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Responses to Comment Set A6 
California State Water Resources Control Board 
A6-1 Please refer to Response A4-1 which addresses the requirement that SCE obtain discharge per-

mits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. It has been noted that the State Water 
Board will take the lead role for Clean Water Act 401 water quality certification, because the 
project will cross the jurisdictions of the Colorado River Basin and Santa Ana Regional Water 
Boards. The Clean Water Act, including discharge requirements, is discussed under Sections 
D.2.4 (Biological Resources, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) and D.12.4 (Hydrol-
ogy and Water Quality, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) in the Draft EIR/EIS 
as it relates to the Proposed Project. 

A6-2 All surface water crossings, including mileposts and descriptions, are listed in Tables D.12-1 
and D.12-2 in Hydrology and Water Quality Sections D.12.2 and D.12.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Riparian habitat is discussed under Biological Resources in Section D.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Implementation of APM B-7 (No Activities Should Occur in Wetlands) and APM B-21 (No 
Clearing or Disturbance to Riparian Habitats) would reduce impacts to riparian and wetland 
vegetation. Although formal jurisdictional wetland delineations were not conducted for the 
300 mile transmission line route, numerous desert washes and ephemeral drainages are present 
in the desert portion of the Proposed Project (e.g., from Harquahala Switchyard to Midpoint 
Substation). In addition, jurisdictional drainages and intermittent creeks were noted throughout 
the western portion of the Proposed Project. Wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the ACOE 
and CDFG were noted in the Draft EIR/EIS during the biological reconnaissance surveys of 
the segment along the Colorado River and potentially in some of the irrigation channels located 
throughout the Palo Verde Valley. Prior to conducting any activities, SCE would obtain auth-
orization from the Regional Water Quality Control Board via a Clean Water Act 401 Water 
Quality Certification, ACOE Clean Water Act 404 permit, and CDFG Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement.  

Impacts to wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters are discussed under Impact B-10 (the Pro-
posed Project would result in adverse effects to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands) in Sec-
tion D.2.6.1.9 (State and Federal Jurisdictional Habitats) of the Draft EIR/EIS. Any removal 
of habitat in desert washes or construction impacts in desert washes, the Whitewater River, the 
San Gorgonio River, or their tributaries would be considered a significant but mitigable impact 
(Class II). Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands would be reduced to a less than sig-
nificant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1a (Prepare and implement 
a Habitat Restoration/Compensation Plan) in addition to the APMs. 

A6-3 Impacts to water quality are discussed in Section D.12.6 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in 
the Draft EIR/EIS and include the following specific impacts to water quality:  Impact H-1 (Con-
struction activity could degrade water quality due to erosion and sedimentation), Impact 
H-2 (Degradation of water quality through spill of potentially harmful materials used in con-
struction), Impact H-4 (Water quality degradation caused by accidental releases of oil from 
project facilities), and Impact H-5 (Excavation could degrade groundwater quality).  With the 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (see Table D.7-8 in Section D.12.11 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS) all impacts to water quality would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Enclosure 1, submitted with this comment letter, is noted and is discussed in Response A6-6 
below. 
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A6-4 The Clean Water Act, including discharge requirements, is discussed under Sections D.2.4 
(Biological Resources, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) and D.12.4 (Hydrol-
ogy and Water Quality, Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) in the Draft EIR/EIS as 
it relates to the Proposed Project. The proposed project is an overhead transmission project 
and therefore all stream crossing would be overhead, almost always spanning watercourses.  
Regardless, the EIR/EIS includes a comprehensive alternatives analysis (see Appendix 1 and 
Section C of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

