sum-
mary as follows: 

Through field survey and archival research, EPG (Phoenix, AZ) identified 321 221 
cultural resources previously recorded in Arizona within one mile of the existing DPV1 
corridor [Dobschuetz et al. (2004); Luhnow and Dickinson (2004); Luhnow (2004); 
Dobschuetz (2006)]; EPG recommended that 22 of these were eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The eligibility of a property for 
listing on the NRHP may be on nation, State, or local significance. Properties eligible 
for listing must demonstrate importance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering, or cultural tradition. Criteria for eligibility can be found in Section D.7.5.1 
of this document. NRHP eligibility must be determined by the federal lead agency (under 
NEPA) in consultation with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 
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In some cases, NRHP eligibility was determined formally for archaeological sites within 
the existing DPV1 Project corridor. However, for the Proposed Project and project 
alternatives, NRHP eligibility has not been determined by the BLM or SHPO for the 
majority of known resources.  Those determinations will be made formally if impacts to 
potentially significant resources cannot be avoided during project design.  Therefore, 
this document offers NRHP recommendations for individual resources, based largely on 
surface observations, but does not make NRHP eligibility determinations. 

Of the 22 sites recommended as NRHP-eligible, 15 were revisited by EPG in 2003, but 
only 7 eligible sites were found to be within or adjacent to the APE for the Proposed 
Project and all alternatives within Arizona.and were revisited by EPG in 2003. In 2006 
SWCA resurveyed an additional nine sites also located within or adjacent to the APE for 
the Proposed Project that were either not evaluated in previous surveys, or were recom-
mended in previous surveys as eligible for listing on the NRHP. These sites were sur-
veyed by SWCA and recommendations regarding eligibility are made in this EIR/EIS. 

As detailed in later sections, many of the sites found in previous surveys have not been 
relocatable in more recent surveys. Of the sites that have been found, only twoone recom-
mended eligible sites wereas located within the Arizona APE of the tower sites, spur roads, 
telecommunications site and series capacitor for the Proposed Project. OneThis site is 
within the Harquahala to Kofa Segment of the pProposed pProject. The other National 
Register site is within the APE for the proposed Harquahala Mountain telecommunica-
tions facility. Another potentially eligible site within the APE of the Proposed Project 
could not be relocated. 

Due to the changes in some of the Arizona sites, the potential effects of the Proposed Project 
and various project alternatives on resources that may be eligible for NRHP listing are 
summarized for Arizona in Table D.7-32 and have been modified as follows: 
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Table D.7-32.  Potential Effects to Cultural Resources in Arizona 

Resource Description 

Preliminary 
Eligibility 

Assessment 
(NRHP Criteria) APE Ne
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Proposed 
Treatment 

Potential Effects to Cultural Resources – Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
AZ S:3:1 Solar Observatory Listed (a) Near     See below 
AZ S:6:12 Rock Feature Site Not Significant Within b - - - No Effect 
AZ S:6:21 Lithic Scatter Not Significant Within   b    No Effect—Could 

not be Relocated 
AZ S:7:1 Artifact  Scatter Not Significant Within b    No Effect 
AZ S:7:15 Lithic Scatter Not Significant Within b    No Effect 
AZ S:8:1 Lithic Scatter Significant (d) Within several  

tower sites 
b - - - Avoidance or  

Data Recovery 
AZ S:8:10 Lithic Scatter and Rock 

Rings (not relocated) 
Not Significant Within  b - - - No Effect 

AZ S:8:20 Lithic Scatter Not Significant Within  b - - - No Effect 
AZ S:8:17 Lithic Scatter, Rock Ring

(not relocated) 
Not Significant Within  b - - - No Effect.  Could 

not be Relocated 
Potential Effects to Cultural Resources – Harquahala Peak Communication Site  
AZ S:3:1 (ASM) Harquahala Mountain 

Smithsonian Solar 
Observatory 

Listed (a,c) Near - - - - Compatible design 
and interpretation 

Potential Effects to Cultural Resources – SCE Palo Verde Alternative 
AZ T:9:12 Rock Rings Significant (d) 

Insufficient Data 
Undefined  ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

AZ T:9:21 Temporary Camp Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 
AZ T:9:64 Artifact Scatter Significant (d) 

Insufficient Data 
Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

AZ T:9:65 Farmstead Foundation Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

E1-80 Please refer to Response E1-79. 

