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Re: Backcountry Against Dumps, The Protect Our Communities Foundation, East
County Community Action Coalition, and Donna Tisdale’s PETITION FOR
RECONSIDERATION of the State Water Resources Control Board’s November
18, 2010 Order for Clean Water Action Section 401 Water Quality Certification
for the San Diego Gas and Electric Company Sunrise Powerlink Project (File No.
SBOY015IN; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers File No. 2007-00704-SAS), and
accompanying REQUEST FOR STAY, supporting AFFIDAVIT; REQUEST
FOR PREPARATION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD); and
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE.

I. INTRODUCTION

This petition is submitted on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps (“BAD”), The Protect
Our Communities Foundation (“POC”), the East County Community Action Coalition
(“ECCAC”) and Donna Tisdale (collectively “petitioners”) in response to this Board’s November
18, 2010 Order for Clean Water Action Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the San
Diego Gas and Electric Company Sunrise Powerlink Project (File No. SB09015IN; U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers File No. 2007-00704-SAS) (“Order”). Through this petition, petitioners (1)
seek reconsideration of this Board’s Order, pursuant to California Code of Regulations section
3867;(2) request a stay of the Order, pursuant to section 3869(c); and (3) request that the Board’s
Executive Director, Thomas Howard, prepare the Board’s staff record for the Order, pursuant to
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section 3867(d)(9).

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION ORDER AND
THE POWERLINK PROJECT

On November 18, 2010, the Board issued its Order providing water quality certification for
San Diego Gas and Electric Company’s (“SDG&E’s”) Sunrise Powerlink Project (“the
Powerlink™ or “project”), pursuant to Title 23, section 3838 of the California Code of
Regulations. The Order certifies “that as long as all of the conditions listed {therein] or
incorporated by reference are met, any discharge from [the Powerlink] will comply with the
applicable provisions of Clean Water Act sections 301 (Effluent Limitations), 302 (Water
Quality Related Effiuent Limitations), 303 (Water Quality Standards and Implementation Plans),
306 (National Standards of Performance), and 307 (Toxic and Pretreatment Effluent Standards.”
Order at 11-12. The Order also “servefs] as Waste Discharge Requirements pursuanl to the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.” Id. at 12.

The project subject to the Order, the Powerlink, would involve the construction, operation
and maintenance of a series of new 500 kV and 230 kV transmission lines in San Diego and
Imperial Counties. The new lines would transmit up to 500 megawatts of electricity generated by
myriad industrial-scale power plants located throughout the fragile desert ecosystem in Southern
California. The Powerlink would traverse more than 120 miles of pristine desert and mountain
terrain, including sensitive waterways and habitat for numerous endangered and other special
status species.

The Powerlink is the subject of a joint Bureau of Land Management (“BL.M”) and
California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (“EIR”), a final version of which (the “FEIR”) was issued on October 13,
2008. Previous versions of the EIR included a Draft EIR (“DEIR™), published on January 3,
2008, and a Supplemental DEIR (“SDEIR™), published on July 11, 2008. The selected project
route changed substantially from the DEIR and SDEIR to the FEIR, with BLM and CPUC
ultimately selecting a previously unidentified southern route as the preferred route in the FEIR.
The FEIR notes that the selected southern route would have 41 significant and unmitigable
environmental impacts. FEIR ES-6. The Powerlink’s impacts include significant impacts to the
waters of California, as also described in Attachment D to the Board’s Order, “The State Water
Resources Control Board’s CEQA Findings for the Sunrise Powerlink Project.”

In addition to the impacts identified in the FEIR and the Board’s own CEQA {indings, there
are many other impacts of the Powerlink that have not yet been analyzed in a CEQA document.
These impacts are the result of substantial changes made to the Project by the Project
Modification Report (“PMR,” attached hereto as Attachment 3 to the Affidavit of Stephan C.
Volker), and significant new informatjon garnered through environmental surveys completed
after the publication of the FEIR. These are discussed more fully in the Statement of Reasons
section below.



1. PETITIONERS ARE VITALLY CONCERNED

All four petitioners are directly impacted by the Powerlink project and the Board’s Order
approving it. Petitioner BAD is a community organization comprising numerous individuals and
families residing in San Diego and Imperial counties. Members of BAD are keenly interested in
the proper management of lands within the project area in order to maintain and enhance their
ecological integrity, scenic beauty, wildlife, recreational amenities, cultural resources, watershed
values, and surface and groundwater resources. Some members of BAD rely for their entire
domestic, municipal, and agricultural water supply on the vulnerable aquifers of eastern San
Diego County that are threatened with contamination and overdrafting by ongoing and proposed
land use development, including the many industrial-scale energy projects the Powerlink would
promote. The Powerlink — and thus the Board’s Order approving the project — would harm
natural resources of San Diego and Imperial Counties, and BAD’s members.

Petitioner ECCAC is a coalition of community groups with the common goal of preserving
their rural quality of life and the natural resources of eastern San Diego County. ECCAC and its
members seck to maintain the ecological integrity, scenic beauty, wildlife, cultural resources,
recreational amenities, watershed values, and groundwater resources in eastern San Diego
County. ECCAC’s members use lands that would be impacted by the Powerlink ~ and the
industrial-scale developments it would promote — for aesthetic, scientific, historic, cultural,
recreational, and spiritual enjoyment. The Powerlink — and thus the Board’s Order approving the
project — would harm the use and enjoyment of these public resources by ECCAC’s members as
well as the public at large.

Petitioner POC is a community organization composed of numerous individuals and
families residing throughout eastern San Diego County who would be directly affected by the
Powerlink and the industrial-scale energy generation projects that it would promote. POC’s
purpose is the promotion of a safe, reliable, economical, renewable and environmentally
responsible energy future. POC’s members use lands that would be impacted by the Powerlink
and its connected and related developments for aesthetic, scientific, historic, cultural,
recreational, and spiritual enjoyment. The Powerlink — and thus the Board’s Order approving the
project — would harm the use and enjoyment of these East County public resources by POC’s
members.

Petitioner Donna Tisdale lives on Morningstar Ranch, located two miles west of Tierra Del
Sol Road in Boulevard, California. Her residence relies exclusively on well water. She is an
active member of multiple community groups, including co-petitioners BAD, POC, and ECCAC,
and is a sitting member of the County of San Diego’s Boulevard Planning Group. Mrs. Tisdale
~ advocates for the preservation of rural areas of Southern California and was featured on the front
page of the Washington Post as a voice of the rural community against the Powerlink. Mrs.
Tisdale makes extensive use of public lands that will be affected by the Powerlink for
recreational and spiritual activities. The Powerlink — and thus the Board’s Order approving the
project — would adversely affect Mrs. Tisdale’s interests by introducing industrial development
into the McCain Valley and surrounding areas, thereby harming her use and enjoyment of the
public natural resources of these areas. Mrs. Tisdale also frequently uses other public lands that
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would be directly and specifically affected by the Powerlink, including BLM’s McCain Valley
Resource Conservation Area, the Cleveland National Forest, Carrizo Wildemess Area, Jacumba
Wildemess Area, Mountain Springs, Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area, In-Ko-Pah County
Park, Desert View Tower, Yuha Desert ACEC, Hauser Wilderness Area and Wilderness Study
Area (“WSA”™), Pacific Crest Trail, Pepperwood Trail. The Powerlink would significantly impair
Mrs. Tisdale’s ability to enjoy those lands in the form of hiking, family outings and recreation,
wildlife and wildflower viewing, sightseeing, photography, star gazing, quiet meditation, and
camping. '

Accordingly, petitioners respectfully request that the Board reconsider its Order and stay
the Order pending reconsideration.

1V. PETITIONERS PARTICIPATED IN THE CERTIFICATION PROCESS

Petitioners submitted a comment letter to the Board on December 14, 2009 opposing
SDG&E’s application for CWA 401 Water Quality Certification and requesting denial of that
application. Comments of The Protect Our Communities Foundation, East County Community
Action Coalition, Backcountry Against Dumps, and Donna Tisdale Requesting Denial of San
Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Application for Federal Clean Water Act, Section 401, Water
Quality Certification for Activities Related to the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project,
December 14, 2009 (“Comments™), included as Attachment 2 to the Affidavit of Stephan C.
Volker.

Petitioners’ Comments addressed the issues discussed throughout this petition, as well as
other arguments incorporated herein by reference. The Comments addressed the need to delay
401 Certification until the resolution of all related lawsuits in light of the Board’s regulations
requiring a complete application prior to certification. 23 CCR §3856; Comments, pp. 2-3.
Furthermore, the Comments discussed the inadequacies of the application. Comments, pp. 3-7.
The application did not fully address the impacts of stormwater runoff due to road construction,
slope stability concerns, temporary rock surface intallation, bridge installation, and Powerlink
maintenance. Comments, pp. 3-5. The application also failed to provide an adequate discussion
of permanent pull sites, temporary construction and maintenance pads, and impacts to
endangered and threatened species. Comments, pp. 5-7. The application was inconsistent with
the Powerlink Biological Opinion, issued by the Fish and Wildlife Service and relied on by this
Board in issuing SDG&E’s 401 Certification, and failed to provide a complete map showing past
and future projects. Comments, pp. 6-7.

Petitioners” discussion of the inadequacies of SDG&E’s 401 Water Quality Certification
application, and request for denial of that application, in their December 14, 2009 Comments
constitutes clear and undeniable participation in the Board’s Water Quality Certification process.

V. OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES

To the best of petitioners’ knowledge, there are no other parties interested in this
proceeding aside from petitioners, the Board, and the applicant.

-4 -



V1. STATEMENT OF REASONS

Title 23, section 3856(f) of the California Code of Regulations states that “[ajlthough
CEQA documentation is not required for a complete application, the certifying agency shall be
provided with and have ample time to properly review a final copy of valid CEQA
documentation before taking a certification action” (emphasis added). Here, the Board was not
provided with a valid CEQA document, let alone given ample time to properly review it.
Therefore, the Board’s Order providing water quality certification for the Powerlink project was
improper and should be rescinded.