A6-5 Impact B-12 (Construction activities would result in adverse effects to linkages and wildlife 
movement corridors) in Section D.2.6.1.10 discusses the impact of the proposed transmission 
line on linkages or corridors, including riparian corridors. Section D.2 also discusses the sensitive 
plant and animal species in the project area and those that would use the corridor. The EIR/EIS 
concludes that there would be no permanent impacts to wildlife movement corridors. The dis-
turbance associated with project construction would result in temporary impacts to wildlife 
utilizing the waterways (e.g., Colorado River, San Gorgonio River, and San Timoteo Creek) 
and adjacent habitat as a movement corridor. A temporary increase in traffic and activities 
in these areas would not impede the movement of wildlife and would not affect the nocturnal 
movement of wildlife. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement corridors would be considered 
adverse but less than significant (Class III). Impacts to streams and water bodies were found 
to be less than significant because the overhead transmission line would be able to span any 
watercourse (see Section D.12, Hydrology and Water Quality). Enclosure 2 (see Response A6-7) 
has been noted. 

A6-6 The contents of Enclosure 1 have already been addressed in various sections of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Impacts to hydrology and water quality, including floodplains and channel desta-
bilization, are discussed in Section D.12. Impacts to riparian habitat and wetlands are addressed 
in Section D.2 (Biological Resources). Erosion and soils are discussed in Section D.13 (see 
Impact G-1, Construction could accelerate erosion). Finally, contamination and pollutants 
are addressed in Section D.10 (Public Health and Safety). 

A6-7 Please refer to Responses A6-5 and C8-2. 
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Comment Set A7, cont. 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
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Responses to Comment Set A7 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
A7-1 The commenter’s description of the Proposed Project is correct. It is noted that Arizona Game 

& Fish Department does not anticipate that the Proposed Project would result in significant 
adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. 
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Responses to Comment Set A8 
Palo Verde Irrigation District 
A8-1 The requirement for SCE to develop an agreement with Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) 

to cross PVID facilities has been noted. This comment is referred to SCE for compliance with 
the District’s permitting requirements. Table A-4 (Permits or Other Actions Required Prior 
to Construction of the DPV2 in Arizona and California) in Section A.3.5 of this EIR/EIS 
notes that the PVID will have permitting authority for crossings of PVID irrigation/drainage 
channels, which would require an encroachment/crossing permit.  It should be noted that where 
Irrigation Districts have a ROW on public lands, the District may not charge rent. 

A8-2 In the Palo Verde Valley (CA) and the Blythe agricultural area, SCE would use existing access 
roads and irrigation canal roads, and would build spur roads to the new towers. The exact 
locations of the spur roads will depend on tower placement, which would be determined during 
final engineering after negotiations with agricultural landowners and PVID (see Mitigation 
Measures AG-1a [Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners] and AG-4a [Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agri-
cultural operations]). Therefore, it is correct that no proposed new access roads are depicted 
on Maps 17 to 19 of 36 in Appendix 10 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Because the locations of the 
spur roads will be determined in final engineering, they have not been depicted either. 

A8-3 The Applicant Proposed Measure (APMs) and additional mitigation measures proposed in the 
EIR/EIS address potential impacts to agricultural resources and operation in the Palo Verde 
Valley (CA) area. As discussed in APM L-4, the proposed route would line up the existing 
towers with the new ones to match tower spans where feasible. Specifically APM L-6 states 
that “in the agricultural area of the Palo Verde Valley [CA], towers would be located to allow 
for canal dredging by the Palo Verde Irrigation District. This also could include canal mod-
ifications” (see Table B-17 in Section B.5 of this EIR/EIS). As discussed in Response 
A8-1, SCE would need to obtain PVID approval for the crossing of any PVID irrigation/
drainage channel. As a component of this approval and as stated in APM L-6, maintenance 
issues could be discussed and resolved prior to final design and towers could be located accord-
ingly. Please refer to Response A8-8 for text incorporated in Mitigation Measure AG-4a 
(Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to avoid agricultural operations) 
that would require SCE to consult with PVID regarding tower placement to minimize dis-
ruption to PVID facilities. 