E1-81 Please refer to Response E1-79. 

E1-82 Section D.7.1 is intended as a brief summary of the setting and focuses on potential project 
effects.  Therefore, it addresses National Register-eligible sites — not all sites within the APE 
of the Proposed Project and alternatives.  SWCA (the CPUC and BLM’s consultant) did not 
survey any of the alternatives that were carried forward in the Draft EIR/EIS, since they 
had been previously surveyed by EPG for the PEA. 

E1-83 Section D.7.1 (page D.7-16) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified. The Harquahala to 
Kofa NWR description is now as follows: 

A Class I records search of the Arizona general project location identified 67 56 docu-
mented archeological studies within the a one-mile area (Dobschuetz et al. 2004). Major 
studies used for the EIR/EIS include the studies done in 1972 (Kemrer et al.), 1977 
(Stone), 1982 (Carrico and Quillen), and 2004 (Dobscheutz et al.) In previous surveys, 
31 cultural resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the transmission 
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line corridor for the Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge segment of the Pro-
posed Project. Seven of these sites were located within the APE for this transmission line 
segment.  Another National Register site is located on Harquahala Mountain and is dis-
cussed separately, below (Harquahala Telecommunications Site). 

Only one site, AZ S:8:1, that was located within the APE and may be eligible for listing 
on the NRHP was relocated within the APE. Site AZ S:8:1 is described as a large lithic 
scatter dispersed for 0.9 miles along the transmission corridor and within the footprint 
of four tower sites. It was first recorded in 1972 and was later revisited in 1982 and 
2003. The site consists of rhyolite lithic debitage and was determined, in past studies, 
to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Data recovery was performed on a portion of the 
site in 1979 and in 1982 both excavation and surface sample collection was conducted. 
Subsurface testing was conducted within the proposed tower locations and did not identify 
any subsurface remains. The site was revisited in 2003. A few surface artifacts were 
identified within two of the tower locations. These artifacts were similar to those col-
lected and analyzed in 1982. 

The other NRHP-eligible site previously recorded within the APE (AZ S:8:17), a lithic 
scatter and rock rings) was not relocated. Owing to the lack of data potential and/or loss 
of integrity, the other five six sites within the APE (AZ S:6:12 (rock feature site), AZ 
S:6:21 (lithic scatter), AZ S:7:1 (artifact scatter), AZ S:7:15 (lithic scatter), and AZ 
S:8:10 (lithic scatter and rock rings), AZ S:8:17 (lithic scatter & rock rings), and AZ 
S:8:20 (lithic scatter) appear to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP. Since these 
resources appear to be ineligible or non-existent, no further management of these sites 
would be recommended. 

E1-84 Please refer to Response E1-83. 

E1-85 Please refer to Response E1-83. 

E1-86 The discussion of impacts at the Harquahala Telecommunications Site (Section D.7.2.1, 
Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge) has been modified as follows: 

It is estimated that the temporary construction area would occupy approximately one 
acre and the permanent facility would occupy an area 65 feet by 75 feet. approximately 
0.5 acres. 

An intensive (Class III) cultural resource survey of the telecommunications site APE 
was completed by Dobscheutz (2006). The Harquahala Peak Observatory and associated 
interpretive displays are within 100 200 feet of the proposed communications tower.APE. 