The Order relies on the Powerlink FEIR for its environmental analysis, and also
incorporates as certification conditions many of the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.
See Order at 3-11. However, the Powerlink EIR is inadequate under CEQA and does not
constitute a valid CEQA document on which the Board may rely. Not only does the EIR fail to
comply with CEQA with respect to the Powerlink project as it was defined in the FEIR, it fails to
describe and analyze the environmental Impacts of the project in its current form, after its
transformation by the PMR. .

Even where an FEIR has been certified, CEQA requires agencies to prepare an SEIR if
“substantial changes are proposed in the project” or “substantial changes occur with respect to
the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken™ and either of these “will require
major revisions in the environmental impact report.” Public Resources Code § 21166, see also
Title 14, California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines™) § 15162(a). An SEIR is also
required where new information that could not have been previously known subsequently
becomes available. /d The modified Project involves a multitude of significant new changes,
circumstances, and information, thus requiring an SEIR.

Under CEQA, then, CPUC was required to produce a subsequent or supplemental
environmental impact report (“SEIR”) for the newly revised Powerlink project, rather than
merely approving the PMR SDG&E on May 14, 2010. Since the project and its context changed
substantially after the certification of the FEIR, the CPUC erroneously utilized the PMR as a
CEQA environmental review document to determine that no further environmental review was
necessary. Instead, the CPUC was required by law to release an SEIR before re-approving the
Project subsequent to its modifications, for three reasons.

First, the PMR proposes substantial changes in the Project that will require major revisions
of the previously approved FEIR due to the presence of new significant environmental effects
and a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified environmental effects. Second,
there have been substantial changes in the circumstances surrounding the Project that require
major revisions to the FEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects and
a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified environmental effects. Finally, there
is new information that was not known at the time the FEIR was certified showing that the
Project will have additional significant environmental effects not discussed in the FEIR and will
cause the environmental effects previously examined to be more severe. The changes set forth in
the PMR trigger all three of these circumstances and therefore require additional review under
CEQA.

Because neither the CPUC nor any other agency has produced an SEIR, and because the
Powerlink EIR is inadequate in its current form, there is no valid CEQA document for the Board
to rely on under Title 23, section 3856(f) of the California Code of Regulations. Its reliance on
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the FEIR was therefore misplaced, and its Order should be rescinded pending preparation of a
valid CEQA document.

VII. REQUEST FOR STAY

A. Both Petitioners and the Public Interest Would Suffer Substantial Irreparable
Harm in the Absence of 2 Stay. '

Construction of the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Line would substantially harm
petitioners and the public interest in five ways: (1) it would cause af least 41 significant, but
unmitigable, environmental impacts in San Diego and Imperial Counties; (2) it would drastically
reduce petitioners’ ability to use and enjoy their homes and beloved recreation areas by
introducing excessive noise, ground disturbances, construction activities, and unsightly industrial
equipment and structures; (3) it would cause irreparable adverse impacts to biological resources;
(4) it would exacerbate the already substantial risk of wildfires; and (5) it would effectively pre-
decide this petition by giving the Powerlink unstoppable momentum.

Many of these harms have already started to occur. In September 2010, SDG&E began
its preliminary construction of the Powerlink by upgrading several substations and establishing
three construction yards.! More recently, in November 2010, SDG&E requested CPUC Notices
to Proceed for all segments of the Powerlink on state lands and CPUC issued a Notice to Proceed
that allows SDG&E to construct the underground portion of the Powerlink along Alpine
Boulevard.” Since SDG&E has already taken substantial steps toward initiating the main
construction of the Powerlink, petitioners” need for a stay is urgent.

1. The Powerlink Would Cause Significant and Unmitigable Impacts to Water
Resources

As the Board itself admits in its CEQA Findings for the Sunrise Powerlink Project,
Attachment D to the Board’s Order, the project would have substantial and unmitigable impacts
on water resources:

The Sunrise Powerlink Project will cause-permanent impact to waters of the State
by filling one wetland area, building numerous access roads which cross streams,
and by constructing numerous tower pads in or immediately adjacent to streams.
The Project will also cause temporary impacts to waters of the State by the
installation of numerous temporary construction areas, temporary fly yards, and
temporary access road crossings of streams. Potential temporary impacts from
construction activities, such as spills and leaks, could also occur.

2. The Powerlink Would Cause Significant and Unmitigable Impacts.

' CPUC, San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Sunrise Powerlink Project,
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/sunrise/sunrise.htm.
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The FEIR estimates that the selected route for the Powerlink would have 41 “significant,
unmitigable impacts.” FEIR ES-6.° Further, the PMR reveals a modified alignment for the
Powerlink that deviates from the selected route, potentially creating additional environmental
impacts that cannot be mitigated. PMR S-1, Attachment 3 to Declaration of Stephan C. Volker.
Since the FEIR does not contain a summary of impacts for the selected route (a significant defect
in the FEIR) and the PMR does not evaluate whether the new impacts are mitigable in the
context of the modified project location, it is difficult to determine exactly what environmental
impacts would be triggered by the Powerlink." Nonetheless, the FEIRs admission of 41
significant impacts that can cannot be mitigated in any possible way establishes that petitioners
would suffer irreparable harm from the construction and completion of the Powerlink.

3. The Powerlink Would Seriously Impede Petitioners’ Ability to Use and
Enjoy their Homes and Recreation Areas.

Construction of the Powerlink would also drastically reduce the use and enjoyment of
some of the petitioners® homes and many of the recreation areas that petitioners use on regular
basis. Among the most disturbing impacts of the construction would be the introduction into the
area of: (1) jarring noise emanating from 19 on-site construction yards, which would diminish
the use and enjoyment of areas surrounding the yards by homeowners, hikers, bikers, and other
recreationists (PMR 2-15); (2) countless helicopter flyovers to construct 230 structures in the
project area, which would disrupt the otherwise peaceful experience of living and recreating in or
near the backcountry (Project Memorandum 1-22, Attachment 4 to Declaration of Stevan C.
Volker); (3) massive construction equipment located in 19 construction yards and 162 tower
staging access pads that would diminish petitioners” enjoyment of the vast natural vistas in the

® The FEIR is located on the CPUC’s website, and is available in full at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/sunrise/toc-feir. htm.

* The summary for the proposed — and later rejected — route for the Powerlink provides
an informative parallel. FEIR ES-85. The FEIR identifies the following adverse, significant,
and unmitigable impacts for the proposed Powerlink route: (1) temporary and permanent losses
of native vegetation (FEIR ES-85); (2) direct or indirect loss of listed or sensitive plants or a
direct loss of habitat for listed or sensitive plans (id.); (3) direct or indirect loss of listed or
sensitive wildlife or a direct loss of habitat for listed or sensitive wildlife (id.); (4) direct or
indirect loss of Pennisular bighorn sheep or direct loss of habitat (id.); (5) direct or indirect loss
of Quino checkerspot butterfly or direct loss of habitat (id.); (6) temporarily reduced access and
visitation to recreational or wilderness areas (id. at ES-88); (7) an adverse change to unknown
significant buried prehistoric and historical archacological sites and buried Native American
human remains (id.); (8) construction noise that would substantially disturb sensitive receptors
and violate Jocal rules, standards, and/or ordinances (id. at ES-89); (9) dust and exhaust
emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminates (id.); and (10) a significant increase in
the probability of a wildfire (id. at ES-90). These significant, unmitigable impacts identified in
the FEIR for the proposed Powerlink route are equally applicable to the construction of the
selected Powerlink route and unequivocally demonstrate that petitioners are likely, if not more
than likely, to be harmed by the project’s construction.
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project area (PMR Table S-1); (4) air emissions from construction equipment, helicopters, and
water-hauling trucks that would degrade the region’s air quality (Project Memorandum 1-32)
and, in terms of dust production, degrade key visual resources; and (5) increased traffic on local
roads due to construction-related traveling and deliveries that would increase petitioners’
commute times, delay travel, and present new hazards on roads that are already known to be
dangerous (PMR 3-52; Project Memorandum 1-22). In addition, the Powerlink’s construction
would impair recreational use of public lands located within the project area because the
construction (1) would scare off wildlife in the area, making it much more difficult to view
species such as the Peninsular bighom sheep; (2) could impact the 147 cultural resources located
within the project area (PMR Table S-1); and (3) would likely lead to the closure of certain areas
that were previously open to the public for recreational purposes.

Further, the Powerlink has several components that would seriously impair visual
resources in the project area, drastically reducing petitioners’ use and enjoyment of their homes
and beloved recreation areas. For example, pursuant to federal regulations, SDG&E would
install 1,345 colorful marker balls on top of static lines, introducing new industrial apparatuses
into the scenic project area. PMR Table 2-2; Project Memorandum 1-6. SDG&E would also
build a new facility within the existing Imperial Valley Substation to provide on-site storage for
construction parts, equipment, and supplies. Project Memorandum 2-6. This facility, which
would consist of a steel building that is 60 feet wide by 120 feet long by 30 feet high, would
Impair petitioners’ ability to use and enjoy the scenic lands surrounding their homes and located
in their favorite recreation areas. PMR 4-3,

4, The Powerlink Would Substantially Harm Special Status Species.

The construction and future existence of the Powerlink would cause irreparable adverse
harm to special status species and their habitats located in the project area. Some of the most
dramatic effects of the Powerlink include its impacts on 38.69 acres of critical and occupied
habitat for the endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly, 121.61 acres of suitable habitat and
proposed critical habitat for the endangered arroyo toad, 37.42 acres of critical habitat for the
endangered Peninsular bighorn sheep, 167.64 acres of land in and outside of management areas
for the flat-tailed homed lizard, 9 Golden Eagle nests, and 742.74 acres of sensitive vegetation
communities. PMR Tables 3-3, 3-7.