A8-4 While it is true that there is a Palo Verde area in both Arizona and California and the com-
ment has been noted, the context of each reference it is evident to which area a statement is 
directed. For instance, in each issue area in Section D, the environmental setting and 
potential impacts of the Devers-Harquahala route are divided into segments, one of which is 
the Palo Verde Valley, which explicitly states that this area is west from the Colorado River 
to Midpoint Substation. The sections further describe the Palo Verde Valley area as being 
in California, in Riverside County, and south of the City of Blythe. Likewise, when the EIR/EIS 
describes the Palo Verde area in Arizona, there are there are other clear State, county, or geo-
graphical markers included in the context of the sentence, heading, or paragraph that alert 
the reader to the location. While adding a “CA” or “AZ” after each use of Palo Verde would 
further clarify the issue, the entire EIR/EIS has not been reprinted and these changes are 
not considered to be required to clarify the text of the document. 
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A8-5 Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) A-2, A-3, and A-4 (see Table D.11-13 in Section 
D.11.3.2) refer to dust control and would be applicable to the Palo Verde Valley (CA), which 
is located in the Mojave Desert Air Quality Control District. APM A-2 requires use of water 
or a chemical dust suppressant on unstabilized disturbed areas and/or unpaved roadways; 
APM A-3 requires use of water or water-based chemical additives for dust control on unpaved 
access roads (water, organic polymers, lignin compounds, or conifer resin compounds would 
be used depending on availability, cost, and soil type); and APM A-4 requires that surfaces 
permanently disturbed by construction activities would be covered or treated with a dust 
suppressant. 

As stated in the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District impact analysis in Section 
D.11.4.3 in this EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure AQ-1a (Develop and Implement a Fugitive 
Dust Emission Control Plan) would replace and strengthen the required APMs with even 
more enforceable and stringent requirements. For instance, part of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a 
(see Table D.11-29 in Section D.11.8) would require application of CARB certified non-
toxic soil binders to all active unpaved roadways, unpaved staging areas, and unpaved park-
ing area(s) in amounts meeting manufacturer’s recommendations to meet the CARB certifi-
cation fugitive dust reduction efficiency of 84 percent. Another part of the mitigation mea-
sure would require that disturbed areas where CARB certified soil binders were not applied 
would be watered at least three times a day during construction. As such, use of a chemical 
additive would already be required in the Palo Verde Valley (CA) with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measure AQ-1a and no additional mitigation is necessary. 

A8-6 The spelling correction for the Town of Quartzsite is noted. However, because the entire Final 
EIR/EIS will not be reprinted, corrected color maps have not been presented here since the 
aforementioned spelling edit does not affect the impact analysis within this EIR/EIS. The 
EIR/EIS maps will not be used for construction as SCE will develop detailed maps during 
the final engineering stage. 

A8-7 As discussed in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8 and Section C.5.2.5, SCE’s South of Blythe Alter-
native was eliminated from full consideration during the alternatives screening process. The 
South of Blythe Alternative was first considered in the 1985 DPV2 Project in response to 
concerns regarding agricultural impacts in the Blythe area and it was also included in SCE’s 
2005 Proponent’s Environmental Assessment as Subalternate 3. Figure Ap.1-4, which depicts 
the route uses GIS data post-1970 and therefore, should depict the re-channelized River. 

Regardless, the current location of the Colorado River would not affect the outcome of the 
alternative evaluation. The EIR/EIS concluded that the overall impact resulting from ground 
disturbance would be greater with SCE’s South of Blythe Alternative and the route would 
establish a new transmission corridor. As stated in Section 4.2.8 of Appendix 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the route would traverse much more sensitive biological habitat near the Colorado 
River and Cibola Wildlife Refuge, cause greater visual impacts and have a much higher cul-
tural sensitivity than the proposed route. Therefore, the alternative route was eliminated due 
to much greater visual, land use, biological resources, recreation, and cultural resources impacts 
than the Proposed Project. 