E1-87 Section D.7.2.2 (page D.7-17) of the Draft EIR/EIS has modified the Kofa NWR descrip-
tion as follows: 

Previous archaeological surveys have identified 41 27 cultural resources within a one-
mile area or immediately adjacent to the transmission line corridor for the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge segment of the Proposed Project (Dobschuetz et al. 2004). One of 
Three of these sites, AZ S:5:15 (lithic scatter), AZ R:8:52 (lithic scatter, rock ring & 
cleared circle), and AZ R:8:55 (artifact scatter, trails & rock ring), werewas located 
within the APE for this segment; however, owing to the lack of data potential and/or loss 
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of integrity it these appears to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP. In 1982 data 
recovery was conducted on sites AZ R:8:52 (lithic scatter, rock ring & cleared circle), 
AZ R:8:48 (temporary camp), and AZ R:8:55 (artifact scatter, trails & rock ring). 
Mapping, surface collection and excavation were undertaken at each of these 
sites.Therefore, Because these resources appear to be ineligible or no longer exist, no 
further management of thisese sites would be recommended. 

Two additional sites, AZ R:8:51 (lithic scatter & rock ring) and AZ S:5:2 (temporary 
camp & rock ring), were located within or adjacent to the general transmission corridor 
but were not within designated APEs. Project activities that do not have a designated 
APE such as construction or maintenance of the transmission line could occur in the 
vicinity of these sites. Both of these sites appear to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

E1-88 Please refer to Response E1-87. 

E1-89 Please refer to Response E1-87. 

E1-90 Section D.7.2.3 (page D.7-18) of the Draft EIR/EIS has modified the Kofa NWR to Colo-
rado River description as follows: 

Previous archaeological surveys have identified 103 33 cultural resources within a one-
mile areaor immediately adjacent to along the transmission line corridor for the Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River segment of the Proposed Project. 

FourThree of these sites, AZ R:7:49 53 (artifact scatterLithic Scatter), AZ R:8:37 7:54 
(trailArtifact Scatter), AZ R:8:44 (Lithic Scatter), and AZ R:87:60 4 (trailLithic Scatter), 
were located within the APE for this segment; however, owing to the lack of data 
potential and/or loss of integrity these appear to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 
In 1982 data recovery was conducted on site AZ R:7:53 in which mapping, surface 
collection and excavation were undertaken. Because these resources appear to be ineli-
gible or no longer exist, no further management of these sites would be recommended. 

Four sites, AZ R:7:66 (temporary camp–multicomponent site with prehistoric ceramics, 
historical structure, and 3 rock cairns), AZ R:7:61 (temporary camp & historical 
scatter), AZ R:8:42 (lithic scatter), and AZ R:8:49 (temporary camp), were located 
within or adjacent to the general transmission corridor but were not within designated 
APEs. These are included because project activities that do not have a designated APE 
such as construction or maintenance of the transmission line could occur in the vicinity 
of these sites. 

E1-91 Please refer to Response E1-90. 

E1-92 Section D.7.4 (page D.7-30) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified with the following 
paragraph added to the State, Arizona section: 

The Arizona Antiquities Act of 1960 (as amended) contains regulations designed to 
identify and protect significant archaeological resources on property owned or con-
trolled by the state. Any organization, institution or person entering onto state, county, 
or municipal land to conduct archaeological or paleontological survey, testing, excava-
tion, or monitoring must apply (and obtain) a permit from the Arizona State Museum 



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

 

 
October 2006  E-63 Final EIR/EIS 

(ASM).  The Arizona State Historic Preservation Act of 1982 contains regulations designed 
to identify and protect significant resources on property owned or controlled by the State.   

E1-93 Table D.7-5 has been modified as shown below.  Please refer to Response E1-79 for updates 
to Table D.7-32 (Potential Effects to Cultural Resources in Arizona): 

 

Table D.7-5.  Potential Effects to Cultural Resources – Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Resource Description 

Preliminary 
Eligibility 

Assessment
(NRHP 

Criteria) APE Ne
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Proposed 
Treatment 

AZ S:3:1 
(ASM)  

Harquahala Mountain Smithsonian 
Solar Observatory District 

Listed  
(a and d) 

Within - - - b See Table D.7-6 

AZ S:6:12 
(ASM) 

Rock Feature Site Not 
Significant 

Within  b 
 

- - - None No Effect 

AZ S:6:21 
(ASM) 

Lithic Scatter Not 
Significant 

Within b - - - None. Could not 
be relocated.  