In addition, SDG&E plans to use highly disruptive helicopters to construct the majority of
the Powerlink, an action that could vastly reduce the habitat available for various endangered and
threatened species in the project area. The construction helicopters would impact species by
generating startling noise and inducing habitat clearing to make room for helicopter pads, staging
areas, and fly yards, all of which would fragment species’ habitat and disrupt ecological
processes. See Project Memorandum 1-23. These impacts could be particularly detrimental to
the Peninsular bighorn sheep, a species with steadily decreasing habitat that would continue to
disappear as the Powerlink is constructed. According to the FWS’ Final Listing Rule, the
“Peninsular bighorn sheep . . . declined from an estimated 1,171 individuals in 1971 to . . ..
approximately 280" individuals in 1998 due to habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation. 63
Fed.Reg. 13136 (Mar. 14, 2008). Based on all of the impacts to biological resources described
above, the construction of the Powerlink would cause petitioners’ to suffer significant harm by



interfering with their wildlife viewing activities and disturbing the habitats that petitioners seck
to protect.

5. The Powerlink Would Increase the Risk of Wildfires in Southern California.

Petitioners would suffer significant harm because the construction of the Powerlink
would amplify the already significant risk of wildfires in the area. As recent fires in the project
area have demonstrated, the results of wildfires in eastern San Diego are often not only
irreparable, they can be devastating to the affected communities and their residents. The
presence of the Powerlink in San Diego and Imperial Counties would only increase this risk
because, according to the FEIR, the fire danger along the selected route is extremely significant
and unmitigable. FEIR ES-90. Based on the current project location, the Powerlink would put
approximately 1,409 homes at risk of being destroyed by a wildfire. Project Memorandum 7, 1-
26. Further, the risk of frequent wildfires may be even larger than the risk anticipated in the
FEIR because the PMR presents a modified project route that is outside of the approved right-of-
way. Project Memorandum 1-25. This increased risk of wildfire will surely harm petitioners and
the public interest.

6. A Stay is Necessary to Ensure that the Board Considers the Petition.

Finally, if the Board denies this request for stay, it would effectively pre-decide the
petition because the construction of the Powerlink would gain unstoppable momentum.
Common sense dictates that it would be far easier to influence an initial choice to permit a
project than to change a mind already committed to allowing a project to proceed. Once some
towers are erected along the selected route, SDG&E would not be willing to abandon its work
and choose a different route for the Powerlink that has less impacts on waterways, and the Board
would be reluctant to ask it to do so. Since the majority of the Powerlink’s construction is
expected to occur this month,” the Board must grant petitioner’s request for stay to ensure that
petitioners’ and the public interest are not substantially harmed by construction of the Powerlink.

B. SDG&E and the Public Interest Would Not Suffer Any Harm if the Stay is Granted.

In contrast to the numerous substantial harms that petitioners would face if construction
of the Powerlink proceeds, SDG&E and the public interest would not suffer any harm if the
Powerlink is stayed pending the resolution of this proceeding. First, according to the CPUC,
“SDG&E’s service area has no reliability need for new resources before 2014.” CPUC Decision
08-12-058 at-100. In fact, two parties to the CPUC Powerlink proceeding presented evidence
that no new transmission capacity would be required before 2020. Id at 99-100. Further,
SDG&E has claimed that the Powerlink was needed as early as 2010, but acknowledges that its

3 CPUC, San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Sunrise Powerlink Project,
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/sunrise/sunrise him.
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planned in-service date is not until 2012.° If SDG&E were indeed facing critical transmission
capacity issues in 2010, it would have found a solution other than the Powerlink. Of course, as
the CPUC demonstrates, no such capacity shortage exists. CPUC Decision 08-12-058 at 100.

Second, enjoining the Powerlink’s construction would not prevent renewable resource
energy development in Southern California. There are several alternative ways to increase
renewal energy generation in Southern California, including development of local solar resources
on San Diego rooftops, which is an alternative that does not require transmission, is less
expensive, and has virtually no negative impacts. Moreover, the CPUC refers to three
transmission projects that could be used to move Imperial Valley renewable energy: the
proposed Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Green Path North, the Powerlink, and the
existing SDG&E 500 kV Southwest Powerlink. CPUC Decision 08-12-058. The language in
D.08-12-058 clearly indicates any one of these projects could be used to move substantial
amounts of Imperial Valley renewable energy. Id SDG&E also stated in the Sunrise proceeding
that 300 to 400 MW of Imperial County renewable energy is already deliverable over the existing
Southwest Powerlink. Jd. :

For all of the reasons stated above, neither SDG&E not the public interest would be
harmed by granting a stay.

C. The Disputed Action Involves Substantial Questions of Law and Fact.

As stated above in petitioners” statement of reasons, the disputed action involves
substantial question of law and fact. Since the IFEIR is not a valid CEQA document, the Board
must stay the Powerlink.

VIII. REQUEST FOR PREPARATION OF STAFF RECORD

Pursuant to Title 23, section 3867(9) of the California Code of Regulations, petitioners
respectfully request that the Board prepare the staff record for its certification Order.

% SDG&E, Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Line Project,
http://www.sdge.com/sunrisepowerlink/docs/stpl_whitepaper.pdf.
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IX. CONCLUSION AND REQUEST FOR RELIEF

For the foregoing reasons, Backcountry Against Dumps, The Protect Our Communities
Foundation, East County Community Action Coalition, and Donna Tisdale respectfully request
reconsideration this Board’s November 18, 2010 Order for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water
Quality Certification for the San Diego Gas and Electric Company Sunrise Powerlink Project,
File No. SBO9015IN, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers File No. 2007-00704-SAS. Petitioners also
request a stay of any and all ground disturbing activity or construction in the Sunrise Powerlink
Project, and preparation of the staff record, and ask that this Board require adequate
iwironmental review under CEQA prior to issuance of any certification under the Clean Water

ct.

Stephan C. Volker

Attorney for Backcountry Against Dumps,

The Protect Qur Communities Foundation,
East County Community Action Coalition, and
Donna Tisdale
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cC: Thomas Howard
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State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 94812-0100

Victoria A. Whitney

Deputy Director

Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 1060

Sacramento, CA 94812-0100

Cliff Harvey

Environmental Scientist

Water Quality Certification Unit
Division of Water Quality A
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Don Haines (Applicant)

San Diego Gas and Electric Company
8315 Century Park Court, CP21G
San Diego, CA 92123
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AFFIDAVIT OF STEPHAN C. VOLKER IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR
RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR STAY

I, Stephan C. Volker, hereby declare:

I. [ am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California and attorney of
record for petitioners in this proceeding.

2. I have read the foregoing Request for Stay and believe to the best of my
knowledge that it is true and correct and supported by the references contained therein.

3. Included herewith as Attachment 1 and incorporated by this reference, is a true
and correct copy of the State Water Resources Control Board, Order for Clean Water Act Section
401 Water Quality Certification for the San Diego Gas and Electric Company Sunrise Powerlink
Project (File No. SBO9015IN; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers File No. 2007-00704-SAS),
November 18, 2010.

4. Included herewith as Attachment 2 and incorporated by this reference, is a true
and correct copy of the Backcountry Against Dumps, the Protect Our Communities Toundahon
East County Community Action Coalition, and Donna Tisdale Comment Letter Requesting
Denial of San Diego Gas and Electric Company’s Application for Federal Clean Water Act,
Section 401, Water Quality Certification for Activities Related to the Sunrise Powerlink
Transmission Project, dated December 14, 2009.

5. Included herewith as Attachment 3 and incorporated by this reference, is a true
and correct copy of the Project Modification Report for the Sunrise Powerlink Project, dated May
14, 2010.

6. Included herewith as Attachment 4 and incorporated by this reference, is a true
and correct copy of the Project Memorandum approving the Project Modification Report, filed by
CPUC in September 2010.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State off Califomnia that the
foregoing is true and correct, and that this Affidagit as g ecuted n Pecemper 20, 2010, in
Oakland, California.

STEP AN C. VOLKER
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that | have on this 20 day of December, 2010, served a copy of the

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION ON BEHALF OF BACKCOUNTRY AGAINST
DUMPS, THE PROTECT OQUR COMMUNITIES FOUNDATION, EAST COUNTY
COMMUNITY ACTION COALITION, and DONNA TISDALE; REQUEST FOR STAY;
and AFFIDAVIT OF STEPHAN C. VOLKER IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR STAY

on the E_xecutive Director of the State Water Resources Control Board, Thomas Howard, and on
the applicant, Mr. Don Flaines of San Diego Gas and Electric Company, by U.S. mail. '

Copies were also sent via United States Postal Service to the Deputy Director of the State
Water Resources Control Board, Victoria Whitney, and Environmental Analyst, Clifford Harvey.

Executed this 20 day of December t Oakland, California.
TeddyAnn Fuss
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~ State Water Resources Control Board
\~’{  Executive Office ‘

: Charles R. Hoppin, Chairman Arnold Schwarzene er
Linda 8. Adams 1001 1 Street + Sacramento, California 95814 » (916) 341-5603 - : Covorn 88
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 * Sacramento, California * 95812-0100 :

Fax (916) 341-5621 « http://www.waterboards.ca.gov

Secretary for
Environmental Protection

MOV 1 2 2010

Mr. Don Haines

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E)
- 8315 Century Park Court, CP21G

San Diego, CA

Dear Mr Haines: |

| CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR
THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY SUNRISE POWERLINK
PROJECT (FILE # SBOQO15IN)

San Dlego Gas Electric Company (SDG&E) has requested that the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) issue a CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification (Certification) for the Sunrise Powerlink Project. An application for
Certification was received on October 15, 2009. - The application was completed on
November 15, 2009. State Water Board staff reviewed the information submitted by
SDG&E describing project activities and proposed water quality protection measures.
Consultations regarding this program were also conducted with staff of the Colorado
River Basin and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Boards.