A8-8 There are no local, State, or federal regulations with specific limits on placement of trans-
mission line towers in farmlands. However, text has been added on page D.10-33 in Sec-
tion D.10.12.2 (Other Field-Related Public Concerns) regarding the safety concerns related 
to aerial applicators: 
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Safety Concerns Related to Agricultural Aerial Applicators 

In agricultural areas, aerial spraying (crop dusting) is used to control insects, weeds, and 
diseases. Where transmission lines exist in an agricultural area, pilots fly over, beside, and 
even under transmission lines to spray agricultural land with various products (usually 
pesticides). Aerial applicators fly at low levels, sometimes at speeds in excess of 100 miles 
per hour. High numbers of fatalities associated with aerial applicators can partly be 
attributed to flying at these low altitudes and speeds with the additional possibility of crashing 
into power lines, trees, towers, and sometimes buildings and mountainsides within the flight 
area. Many aerial applicator accidents are not reported unless they resulted in an injury or 
fatality. Of the crashes reported between 1992 and 1998, 33 percent were as a result of 
having struck a power line, tree, or tower (Suarezi, 2000). Transmission line towers present 
a substantial obstacle to avoid, and therefore require additional attention from the pilots. 

The following reference has also been added to the references section in Section D.10.14: 

Suarezi, Peggy. 2000. Compensation and Working Conditions, Flying Too High: Worker 
Fatalities in the Aeronautics Field. Volume 5, No.1, Spring 2000. 

An additional impact has been added to Section D.10.12.2 (Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Transmission Line) on page D.10-57: 

Impact PS-5: Transmission Lines in Agricultural Areas Present a Safety Hazard to Aerial 
Applicators (Class III) 

Transmission lines and towers can be safety hazards for aerial applicators because they present 
additional obstacles for pilots to avoid. Transmission lines are especially hazardous when: 

• Lines are diagonally oriented, relative to field boundaries 
• Multiple lines exist side-by-side 
• Change in direction (angle) is created along the corridor 
• New transmission lines and towers are installed 
• Towers and lines are not clearly visible. 

In the Palo Verde Valley (CA), pilots are now aware of the presence of the DPV1 trans-
mission line, which has been in place since 1982. Some pilots may periodically fly over 
fields that they haven’t been to in six months or longer. In those cases, pilots may have no 
knowledge that new transmission lines and towers may have been constructed during their 
absence, which creates an increased potentially significant danger for pilots in the agricultural 
areas in the Palo Verde Valley (CA). This impact is considered to be adverse but less than 
significant (Class III), impact due to the existence of the DPV1 towers and conductors 
immediately adjacent to the new line. However, as a part of Mitigation Measure AG-1a 
(Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural landowners), 
SCE would establish agreements with and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners and thus they would be aware of the construction of the new Devers-Harquahala 
line and could warn aerial applicator pilots. By matching towers and spans as is specified in 
Mitigation Measure AG-4a (Locate transmission towers and pulling/splicing stations to 
avoid agricultural operations), the new DPV2 500 kV line would be immediately adjacent 
to the existing DPV1 500 kV line and the incremental impact of a new line would not create 
a new significant impact on flight patterns of aerial applicators flying in the Palo Verde 
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Valley. Mitigation Measure AG-4a has been modified to state that SCE shall locate towers in 
agricultural areas to incorporate the concerns regarding safety issues of aerial applicators 
flying in the Palo Verde Valley at night. This impact would be less than significant (Class 
III) and further reduced with the incorporated Agricultural Resources mitigation measures 
(see Section D.6). 

Mitigation Measure for Impact PS-5 (Transmission Lines in Agricultural Areas 
Present a Safety Hazard to Aerial Applicators) 

AG-1a Establish agreement and coordinate construction activities with agricultural 
landowners. 

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 align-
ments 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) and other 
agricultural areas; 

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). 