AZ S:7:1 
(ASM) 

Artifact Scatter Not 
Significant 

Within b - - - None  

AZ S:7:15 
(ASM) 

Lithic Scatter Not 
Significant 

Within b - - - None 

AZ S:8:1 
(ASM) 

Lithic Scatter Significant 
(d) 

Within 
several  

tower sites

b - - - Avoidance or 
Data Recovery 

AZ S:8:10 
(ASM) 

Lithic Scatter and Rock Rings (not 
relocated) 

Not 
Significant 

Within  b - - - None No Effect 

AZ S:8:20 Lithic Scatter Not 
Significant 

Within  b - - - No Effect 

AZ S:8:17 
(ASM) 

Lithic Scatter, Rock Ring 
(not relocated) 

Not 
Significant 

(d) 

Within  b - - - None No Effect 
Could not be 

relocated 
 

E1-94 Table D.7-5 has been modified (see Response E1-93), however, it should be noted that if 
the site (AZ S:8:17) cannot be relocated after further effort, it would not be NRHP-eligible.  
Please refer to Response E1-79 for updates to Table D.7-32 (Potential Effects to Cultural 
Resources in Arizona): 

E1-95 Table D.7-6 in Section D.7.6.1 (Harquahala to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge – Arizona) 
under Impact C-1 (Construction of the project could cause an adverse change to known his-
toric properties) has been modified as follows:  
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Table D.7-6.  Potential Effects to Cultural Resources – Harquahala Peak Communication Site 

Resource Description 

Preliminary 
Eligibility 

Assessment 
(NRHP Criteria) APE Ne
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Proposed 
Treatment 

AZ S:3:1 (ASM) Harquahala 
Mountain 
Smithsonian Solar 
Observatory 
District 

Listed (a) Within Near - - - - Redesign 
(compatible design 
and interpretation), 

relocation, 
consolidation with 

CAP facility, or 
interpretive 
mitigation 

E1-96 Section D.7.8.2 (page D.7-92, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Site AZ T:9:12 (rock rings) was recommended as eligible in previous surveys; however, 
surveyors in 2004 were hesitant to make this recommendation. 

E1-97 Table D.7-24 in Section D.7.8.2 has been modified as follows for the SCE Palo Verde 
Alternative and please refer to Response E1-79 for updates to Table D.7-32 (Potential Effects 
to Cultural Resources in Arizona): 

 

Table D.7-24.  Potential Effects to Cultural Resources – SCE Palo Verde Alternative 

Resource Description 

Preliminary 
Eligibility 

Assessment  
(NRHP Criteria) APE Ne
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Proposed 
Treatment 

AZ T:9:12 Rock Rings Significant (d) 
Insufficient Data 

Undefined  ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

AZ T:9:21 Temporary Camp Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 
AZ T:9:64 Artifact Scatter Significant (d) 

Insufficient Data 
Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

AZ T:9:65 Farmstead Foundation Significant (d) Undefined ? ? ? ? Avoidance 

E1-98 Section D.10.11.1 (page D.10-27, paragraph 1, line 9) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

In the developed areas of the Devers-Harquahala section of the Proposed Project there 
are a number of additional existing electric transmission lines. 

E1-99 In Table D.10-3 in Section D.10.11.1 (page D.10-28, paragraph 1, line 9) of the Draft EIR/EIS 
the following reference has been deleted: 

Source: Application for CPCN, Appendix B, Field Management 

E1-100 Section D.10.11.2 (page D.10-32, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 
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Interference with typical cathode ray tube (CRT) type computer monitors can be 
detected at magnetic field levels of 10 mG and above, while large screen or high-
resolution CRT monitors can be susceptible to interference at levels as low as 5 mG. 