Pursuant to Title 23, Section 3838 of the California Code of Regulatio'ns, the Executive
Director has made the Certification determination described in the Enclosure for these
projects. Attachments A through J of the Enclosure are also part of this Certification. .

If you require further assistance, please contact Cliff Harvey, the staff person most
knowledgeable on the subject, at (916) 558-1709 (charvey@waterboards.ca.gov). You
may also contact Bill Orme, Chief of the 401 Certification and Wetlands Protection Unit,
at (916) 341-5464 (borme@waterboards.ca.gov).

Slncerely,

Y o (10

Victoria A. Whitney 4
Deputy Director _ L
Division of Water Quality :

California Environmental Protection Agency

£ .
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Mr. Don Haines ' -2- | NOV 1 2 2640

Enclosures (11): ‘Water Quality Certification Order
Attachment A: Signatory Requirements '
~ Attachment B: Project Information Sheet and Suppiement
Attachment C: Project Area Map (Attachment A, Project Segments Map, of the
Project Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting
o -~ Program).
Attachment D: CEQA Responsible Agency Findings
. Attachment E: Sunrise Powerlink Conceptual Habitat Mitigation and Monltorlng
: Plan _ '
~ Attachment F: Final Basis of Desigh Report — Sunrise Powerlink 230kV &
500kV Access Roads and Maintenance Pads
Attachment G: SDG&E Access Road Maintenance Guidelines
Attachment H: SDG&E Water Quality Construction Best Management Practices
. Manual
Attachment || SDG&E Design and Procedure Manual -
Attachment J: Sunrise Powerlink Project Mltlgatlon and Monitoring Compllance
- Plan

cc: Mr. Dave Castanon, Chief, Regulatory Branch
Los Angeles District
Ventura Field Office
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army
2151 Alessandro Drive, Suite 110
Ventura, CA 93001

Mr. Jason A. Brush, Chief

Chief, Wetlands Regulatory Office (WTR- 8)
- U.S. Enwr_onmental Protection Agency, Region 9
© 75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

" Mr. Robert Perdue, Executive Officer
Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board
73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Su. 100

- Palm Desert, CA 92260

Mr. David Gibson, Executive Officer

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123-4340

cc: (See next page)

California Environmental Protection Agency

,> .
ol Recycled Paper




Mr. Don Haines -3- Nov 1 2 2010

(cc. Continuation page)

cc. Ms. Heather A. Pert, PhD
Environmental Scientist
California Department of Fish and Game
4949 Viewridge Avenue '
San Diego, CA 92123

Mr. Eric Porter

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office '

6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Mr. Bob Hawkins

Adaptive Management Services Enterprise Team
USDA—Forest Service

1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592

Ms. Billie Blanchard

California Public Utilities Commission
Energy Division CEQA Unit

505 Van Ness Avenue, 4" Floor -
San Francisco, CA 94102

Mr: Bill Orme, Chief

Certification and Wetlands Program
Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 "I" Street, 15th floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Cdlifomia Environmental Protection Agency

Q”;‘ Recycled Paper




~ State Water Resources Control Board
b Executive Office

. C : Charles R. Hoppin, Chairman Arnold Schwarzenegger
Linda S. Adams 1001 I Street * Sacramento, California 95814 + (916) 341- 5603 Goverrnor 5

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 * Sacramento, California * 95812-0100
Fax (916) 341-5621 « http://www.waterboards.ca.gov

Secretary for
Environmental Protection

ORDER FOR CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 401 :
'WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY SUNRISE POWERLINK PROJECT
FILE NO. SB09015IN
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS FILE NO 2007—00704 SAS

PROJECT:  Sunrise Powerlink Electric Transm|SS|on Line

APPLICANT: Mr. Don Halnes
: San Diego Gas and Electrlc Company (SDG&E)
8315 Century Park Court, CP21G
San Diego, CA 92123-1548

This Certification responds to your request on behalf of SDG&E for water quality
certification for the subject project [State Water Resources Control Board File no.
SB09015IN; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) File ho. 2007-00704-SAS]. Your -
application was received on October 15, 2009, ahd was determined to be complete on
November 15, 2009. Numerous changes to the project were made by the applicant,
and a revised application reflecting those changes was received on August 23, 2010.

ACTION

L1 Order for Standard Certification L1 Order for Denial of Certification
Order for Technically Condltloned N Order for Waiver of Waste
Certification Discharge Requirements

AUTHORIZATION:

This Certification conditionally certifies the construction and operation by SDG&E of the
Sunrise Powerlink Project (Project) as described in the Sunrise Powerlink Final
~ Environmental Impact Report/Final Environmental Impact Statement and supporting
. documents. The State Water Resources Control Board (State \Water Board) has
reviewed these documents and has made the findings required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (see attachment D).

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. This Certification action.is subject to modification or revocation upon administrative -
or judicial review, including review and amendment pursuant to section 13330 of the

California Environmental Protection Agency

Q'Z‘ Recycled Paper



California Water Code (CWC) and California Code of Regulations'(CCR), title 23,
chapter 28, article 6 (commencing with section 3867).

2. This Certification action is not intended and shall not be construed to apply to any
activity involving a hydroelectric facility requiring a Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) license or an amendment to a FERC license, unless the
pertinent certification application was filed pursuant to CCR, title 23, section
3855(b), and the application specifically identified that a FERC license or
amendment to a FERC license for a hydroelectric facility was being sought.

3. This Certification is conditioned upon total payment of any fee required under CCR,
title 23, chapter 28 and owed by the SDG&E. The maximum pOSSIb|e fee of
$40, 000 00 was received with the application.

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS:

1. The State Water Board reserves the right to suspend, cancel, or modify and
reissue this Certification, after providing notice to SDG&E and/or responsible
contractor(s)/sub-contractor(s), if the State Water Board determines that the
Project fails to comply with any of the terms or conditions of this Certification.

2, This Certification shall expire upon the expiration, retraction, or substantial
modification of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit issued by the Corps, or
five (B) years from the date of issuance of this Certification, whichever comes
first.

3. A copy of this Certification, the application, and all supporting documentation
must be available at the Project site during construction for review by site
personnel and agencies. All personnel performing work on the Project shall be
familiar with the content of this Certification and its posted location on the Project
site.

4. SDG&E shall grant State Water Board and Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (Regional Water Board, collectively Water Boards) staff, or an authorized
representative, upon presentation of credentials and other documents as may be
required by law, permission to enter the Project site at reasonable times, to
ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of this Certification, or to
determine the impacts the Project may have on waters of the State.

5. In the event of any violation or threatened-violation of the conditions of this
Certification, the violation or threatened violation shall be subject to any
remedies, penalties, processes, or sanctions as provided for under state or
federal law. For purposes of Ciean Water Act section 401(d), the applicability of
any State law authorizing remedies, penalties, processes, or sanctions for the
violation or threatened violation constitutes a limitation necessary to assure



10.

11.

compliance with the Water quality standards and other pertlnent requirements
incorporated into this Certlflcatlon Order.

In response o a suspected violation of any condition of this Certification, the

Water Boards may require the holder of this Certification to furnish, under
penalty of perjury, any technical or monitoring reports the-Water Board deems
appropriate, provided that the burden, including costs, of the reports shall bear a
reasonable relationship to the need for the reports and the beneflts to be

~ obtained from the reports.

The State Water Board may add to or modify the conditions of this Certification, - -

as appropriate, to implement any new or revised water quality standards and

~ implementation plans adopted or approved pursuant to the Porter-Cologne. -

Water Quality Control Act (Wat. Code, § 13000 et seq.) or section 303 of the

: CIean Water Act.

SDG&E shaII notify the State Water Board within 24 hours of any noncompllance |

that may impact the beneficial uses of waters of the State (including wetlands,
rivers or streams). The notification shall include the volume and type of
materials discharged and recovered, measures used to contain the discharge,
and measures used to prevent future discharges.

Permitted -activities shali not resLllt in the taking of any State endangered
species, threatened species, or candidate species, or the habitat of such a

species unless the activity is authorized by the California Department of Fish and
- Game pursuant to a permit, memorandum of understanding, or other document

or program in accordance with Fish and Game Code.

Permitted activities must riot cause a violation of any applicable water quality

standards, including impairment of designated beneficial uses for receiving

waters as adopted in the Water Quality Control Plan (Basm Plan) by a Regional

Water Board or the State Water Board.

This Certification does not obviate the need to obtain other permits that may be
required by federal, state, or local authorities. Failure to comply with any
condition of this Certification shall constitute a violation of the Ciean Water Act
and the Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Any such Certification
previously granted shall immediately be revoked, and any or all discharges shall
cease. SDG&E may then be subject to administrative and/or civil liability
pursuant to Water Code section 13385.

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS:

1.

Construction and operation of the Project shall adhere to all Mitigation Measures

~ (MMs) found in the Final Environmental impact Report/Environmental Impact

Statement and Proposed Land Use Amendment SDG&E Company Application




for the Sunrise Powerlink Project (Sunrise FEIR) issued October 17, 2008.
Minor revisions to the Sunrise FEIR that may be made by the lead agencies for
compliance with the CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
shall be accepted under this condition when such revisions are made through
appropriate legal and administrative processes. Changes to the Sunrise FEIR
that may affect the State Water Board’s findings pursuant to CEQA, shall result
in additional review, and possible modification, revocation, or denial of
certification.

Construction, operation, documentation and reporting for the Project shall be in
compliance with the Project Final Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and
Reporting Program (MMCRP), dated April 1, 2010, and any subsequent revisions
to the MMCRP that may be prepared in order to correct minor inconsistencies,
typographical errors, etc. SDG&E is responsible for successfully implementing
all the adopted mitigation measures in the MMCRP.

As provided in MMCRP, section 2.1.1, the Contact List containing all contact
information for all key Project personnel for all Project segments, including all
environmental monitors, shall be provided to the State Water Board. No work on
the Project that may result in a discharge to a water of the State shall be
permitted until the Contact List is received by the State Water Board. The State
Water Board shall be provided with any update to this Contact List in a timely
manner as personnel changes occur.