A8-9 The height and elevation data was taken from preliminary DPV2 engineering drawings devel-
oped approximately 20 years ago and provided by SCE to the CPUC.  The tables indicate con-
ductor height, so the maximum tower height would be approximately 25-30 feet higher.  
The title of Table 3 has been corrected and a footnote has been added to Table 1 in Appen-
dix 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS for clarification, as follows: 
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Table 1.  Existing Proposed Tower Heights1 along the Devers-Harquahala Alignment – Line 1 

1 The heights listed in the table are calculated from the ground elevation to the point of support (i.e., conductor height).  For a 
single-circuit 500 kV lattice, tubular steel pole, or “H frame” tower, the top of the entire structure would be approximately 
25-30 feet above the conductor height.  The top of a double-circuit 500 kV lattice tower would be approximately 56 feet taller 
than the highest conductor height.  Please refer to Figures B-8, B-9, and B-10 in Section B for diagrams of typical 500 kV 
structures. 

A8-10 The difference between irrigation canals and irrigation drainage ditches has been noted and 
it is acknowledged that this wording should be corrected in Section D.2 and other EIR/EIS 
sections. The text in Section D.2.2.4 under Plant Communities and Sensitive Habitats on 
page D.2-56 has been updated as follows: 

The agricultural areas in this segment are generally located between MPs E102.3 and 
E112.6, and consist of scattered residences and fields that are crossed by irrigation canals 
and drainage ditches. These agricultural areas are dominated by what appears to be row 
crops, hay, cotton, and some fallow fields. The irrigation canals are generally channel-
ized and hold water above adjacent ground levels with very little side brush and no 
cattails or tulles. Irrigation drainage ditches carry groundwater from adjacent properties, 
have a water level 8 to 15 feet below adjacent farmland, and cattails, reeds, tulles, quail 
bush, arrow weeds, salt cedar, etc. are allowed to grow as long as the drain operates 
satisfactorily. with sparse to fairly dense vegetation along the edges. These vegetated 
areas tend to be dominated by non-native and weedy species of plants. 

In addition the paragraph on “Agricultural, Pastureland, and Windfarms” (Section D.2.1.1.1, 
Vegetation Overview) on page D.2-15 has been updated as follows: 

In some areas, the large extensive agricultural areas are crisscrossed by an extensive array 
of irrigation canals and drainage ditches. The banks of these canals generally exhibit little 
or no vegetation, although those drainage ditches that do support vegetation are primarily 
covered by non-native weedy plant species. Small farms, plant nurseries, and horse stables 
also comprise a portion of the agricultural and/or pasturelands located along the ROW. 

The paragraph on “Agricultural Areas, Pasturelands, and Windfarms” (Section D.2.1.1.2, 
Wildlife Overview) has similarly been corrected on page D.2-19 as follows: 

Suitable habitat for denning and nesting for such species generally occurs along the weedy 
edges of fields and irrigation drainage ditches canals as well as in the poorly maintained 
or fallow fields. Agricultural areas can provide a year-round water source for wildlife. 

A8-11 The text in Table D.12-1 (Surface Water Crossings – Devers-Harquahala) in Section D.12.2 
of this EIR/EIS has been updated for the Palo Verde Valley as follows: 
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Table D.12-1. Surface Water Crossings – Devers-Harquahala 

Milepost Description  Milepost Description 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge to Colorado River  Palo Verde Valley 
E82.6 Tyson Wash (desert valley wash)  E102.2 to E102.4 Colorado River 
E82.8 Tyson Wash Braid (desert valley wash)  E102.9 D10-11-2 (formerly F Canal) 
E85.3 desert wash  E103.8103.81 D10-11 (formerly F Canal) 
E88.7 desert wash  E104.3104.4 D-23 canal 
E90.4 La Paz Arroyo (desert valley wash)  E105.1105.0 Eastside Drain 
E91.5 La Paz Arroyo (desert valley wash)  E106.0105.9 D or D-28 canal 
E93.6 to E93.7 desert wash  E105.9 Lovekin Drain 
E94.1 desert wash  E106.9105.9 C Canal 
E95.3 to E95.5 Ehrenberg Wash (desert valley wash)  E107.4 Central Drain canal 
E96.5 desert wash  E107.7107.58 C-13 canal 
E97.3 Limekiln Wash (desert valley wash)  E108.6 C-05 Canal 
E96  desert wash  E107.92 to 108.95 Fisher Drain 
E98.9 desert valley wash  E108.7 WC-2 Canal 
E99.0 to E99.1 desert valley wash  E109.0108.95 Westside Drain 
E101.5 to E102.2 Colorado River  E109.9 C-03 Canal 
   E110.5110.45 C-03-11 canal 
   E111.0110.7 to 