E1-101 Section D.10.11.2 (page D.10-32, paragraph 2) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

The most common electronic equipment that can be susceptible to magnetic field inter-
ference is probably CRT type computer monitors.…Possible solutions to this problem 
include: relocation of the monitor, use of magnetic shield enclosures, software programs, 
and replacement of cathode ray tubeCRT monitors with liquid crystal displays that are not 
susceptible to magnetic field interference. 

E1-102 Section D.10.11.2 (page D.10-32, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

When a person or animal comes in contact with a conductive object a perceptible cur-
rent or small secondary electric shock may occur. Secondary These small electric shocks 
cause no physiological harm; however, they may present a nuisance. 

E1-103 The generally accepted definition for Extremely Low Frequency (ELF) fields is frequencies 
up to 300 Hz. This is consistent with the definition used by the World Health Organization 
in its EMF project, as well as by other publications. Including higher frequencies (up to 
3,000 Hz) is outside of the area of discussion related to power line frequencies which are 
50-60 Hz, and therefore, no change has been made to the Draft EIR/EIS. 

E1-104 Section D.10.11.3 (page D.10-35, paragraph 6) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

“Possibly carcinogenic to humans” is a classification used to denote an agent for which 
there is limited evidence for of carcinogenicity in humans and less than sufficient evidence 
for of carcinogenicity in experimental animals. 

E1-105 Section D.10.11.3 (page D.10-35, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

While the results of the DHS report indicate these scientists believe that EMF can cause 
some degree of increased risk for certain health problems, the report did not quantify the 
degree of risk or make any specific recommendations to the CPUC. 

E1-106 Section D.10.11.3 (page D.10-35, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as 
follows: 

This would occur because the project combines several existing circuits that are currently 
on separate structures on to double-circuit transmission line structures and optimally arranges 
the line phases. 

E1-107 Section D.10.11.4 (page D.10-53, paragraph 2, bullet 6) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been mod-
ified as follows: 
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• Devers–San Bernardino Junction.  Locate less more loaded 230 kV lines furthest 
from Beaumont High School (no-cost magnetic Field Reduction Measure) 

E1-108 During preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, EIR/EIS preparers had only an old version of 
SCE’s “EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities.” The correct version of the docu-
ment was presented in Appendix 6 of the EIR/EIS, and the text changes illustrated in Responses 
E1-108 through E1-110 result from the making the EIR/EIS text consistent with the current 
version.  Section D.10.11.4, SCE’s Proposed EMF Mitigation, of the Draft EIR/EIS has 
been modified as follows: 

SCE’s “EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities” (see Appendix 6) include the fol-
lowing methods that may be available to reduce the magnetic field strength levels from 
electric power lines: 

• Increase distance from the lines 

• Reduce conductor (phase) spacing 

• Optimize phasing in a multi-circuit rights-of-way corridor 

• Convert single-phase to split-phase circuits 

• Reduce current in the line(s) 

• Shielding or active cancellation 

• Undergrounding 

SCE's EMF mitigation strategy is based on the following: 

• Determine the number and size of areas to consider for EMF reduction 

• Prioritize areas based on public input 

• Cost of the reduction techniques determines the number of areas that can be 
mitigated 

• Low-cost measures must be applied equitably 

• Total cost of mitigation should not exceed 4% of the total cost of the project 

• Total field reduction must be 15% or greater 

• The solution should not downgrade reliability or operating characteristics and 
should not create a hazard to maintenance personnel or the public. 

Design and construction of electric power system must comply with all applicable federal, 
state and local regulation, safety codes and SCE standards.  Additional EMF mitigation 
options based on CPUC Decision 93-11-013 must be consistent with these requirements. 
We utilize a four-stage process to select and implement “no-cost and low-cost” mag-
netic field reduction measures. The measures are implemented in the following order: 

1. “No-Cost” option(s) that can be uniformly applied to the entire project. “Phasing” 
will almost always be a selected option. 
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2. Existing public schools, or those under development (if known) should be the next 
priority for mitigation after “No-Cost”. Measures should be applied equitably along 
the project route if multiple schools are involved. It is possible that all the “low-cost’ 
funds available to the project (i.e., below 4% of the sum of the cost of all project 
elements) will be expended upon measures near schools--leaving little or no funds 
available for other “low cost” measures in other areas. 