As provided in the MMCRP, section 3.3, Communication Protocol During
Construction, if an unplanned construction activity violates, or threatens to
violate, water quality standards, SDG&E shall cause work to be stopped in that
area immediately (as long as it can be done safely) until the State Water Board
can be contacted to resolve the potential violation.

As provided in Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-APM-15, emergency repairs may
be required during the construction and maintenance of the Project to address
situations that potentially or immediately threaten the integrity of the Project
facilities. For response to emergencies that affect or have the potential to affect
waters of the State, all applicable communication protocols and MMs shall be
followed to the fullest extent practicable. Once the emergency has abated, any
unavoidable environmental damage shall be reported to the Project biological
construction monitor, who shall notify the State Water Board within 24 hours. [f
required by the State Water Board, SDG&E shall develop an emergency
response plan following cessation of the emergency in order to mitigate for any
significant water quality effects caused by the emergency response consistent
with all applicable MMs and any permits issued for the Project.

As specified in MM WQ-APM-14, a General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity (NPDES permit) authorization from the
Water Boards shall be obtained. No work on the Project that may result in a



- discharge to a water of the State shall be permitted until this authorization is -
. obtained. SDG&E shall establish and implement a Stormwater Pollution

Prevention Pian or plans (SWPPP) to minimize the hydrologic impacts of Project. -

Construction of the Project shall-be conducted in compliance with all SWPPPs
submitted by SDG&E for the Project.

Compensatory mitigation for effects due to the construction and operation of the
Project, as provided in MM B-2a, shall be guided by, documented, and reported
in compliance with Final Project Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plans -
(HMMPs) to be approved by the State Water Board and other relevant state and
federal agencies. State and federal regulations require mitigation for impacts to
waters of the State, including waters of the U.S. The Final HMMP will describe
how the mitigation will be accomplished, including preservation, restoration and
enhancement activities, monltorlng and performance criteria, and management
of compensatory mitigation areas.

~ Pending approval of the Final HMMPs, the Conceptual HMMP revised -

October 2010, including all attachments and appendices, shall be accepted as a
provisional HMMP for the Project, in consideration of the complexity of the .
.ongoing transactions and planning associated with the proposed compensatory
mitigation properties' Substantial changes to the Conceptual HMMP’s provisions
may result in additional review period, and mod|f|cat|on suspension, or denial of
certification.

Al details for the Final HMMPs, except those specified in Condition 8 below,
shall be submitted to the State Water Board within 120 days of the issuance of

this Certification uniess an extension is requested by SDG&E and granted by the

State Water Board before the 120 days have expired. Failure to meet this
deadline may result in revocation of this Certification. Any such request shall
specify the following: :

a. A full explanation of the reason and need for an extension.

b. - A full explanation of what steps SDG&E is taking to address the reasons for
the delay.

c. A detailed scheduie for completion.

Property and interests in real property obtained for compensatory mitigation shall
be subject to approval by the State Water Board. Management plans, as
presented in the HMMPs for each parcel proposed as compensatory mitigation,
will be subject to approval by the State Water Board. These plans will, at a
minimum, provide detalled information of the following:

a.- Mitigation objectives, including a summary of the aquatic resource type, and
acreage and/or stream reach length to be provided, the method of
compensation (i.e., restoration, establishment, enhancement, and/or
preservation), and the manner in which the project will properly function
within a watershed to offset permitted impacts to waters of the State.



b. Compensation Plan’s scope of work.

c. Méthod(s) of site protection through legal and real estate arrangements and
instruments.

d. Access to all mitigation sites for vector control purposes, if deemed
necessary by the appropriate vector control agency, and for on-going
maintenance and mitigation compliance review by authorized staff of any
regulatory agencies. .

L

e. Complete baseline information of all sites, including a full description of the
sites’ resources and ecological conditions, contributions to water quality and
a description of how unavoidable impacts are offset by the acquisition and
management of the sites.

f. Performance standards, including documentation of the sites’ maintenance
and improvement of ecological and hydrologic functions.

g. Plans for mainten.ance and long-term management, including a schedule
and work plan of sufficient detail to ensure that all actions needed for
accomplishment of site management goals are planned and implemented.

h. A site monitoring plan of sufficient detail and duration to provide a record of
the condition of the sites over time. The monitoring plan will account for all
personnel, equipment and actions needed to observe, document and report
in perpetuity all site characteristics which are intended to provide
compensation for ecological and hydrological services lost due to Project
construction and operation. The monitoring plan will specify the level and
frequency of monitoring to be conducted at the sites. The monitoring pian
will include an adaptive management element to provide for orderly
management response to problems and changing conditions.

i. Budget projections to ensure that site endowments are sufficient to provide
for all necessary expenses entailed in the implementation of the plan.

j. Specification, in detail, of all financial assurances proposed to ensure
implementation of all of the plans’ elements in perpetuity.

k. Any additional information deemed necessary by the State Water Board or
other relevant state or federal Agency. o

The Final HMMPs shall be submitted to the State Water Board within 12 months
of the issuance of this Certification unless an extension is requested by the
SDG&E and granted by the State Water Board before the



12 months have expired. Failure to meet this deadline may result in revocation
of this Certification. Any such request shall specify the foIIowing:-

» Afull explanation of the reason and need for an extension.

» A full explanation of what steps the SDG&E is taking to address the
reasons for the delay.

- A detailed schedule for completion. -

Full title and ownership or land trahsfer agreements for all compensatory

mitigation properties shall be finalized before energization of Sunrise Powerlink |

- Transmission Line, unless an extension is requested by the SDG&E and granted
by the State Water Board. Any such request shall specify the following:

e A fuII explanation of the reason and need for an exten3|on

o A full explanation of what steps the SDG&E is taklng to address the
reasons for the delay. i

o A detailed scheduie for completlon

Compensation for Permanent and Temporary Impacts: The compensatory
mitigation ratio for permanent and temporary impacts to waters of the State shall
be as shown in Tables 1 and 2 below. Exact mitigation ratios achieved under the
Final HMMPs may vary slightly, but shall not be substantially lower than those
presented in this Certification. Details for compliance with this condition shall be
specified in the Final HMIMPs as described in Conditions 7 and 8.




Table 1. Summary of Sunrise Powerlink Project Mitigation for

_Permanent Impacts to Waters of the State e
Habitat | Permanent Off-site Off-sﬁe Off-site Total Permanent
Type Impacts Restoration | Enhancement Preservation Mitigation Impact

Mitigation Mitigation Acreage for Acreage Mitigation
Acreage _Acreage Permanent impacts for Ratio
(after subtracting | Permanent ’
Temporary Impact Impacts
preservation—see
- N Table 2)
SRR S N S B o N S — |
Desert
Dry 2.72 0 4.04 72.94 77.98 29’
WaSh%§«m§yw A T S RO R e | RS e et
Other | 271 0.04 2.14 0.41 2.59 1
Streams -
Wetlands 0.08 0 7.52 11.11 i 18.63 233
Total 5.51 0.04 1 i 70 o 85.86 ) 99@ wwwwww 15 13
1. Combines restoration, enhandement, and preservatlon acres. Final HMMP will reflect final allocation
of preservation and non-preservation ratios.
2. Other Streams include both non-vegetated streams to Top of Bank and riparian habitat, when present.
3. Based o} ighted avera
Table 2. Summary of Sunrise Powerlink Project Mitigation for
 Temporary Impacts to Waters of the State e
Habitat Temporary On-site Habitat Temporary Off-site Temporary Off-
Type Impacts Replacement Impacts Preservation site Mitigation
Acreage Replacement Acreage Ratio
oz R e N L S Qn-Site Bfget»jgw : SR A ) e
Desert Dry ) i
Washes 7.3 7.3 1:1 | 14.6 21
Other ) .
’”‘&”‘Wwﬁ\yﬁeﬂqgg"vx S N TR S R AN 2 MRS A LD R ST DR XA NA ARONR Mt N‘?\’A”.’"W B A NA, i 5 it
Total e S i 16.4 2:1°

1.

Combines restoration, enhancement, and preservation acres. Final HMIMP will reflect final allocation

of preservation.and non-preservation ratios.

2. Other Streams include both non-vegetated streams to Top of Bank and riparian habitat, when present.
3. Based on weighted average.




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

In reference to MM B-1a, ahy impacts associated with unauthorized activity (e.g., .

exceeding approved construction footprints into a wetland) shall be mitigated at a
5:1 ratio (all ratios are expressed as mitigation: impact), except in Flat-Tailed
Horned Lizard Management Areas (FTHL MA) where a ratio of 5.5:1 shall apply.
Restoration of the unauthorized impacts shall be credited at a 1:1 ratio (i.e.,
mitigated by in-place habitat restoration); the remaining 4:1 (or 4.5:1 in FTHL

MA) shall be acquired off-site as restoration or enhancement mitigation sites. If - |

preservation sites are offered as off-site compensatory mitigation for
unauthorized activity, the minimum acceptable ratio shall be 11:1. Details for -

compliance with this Condition shall be specified in the final HMMP as descnbed -
- in Conditions 7 and 8.

Parcels proposed for compensatory mitigation through preservation must meet

the criteria found in the Code of Federal Regulations, title 33, section 332.3(h).

“Where on-site restoration of vegetation and landforms are planned, SDG&E shall

identify a qualified Habitat Restoration Specialist who shall prepare a Habitat
Restoration Plan as provided in MM B-1a. The Habitat Restoration Plan shall be
subject to approval by the State Water Board. SDG&E shall be responsible for
the implementation of the Habitat Restoration Plan.

Construction and operation of Project shall comport with the “2009/2010 Weed
Control Plan for the Environmentally Superior Southern Route of the SDG&E
Sunrise Powerlink Project” as prepared by RECON Environmental, dated
‘September 2, 2009, and as specified in MM B-3a.