110.92 
Keim Drain canal 

   E111.4 Rannells Drain 
   E112.01.92 to 

112.44 
C-03-11-4 canal 

   E112.5112.45 Palo Verde Drain canal 
   E112.7 desert wash 

A8-12 The revisions to Table D.12-1 have been noted and are incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS 
(see Response A7-11). It is noted that PVID can enter into an agreement to provide dust control 
water at any of the crossings in the Palo Verde Valley. Please also refer to Response A8-5 
for a discussion regarding dust control. 

Table D.14-6 (Utility and Service Providers by Jurisdiction – Palo Verde Valley (Colorado 
River to Midpoint Substation) Segment) in Section D.14.2.4 in this EIR/EIS has been updated 
as follows: 

 

Table D.14-6.  Utility and Service Providers by Jurisdiction –  
Palo Verde Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint Substation) Segment 

Riverside County 
Natural gas & electricity – SCE, Southwest Gas 
Corporation 
Water – Eastern Municipal Water District Residential 
wells; Palo Verde Irrigation District 
Wastewater – Eastern Municipal Water District 
Telecommunications – Verizon, SBC 

Solid Waste (Landfills) – Riverside County Waste 
Management Department 
Fire protection – Riverside County Fire Department 
Police protection – Riverside County Sheriff’s 
Department 
Schools within One Mile of Proposed Project – None 
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City of Blythe (Riverside County) 
Natural Gas & Electricity – SCE, Southwest Gas 
Corporation 
Water – City of Blythe East Blythe County Water District 
Wastewater – Blythe Regional Wastewater Authority 
Telecommunications – Verizon, SBC 

Solid Waste (Landfills) – Blythe Sanitary Landfill 
Fire Protection – Blythe Fire Department, Riverside 
County Fire Department 
Police Protection – Blythe Police Department, 
Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
Schools within One Mile of Proposed Project – None 

A8-13 Section D.14, page D.14-29 has been updated as follows: 

As identified in Table D.14-6, Utility and Service Providers by Jurisdiction – Palo Verde 
Valley (Colorado River to Midpoint Substation) Segment, when water is required, this 
segment of the project route is served by the Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID). 
PVID has stated that the 0.5 af of water required for the Proposed Project would have 
no impact to PVID’s use of water for farming operations. Eastern Municipal Water 
District within Riverside County, which gets its water from the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (MWD). In 2005, the MWD had an available water 
supply of 1.7 million af of water annually. Based on the MWD capacity, construction 
of this segment would use approximately 0.00002 percent of the available annual water 
supply of the MWD. This minute fraction is not anticipated to place demands on the 
MWD available water supply resulting in significant impacts or require the need for 
new or expanded water facilities. Consequently, water demands of the Proposed Project 
would have a less than significant impact with no mitigation required (Class III). 

A8-14 The correction has been noted and the tower number #4742 should be corrected on Map 
Sheet 18 of 39 in Appendix 10 of this EIR/EIS. However, because the entire Draft EIR/EIS 
has not been reprinted, the corrected map of Sheet 18 of 39 has not been reprinted here 
since the spelling correction does not affect the impact analysis within the EIR/EIS. This 
map will not be used for construction as SCE will develop detailed maps during the final 
engineering stage. 

A8-15 The attachment containing a table of Potential PVID Facilities Crossings has been noted and 
the text in Table D.12-1 has been updated (see Response A8-11). Please refer to Response 
A8-1 as well. 
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