3. Residential, Public Parks, Commercial, and Industrial developments should be consid-
ered for “low-cost” mitigation techniques only if the “low-cost” measures can be applied 
equitably to ensure fairness. 

4. Land that is not expected to be developed need not have any “low cost” measures 
applied. 

For example: 

• State Parks. 

• U.S. Forest Service. 

• U.S. Bureau of Land Management. 

• Formally designated “open space.” 

E1-109 Please refer to Response E1-108.  

E1-110 Please refer to Response E1-108. 

E1-111 Section D.10.11.4, SCE’s Proposed EMF Mitigation (page D.10-53), of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows: 

In the case of the Proposed Project SCE has incorporated an optimized phase configura-
tion for the Devers to Harquahala 500 kV segment, and optimized the phase config-
urations for the multiple 230 kV and 66 kV circuits in the West of Devers segments as a 
no-cost and low-cost design measure to mitigate EMF levels. 

E1-112 Section D.10.11.4, SCE’s Proposed EMF Mitigation (page D.10-54), of the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been modified as follows: 

In the vicinity of Beaumont High School in the West of Devers segment SCE proposes 
locating less more loaded 230 kV line furthest from the school as a no-cost EMF reduction 
measure. 

E1-113 Appendix 1 Section 1.3.2 (page Ap.1-4, last 2 bullets) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified 
as follows: 

• Construction Upgrade of a 500 kV shunt line reactor bank and associated discon-
nect switches within Devers Substation 

• Installation Upgrade of Special Protection Scheme (SPS) relays at the Devers, Padua,  
and Vista Substations 
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E1-114 Appendix 1 Section 4.2.9.3 (page Ap.1-71, paragraph 1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows for the Alligator Rock–South of I-10 Frontage Alternative: 

Alternative Length and Ground Disturbance. The Alligator Rock–South of I-10 
Frontage Alternative would be 0.45 0.57 miles longer than proposed route along a new 
transmission corridor,… 

E1-115 Appendix 1 Section 4.2.9.3 (page Ap.1-71, paragraph 4) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 
modified as follows for the Alligator Rock–South of I-10 Frontage Alternative: 

RETAINED FOR ANALYSIS.  This alternative would be feasible (if not constructed in 
addition to DPV2 DSWTP) and meets project objectives. 

E1-116 Because the tower height data was not available in electronic format, the tower heights 
listed in Appendix 3, Table 1 (Existing Tower Heights along the Devers-Harquahala Align-
ment – Line 1) were taken from the original DPV2 engineering drawings provided by SCE 
to the CPUC and BLM.  Please refer to Response A8-9. 

E1-117 The headings for Appendix 3, Table 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been modified as follows: 
 
 

Table 3.  Information for Structures in the Devers–San Bernardino and Devers-Vista Alignments 
DEVERS-SAN BERNARDINO VISTA  #1 & #2 

(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON SOUTHERN NORTHERN  
SIDE OF THE ROW)  

DEVERS-VISTA SAN BERNARDINO #1 & #2 
(DOUBLE-CIRCUIT LINE ON NORTHERN SOUTHERN  

SIDE  OF THE ROW) 
   

San Bernardino Junction –  
Line Continues West to Vista Substation  

North to San Bernardino Substation  

San Bernardino Junction –  
Line Continues North to San Bernardino  

Substation West to Vista Substation 

E1-118 Sheet 1 of 39 in Appendix 10 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified to show the Proposed 
Project as being on north side of the existing Harquahala-Hassayampa line.  The corrected map 
is presented in this Final EIR/EIS. 

E1-119 Please see Response E1-117. 

 

 

 