All construction, maintenance, and removal of roads shall be conducted in a
manner than avoids and minimizes road-related erosion and hydromodification.
At a minimum, road construction and maintenance for the Project shall be
conducted in accordance with BIO-APM-5, WQ-APM-15 and the following

reports and plans:

a. Final Basis of Design Report — Sunrise Powerlink 230kV &500kV Access
Roads and Maintenance Pads. (Prepared by: Bureau Veritas, North
America, Inc., 11590 West Bernardo Court, Suite 100, San Diego, CA
92717-1624). (August 6, 2010.)

b. SDG&E Access Road Maintenance Guidelines, Provided to Cleveland
National Forest to support Category 3, 2010 Road Maintenance Submittal
(eTS 20281). (May 21, 2010.) .

¢. SDG&E Water Quality Construction Best Management Practices Manual,
(URS Project No. 27644947.03 B0O, December 2002).

d. SDG&E Design and Procedure Manual (Provided as Appendix C of the
Basis of Desigh Report).




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

e. Final Grading Plans for all segments.

Road construction, maintenance, or removal specifications that may be
conditions of the U.S. Forest Service Special Use Permit or the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) Right of Way Grant shall supercede documents cited above
in condition 14.

Any specifications found in the documents cited above in condition 14 which may
be at variance with the mitigation measures specified in the Project Sunrise FEIR
or the conditions of this Certification Order shall be superseded by those
mitigation measures or conditions.

Through-cut roads can be a significant source of discharge of fill into streams
and wetlands. (Through-cut roads are roads of any gradient, with or without
sideboard ditches on one or both sides, with a running surface that is lower than
the surrounding terrain on both sides of the road.) Provision for through-cut
roads is made in section 6.2 of the Sunrise Basis of Design Road Report
(Bureau Veritas, 2010). Drainage for through-cut roads shall be as specified for
water bars for all roads in the Sunrise Basis of Design Road Report (BOD),
Table 2, Criteria 11. When a need is encountered for construction or
maintenance of new or existing through-cut roads of any gradient that are not
described in section 6.2 of the BOD, the State Water Board shall be notified of
the circumstance and provided with a description of the site and the provisions
for drainage of the site for approval.

To avoid potential adverse effects to watershed functions by the Project’s
temporary and permanent access roads, structure pads and other facilities, and
to comply with WQ-APM-1, and with section 5.5 of the SDG&E Project Design
and Procedure Manual, historic runoff patterns shall be maintained where
possible. ' ~

Appropriate soil erosion prevention and control Best Management Practices
(BMPs) shall be implemented throughout the construction and maintenance of
the Project. Erosion control BMPs shall be implemented to the minimum
standards presented in the SDG&E Water Quality Construction Best
Management Practices Manual.

The discharge of petroleum products or other pollutants to surface waters that
may result in violation of water quality standards is prohibited. Activities shall not
cause visible oil, grease, or foam in the work area or downstream.

Fueling, lubrication, maintenance, storage, and staging of vehicles and

equipment shall not occur in or within 200 feet of any waters of the State or any
area that could affect a water of the State. Fueling, lubrication, maintenance,

10



storage, and staging of vehicles and equipment shall not result in a discharge or -
a threatened discharge to any waters of the State.

20. Variances for minor changes to the approved Project plans issued according to
the procedures specified in the MMCRP (especially Sections 2.1, 3.4, 4.1.and
4.2) shall be recognized by this Certification Order as part of the Project.
Mitigation for impacts to waters of the State that may occur as a result of
approved variances shall be provided according to the MMCRP, HMP, and all
conditions of this Certification Order. Accounting of any additional or new .
permanent or temporary impacts to waters of the State which may have occurred

- as a resuit of approved variances shall be provided at the end of construction so

that appropriate mitigation can be obtained and documented. :

21. Reporting -- Notifications ahd reporfs shall be directed to: Program Manager,
Certification and Wetlands Program at the following State and approprlate
Regional Water Board, offices: . - . T ST R

State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Quallty 401 Certification and Wetland Program
1001 “|” Street, 15" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-2828 .

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Boara
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92123-4340

Colorado Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board
-73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100
Palm Desert, CA 92260-7002

"STATE WATER BOARD CONTACT PERSON:
If you have any questions, please contact State Water Board Environmental Scientist

Cliff Harvey at (916) 558- 1709, via e- mall at charvey@waterboards.ca.gov, or by mail
at:

State Water Resources Control Board,
401 Certification & Wetland Program
1001 | Street, 15-55¢

Sacramento, CA 95814-2828.

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION:
| hereby issue an order certifying thét as long as all éf the conditions listed in this
Certification or incorporated by reference are met, any discharge from the Project will

comply with the applicable provisions of Clean Water Act sections 301 (Effluent
Limitations), 302 (Water Quality Related Effluent Limitations), 303 (Water Quality
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Standards and Implementation Plans), 306 (National Standards of Performance), and
307 (Toxic and Pretreatment Effluent Standards). This discharge is also regulated
pursuant to State Water Board Water Quality Order No. 2003-0017-DWQ which
authorizes this Certification to serve as Waste Discharge Reqwrements pursuant to the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Except insofar as may be modified by any preceding conditions, all Certification actions
are contingent on (a) the discharge being limited and all proposed mitigation being
completed in strict compliance with the Project Information Sheet (Attachment B), and
(b) compliance with all applicable requirements of the State and Regional Water
Boards’ Water Quality Control Plans, the Sunrise FEIR and all other documents
incorporated by reference. :

%@M 1A /2@ /O
Thomas Howard r7

Executive Director : Date
State Water Resources Control Board

Attachments (10): A. Signatory Requirements
B. Project Information Sheet
C. Project Area Map (Attachment A, Project Segments Map, of the
Project Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting
Program).
. CEQA Responsible Agency Findings
Sunrise Powerlink Conceptual Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan
F. Final Basis of Design Report — Sunrise Powerlink 230kV
&500kV Access Roads and Maintenance Pads
. SDG&E Access Road Maintenance Guidelines
SDG&E Water Quality Construction Best Management
Practices Manual
SDG&E Design and Procedure Manual
Sunrise Powerlink Project Mitigation and Monitoring
Compliance Plan

m o

IT®
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10.437.01

Law Offices of

Stephan C. Volker

Joshua A H. Harris STEPHAN C. VOLKER
Bridget A. Roberts 436 14" Street, Suite 1300
Shannon L. Chaney Qakland, California 84612
Alexis E. Krieg Tel: 510/496-0600 I Fax: 510/496-1366
Stephanie L. Abrahams email: svolker@volkerlaw.com

December 14, 2009

VIA FACSIMILE, EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL
Fax: (916) 341-5584
Email: charvey@waterboards.ca.gov

Cliff Harvey, Environmental Scientist
Water Quality Certification Unit
Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Re:  Comments of The Protect Our Communities Foundation, East County
Community Action Coalition, Backcountry Against Dumps, and Donna
Tisdale Requesting Denial of San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s
Application for Federal Clean Water Act, Section 401, Water Quality
Certification for Activities Related to the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission
Project.

Dear Mr. Harvey:

On behalf of The Protect OQur Communities Foundation (“POC”), East County
Community Action Coalition (*ECCAC”), Backcountry Against Dumps (“BAD”), and
Donna Tisdale, we respectfully oppose San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s
(“SDG&E’s”) application requesting Federal Clean Water Act (“CWAP”), section 401,
Water Quality Certification for activities related to the Sunrise Powerlink project
(“project”). This application is premised on a deficient Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report (“EIS/EIR”™), and an inadequate discussion of impacts on
stormwater runoff. Further, the application is internally inconsistent and in conflict with
the Biological Opinion. Finally, the maps are incomplete. For these reasons and others
as discussed below, we ask you to disapprove SDG&E's application requesting section
401 certification.
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1. SWRCE should delay any decision on certification until after resolution of all
lawsuits.

SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink Project poses complex resource conflicts extending
over 120 miles across desert and mountain terrain, numerous waterways, and sensitive
habitat for endangered species. The complexities involved in this project are being
adjudicated in many different forums and before numerous decision makers. Any
decision by SWRCB is premature until the adequacy of the project’s BIS/EIR has been
determined.

Currently, the commentors have an appeal pending before the IBLA, in which the
Project’s failure to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (“FLPMA”), the Endangered Species Act
(“ESA™), and the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”) is addressed. See
Commentor’s Statement of Reasons and Reply in Support of Statement of Reasons
attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The IBLA is reviewing the inadequacies of the EIS/EIR
under federal law, including its failure to establish a need for the project, to clearly and
adequately describe the project, to address the impacts of the project and to consider a
reasonable range of alternatives. The IBLA, as the administrative body designed to
review the EIS/EIR under federal law, should complete its examination — subject to
federal court review — prior to any SWRCB decision on certification under section 401 of
the CWA.

The EIR’s adequacy under state law is currently under review by the California
courts. The SWRCB should stay its review until the California courts have ruled.
Additionally, commentors also protested SDG&E’s related application to the California
Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) for approval of the East County Substation
associated with the Project, attached hereto as Exhibit 2. That application was deficient
in its analysis of the risk of fire hazard, aesthetic impacts, biological and cultural impacts,
and the potential for growth induced by the project. '

The SWRCB should defer any decision on the project’s 401 certification until
after resolution of the above proceedings not only to assure that that adequate
environmental review is conducted, but also to assure that all less-impactful alternatives,
such as the New In-Area Renewable Generation alternative that would eliminate all
impacts to the waterways of the United States, are fully considered. Until such issues are
resolved within the EIS/EIR, it is premature for SWRCB to make a decision on 401
certification.
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SWRCRB’s governing regulations require that all pertinent information be
provided to assure a complete application. California Code of Regulations, Title 23,
section 3856. A “full, technically accurate [Project] description” is required, as are
complete copies all license, permit, and environmentally related documents. 23 CCR 8§
3856(b), (¢), (d), (e) and (f). Contrary to this mandate, essential documents were missing
from SDG&E’s application to SWRCB. Attachment 9 to SDG&E’s application included
the Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling Methodology. That document is repeatedly
referenced an “Appendix A,” yet was omitted from the documents submitted to the
SWRCRB. Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling Methodology, pp. 1, 2,4, and 5. That
Appendix is necessary for a complete understanding of the documents submitted by
SDG&E and without it, SWRCR cannot make an informed decision.

Furthermore, SWRCB was not aware of the omitted document as of the moming
of December 14, 2009. See email attached hereto as Exhibit 3. The deadline to submit
comments on this issue also falls on December 14, 2009, the same day that SWRCB
admitted that it did not yet have the full application. Further, SWRCB had not realized
that omission until that late date. This omission must be rectified, and the public and
SWRCB deserve ample time to review and comment on a full application prior to
SWRCB making any decision regarding SDG&E’s application for Water Quality
certification. '

2. There are major concerns regarding stormwater runoff that are not
adequately addressed in the application.

SDG&E’s application for 401 Water Quality certification ignores watershed
impacts from this project that will permanently alter the waterways of the area and will
negatively affect the flora and fauna that rely on them.

In its discussion of permanent access and spur roads, SDG&E fails to include any
discussion of the impact of such roads on the slope stability of the surrounding land.
SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 3. Those roads will cut deeply into the slopes,
potentially rendering them unstable, causing erosion and movement of sediment into
watercourses. Such debris will eventually move down slope and end up in the rivers,
washes, streams and wetlands of the area. Without a discussion of this impact, SWRCB
does not have a clear picture of the impacts the project will have on water quality.

SDG&E’s plan to build some roads with culverts or dip crossings, and others
without, is inadequately described and presents many risks that were not adequately
addressed in the application. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 3. For example,
there is no analysis of the impact of such changes in water flow on erosion and the
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movement of sediment into waterways. The grading and installation of culverts could
cause bottlenecks or overflow in streams that will now be crossed by roads that
previously did not exist. The creation of easily eroded cut and fill slopes, and dirt roads
on steep slopes, threatens to unleash sediment to watercourses with each rainfall. Even
where new roads may be paved, the project will concentrate and accelerate the overland
flows that traverse these lands. With an increase in volume and velocity, runoff will
increase erosion, adding more and more sediment to the waterways.

SDG&E also fails to address the impact that its devegetation activities will have
on soil stability and subsequently, water quality. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, pp.
4,5,8, and 9. Plant life stabilizes steep slopes. Where it is removed, the slopes may fail,
and erosion will increase. Revegetation is extremely difficult in the steep, arid and
largely infertile soils common throughout this project’s route.

SDG&E plans to lay down a temporary layer of rock to provide an all weather
surface for fly yards and staging areas. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 5. It states
that the “rock will be removed from any ‘waters of the US” following construction and
those areas restored to their preconstruction condition where applicable.” Jd. This view
is simplistic in light of the major impacts such actions will have on the waters of the U.S.
Secondly, the introduction of rocks into waterways will concentrate and redirect flow,
increasing sediment and impairing the water quality and quantity of waterways. Such
impacts cannot be ignored.

SDG&E’s installation of a steel frame-bridge over an existing bridge is also not
adequately examined. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 6. This construction, which
was largely ignored in the EIS/EIR, has the potential to severely impact the stream below.

Finally, SDG&E’s discussion of maintenance of the Powerline underestimates
and ignores many of the impacts to stormwater runoff and subsequently to the waters of
the United States. The maintenance activities described by SDG&E include inspection
and repair or by crews using multiple vehicles, insulator washing, vegetation removal via
machines and herbicides, and fire prevention activities such as the moistening of the
ground. However, SDG&E fails to discuss what impact the addition of water, in such
high volumes and distributed using such high pressure, will have on erosion and
stormwater runoff in the area. Further, there is no discussion of soil stability and
subsequent runoff due to the use of heavy trucks and machines, the removal of
vegetation, and the addition of water. Herbicides will also have a significant impact on
water quality, an issue that is completely ignored. SDG&E cannot ignore these impacts,
nor can SWRCB approve a permit without first specifically addressing these issues.
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While SDG&E fails to recognize these major impacts to waterways in the area, it
does claim in its application that compensatory mitigation is proposed, presumably to
offset the impacts that would concern SWRCB in its decision regarding 401 certification.
However, in Attachment 1 to its application, SDG&E redacts all information pertaining
to these mitigations. This compensatory mitigation information should be included for
review prior to any decision regarding 401 certification.

3. The discussion of permanent pull sites is inadequate.

Any application for section 401 water quality certification must provide all of the
information necessary for SWRCB to make an informed decision regarding water quality
impacts. SDG&E’s application fails to present adequate information regarding its
proposed permanent pull sites, and also presents informatjon that is inconsistent with the
Biological Opinion for the project.

A. Permanent Pull Sites Do Not Appear on Any Maps

SDG&E’s application asserts that nine pulling and tensioning sites will be
permanent along the ROW. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 4. In Imperial Valley
County there will be permanent pull sites that should be depicted on maps MS-07 and
MS-21 in Attachment 2. /4. In San Diego County, there will be more permanent pull
sites that also should be depicted on maps MS-29, MS-66, and MS-67. Id. However,
those maps do not show any permanent pull sites. There are temporary pull sites depicted
on those maps, which will have a different impact than will permanent sites. If those
temporary sites are the sites SDG&E wishes to make permanent, it should depict exactly
that on its maps.

B. The Discussion of Permanent Pull Sites is Inconsistent With the Biolo ical
Opinion :

The application’s discussion of permanent pull sites is inconsistent with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion for the Project. SDG&E claims that there
will be nine permanent pull sites. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 4. However, the
Biological Opinion states that there will be only one permanent pull site. Biological
Opinion, p. 7. In light of this inconsistency, SWRCB cannot be expected to make an
informed decision. These inconsistencies must be rectified before SWRCB can evaluate
the Project’s impacts to water quality.
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4, The deseription of temporary construction and maintenance pads is not
sufficient.

The temporary construction and maintenance pads proposed by SDG&E are
designed to provide work crews with a temporary workspace and if necessary, an area for
construction and erection of the transmission tower. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1,
p. 4. These areas are designated for those sites where construction will be done without
helicopters. Jd. These 200 foot by 400 foot temporary workspaces did not appear on the
maps that supplement SDG&E’s application. See SDG&E Application, Attachment 2.
All features of the project that could impact water quality should be clearly set forth on
those maps so that SWRCB can assess those impacts.

5. The application is inconsistent with the Biological Opinion.

As noted above, SWRCRB cannot make an informed decision while
inconsistencies between project documents exist. The information presented to SWRCB
must be consistent with that presented to other agencies, including the information
presented in the Biological Opinion. Such inconsistencies reveal confusion about the
Project and a need for further research and discussion to correct these discrepancies.

A. The Discussion of New Roads in the Application is Inconsistent with the
Discussion of Roads in the Biological Opinion

SDG&E states in its application that there will be “[f]ifty-five miles of new access
roads” to be constructed in addition to approximately ninety miles of existing road that
will be upgraded. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 2. However, SDG&E also
claims that there will be 84.17 miles of new road developed under this Project.

Biological Opinion, Table 1, p. 7. This inconsistency must be resolved. SWRCB, and
other decision making agencies, must have all the applicable facts before them prior to
making any decisions to approve permits, certifications, or the project itself. Without
such information, an informed decision about the impacts of a project can never be
reached.

B. The Discussion of Permanent Tower Structure Pads in the Anniication 1s
Inconsistent with the Discussion of Permanent Tower Structure Pads in the
Biological Opinion

Like its discussion of new roads associated with the Project, the application’s
discussion of permanent tower structure pads is inconsistent with the Biological Opinion.
The different facts and figures set forth in those documents make it impossible to
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understand the impacts of the project on water quality, and on dependent biological and
aesthetic resources.

In its application, SDG&E asserts that permanent tower structure pads will be
approximately 40 feet by 40 feet. SDG&E Application, Attachment 1, p. 3. These areas
will be cleared of vegetation for transmission tower pads and maintained to allow
equipment access and tower repair and maintenance. Id. However, the Biological
Opinion asserts that these permanent tower structure pads will be 100 feet by 100 feet.
Biological Opinion, p. 8. The difference between the pad sizes stated in the Biological
Opinion and in SDG&E’s application is significant and will surely affect the impact that
such a pad would have on the surrounding environment. In particular, the size of the
pads will significantly affect soil stability and erosion rates, directly affecting water
quality in the area. This discrepancy in the size of permanent tower structure pads must
be resolved for SWRCB to evaluate the project’s water quality impacts.

6. The Past and Future Proiects Map is incomplete.

SDG&E presents a map entitled “Location of Past and Future Projects Relative to
HUC 12 Watersheds and Receiving Water Bodies.” SDG&E Application, Attachment
14. That map is supposed to list all projects “carried out in the last 5 years or planned
for implementation in the next 5 years,” as required by California Code of Regulations,
Title 23, section 3856(h)(8). However, the map is missing numerous related projects
including Iberdrola’s Tule wind project, Invenergy’s Crestwood wind project, and
Sempra’s increased importation of fossil fuels from offshore sources. Furthermore, the
projects that are included are cryptically described. The map shows six projects, each
identified as a number, with no key explaining what project corresponds with what
number, leaving the reader to guess what those projects might be.

The impact of the Project, as it relates to water quality, cannot be adequately
analyzed without consideration of its cumulative impact in conjunction with other related

projects.

7. SPG&E’s Discussion of Impacts to Endangered Species is Inadequate

SDG&E’s discussion of endangered and threatened species is deficient. SDG&E
Application, Attachment 1, pp. 17-18. Although the potentially affected species are
listed, not much more information is provided. Id. The application fails to provide a
basis for informed evaluation of the project’s impacts on endangered and threatened
species.
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8. Conclusion

SDG&FE’s application for Clean Water Act section 401 water quality certification
is deficient for the reasons stated above and in the accompanying Evaluation by Professor

Robert Curry.
. ‘ ! A F 4 M
Stephail C. Volker

Attorney for The Protect Our Communities
Foundation, East County Community Action
Coalition, Backcountry Against Dumps, and
Donna Tisdale

Verg

truly yours,




SUNRISE
POWERLINK™

Sunrise Powerlink Project

Project Modification Report

Submitted to:
California Public Utilities Commission

Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Department of Interior

May 14, 2010

Y
S0%

A gSempra Energy utiity®






-
S0

A Serupra Energy um s
CONTENTS

AN 4 1 o 10 0 1= 01 £SO TSP POOPRTOURRPPPO Vi
Charts and HHUSTIAtIONS ...c..veiiiieeiie ettt et esab e s e s bt e e sbee e sabee s bt e e baeesareesare smeeesareeenns vi
L] o] LT OO PRT PP Vi
FIBUIES ettt et e et e e e e s e e b et e s e na e sarae e e s ae e e e e e e e s e nrenenas viii
ADDreviations AN ACTONYIMS .......uiiiiee et e e eescrre e e e e e sirtreeeeeeeesasrareeeeessassateeeeeeesssanstasnseeessnanssrenneaaans ix
SUIMIMATY ...ttt ittt et st e s sttt e e steestaes st aeesbe e teaesbe asbes saeaasssesesaeeaaebes suseessbeaense asbes sueeansseeesseeansses suesensesannsesnsres S-1
1. Purpose, Methodology, and Organization ................ccccceeciiiieiiiii e 1-1
3 O R U oY =P PPPPPPPPR 1-1

IOV 11 o T Fo] Lo} 4V APPSR 1-2

1.2.1 MOIfiCAtiON PrOCESS ...ccuvviiiiiiiiiiiite ettt ettt ettt et e st e s bee e sabeesabeesbaessateesabeeebeeennee 1-2
1.2.2 PIMIR UNIES ttteiuieiiieie ettt ettt ettt et e st e st sae e sat e satesatesabeesbe e beenba e b e e sbaesaaesaaesasesnsesntesnsenn snnes 1-3
0 B [0 oY o F- [t o -] (ol U] F= Y o o 13 PSR 1-8
1.2.4 Impact Evaluations and COMPAriSONS .......ccecvuieeeiiiiieeiiieeeeecreeessteeeessrreesssntreesssrreeesssseeeesanes 1-8
S T @ 15 == 12 ) o (o] o T 1-9
2. Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update ..............ccooeiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e et 2-1
A R ¥ ot U1 =P P PPN 2-1

2.2 CONSTIUCTION YardsS. . cocueieiiieeitee ettt ettt et et ee et e ettt e st e s bt e e s ae e e sabeesabeesabeeesaneesnneesareeesnenesareenns 2-15
2.3 Telecommunication Sites and EQUIPMENT...........uuiiiiiii i e 2-16
3.  Project-Level Impact Evaluation and COmpariSON ...........cccccooiviiiiiiic e 3-1
3.1 Approach, Terminology, and Criteria ......cccceeeeeeciiiieeee e e e e e e e e e anaeeee s 3-1
3.2 SUMMAIY Of RESUIES ....oviiiiiiiie ettt ettt e e e et e e e s ata e e e sbtaeeeeabaeeesansaeaeanns 3-2
3.3 Impact Evaluation and ComMpPariSON..........ueeeieiiiciiiiieeee et e e e e e sesrerrr e e e e e e e snnaraeeeas 3-3
3.3.1 Changes in Project Components and Total Ground Disturbance..........cccocvveeeeeieiiiciiveeneennn. 3-3
3.3.2  IMPACES 1O AIl RESOUICES ....uuuuuuiiiiieiiiiiiiuitiitituttieettseaeueaerererarereaarerereeararaertttrertettteeteeeeteeeeeeeenee 3-6
3.3.3 Impacts t0 BiolOgiCal RESOUICES ......ccccuiiieiiiiie it ectee e e sbee e s aae e e e sbae e e eeabaee e snneas 3-6
3.3.3.1 Sensitive Vegetation COMMUNITIES .......uuuuuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiaierereiererereeeeerereereresesereree 3-7
3.3.3.2  DESIt PAVEIMNT . . bt — bt ——— it —tattttat ettt e ataeeaaaaeaae 3-11
3.3.3.3  SPeCial Status Plants ..cccuuiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e araee s 3-11
Project Modification Report Pageli

05.14.10



Sunrise Powerlink Contents

3.3.3.4  Special Status Wildlife .......eeiiiiiieeeiiee et 3-14
QUINO Checkerspot BULLEIIY ......ooocuiiie et erae e e 3-14

1Y o)V TN o =T EES USRS 3-19
Barefoot Banded GECKO ......coicuiiiiiiiiiieiee ettt sttt s 3-21

Flat Tailed HOrNed LIiZard .........oooueeiiiiiiiieeiee ettt sttt e esbee e 3-21
Coastal California GnatCatCher ........oo i 3-22
LCTo] Lo 1= o T - = 1 PSP 3-23
LEAST BEII'S VM@0 c.ueieniieeiee ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e e st esbe e e sabeesabeesabaeennteesabeenans 3-24
Southwestern Willow FIYCAtCher ......oooo ettt e e e e e 3-24
Peninsular Bighorn SHEEP (PBS).......ec ittt ettt e et e e ate e e et e e e e tae e e e earaeeeenreas 3-25
Stephens’ KaNgaro0 Rat. ... ittt et e e e e et e e e e e e e ta e e e e e e e e nnnreees 3-25
3.3.3.5 Potential Effects of Structure Lighting on Special Status Wildlife ..........cccccceeennnnneeen. 3-25
Potential Effects ON BirdS ......ccueeiiieiiiieiiieciee ettt et esnee e 3-26
Potential Effects 0N Bats .....coiiiiiiiiiiieeie ettt sttt ettt b e 3-26
3.3.3.6  Riparian CoNSEIrVatiON AFEaS ... ccceeeieieiieiiii e aaaeaaaaerebaserareserereaererereeareerrnnnnns 3-26
3.3.4 IMpPacts tO CUItUIal RESOUICES......eeiiiiiieiiiiieee e et ree e s e ecvtree e e e e e e srrere e e e e s s e e snnbaaaeeeeesennnenes 3-30
3.3.5 Impacts To Geological and Mineral RESOUICES .........uvveeeiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e ecirare e e e e e eaees 3-38
S N T Ve o T Lot € o J IF- [ T N £ PP UPPR 3-39
3.3.6. 1 Private LandsS .coueeieeieeieeieesee e e s s s 3-39
3.3.6.2  Cleveland National FOr@St.......ccceiiieiieiienieniieieeree et s 3-40

B o] = 1 [ 4T o Y=ot £ USRI 3-40
Back County NON-MOTOFIZEA ZONES .......uveeiiiieieeciiie ettt ettt e e s ire e e e sbae e e e saree e e enaeas 3-46
3.3.6.3  SENSITIVE RECEPIONS ..t e e et e s e re e s eaeteeeaeaeeeeeaeaees 3-47
3.3.6.4 Regional Habitat Conservation Programs .........ccccuvieerciieeicciiee e esvee e ssiree e 3-51
3.3.7 PUbIlic Safety/Fire HAazards........coeieeiieeieeeeeciee et creeteeve e te e te e beesteestaesteesaaesavesaneenveens 3-52
3.3.8 Impacts to Traffic/Transportation .......ccccccvecieiieiiicie et ettt ettt sr e reebeebeebeens 3-52
3.3.9 IMPACtS 10 ViSUAI RESOUICES ...cccuviiiiiiiiieiiiiieeesitee e et e e estre e e sbee e e sabee s e sbaeeessbeeeessreeeesnnnes 3-53
3.3.10 IMPACtS tO Water RESOUICES ...uuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eeeettticee s e e e e et aaaee e s s e e e e e aaaass e e s e eeeeeeassaaseeaaes 3-54
3.3.10.1 Federal and State Jurisdictional Waters .........c.ccceeiiiiiiienseeeiiieeeee e 3-54
Basis fOr the EStimates.......eeiiiiiiiieiee et s 3-54
WaLers OF The US ... e sae e s e sbe e s nee e saree s 3-56
STATE WALEIS oo e 3-58

ii | Page Project Modification Report

05.14.10



Contents Sunrise Powerlink

3.3.10.2 WAter USE ...eviiiiiiiiiiiii i e 3-59
Related Air Quality CONSIAErations ........cieciiiiieiiiiieeeceee e e e sre e e e rre e e e s rae e e e areeas 3-61
Related Traffic Impact CoNSIderations........c.ueeicciiieiiiiie e e e 3-61
Related Noise Impact CoNSIAEratioNS......ccccuiieiiiiiieiiiie et are e e e 3-62
Water USE SUMMAIY ..o e 3-62

3.4 LItErature CItE .. coocii ettt ettt et st e st e st e e sabe e st e s bt e e nab e e sabe e e abeenareas 3-62
4. Unit-Level Impact Evaluation and COmMPpParisoN............ccccceevcieiiiiiiee i e 4-1

PMRL1. Imperial Valley SUDStatioN ......c..ciiiiciiiiiiiie et 4-5

TABLE PIMIRI ...ttt e e e e e e e s e s e eeeees 4-7

PMR2. EP363-1 to EP333 (DUNAWAY ROA)....ccccuiiiiiiieiiiesiie et esteeeee e se e s teeeaee e saee e steesnne e 4-8

TABLE PIMIR2 ...ttt e 4-10

PMR3. EP333 t0 EP324 (PIaSter City) ..eecceeeeieeeieeeierecieeeeieeeteeesieeesteeseeeeseseesnseessesesneeesnseessnns 4-12

TABLE PIMIR3 ..ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e s s s s e 4-14

PMRA4. EP324 to EP301 (Pyramid MiINING).......cccoiciiieiiiiie ettt ecteee et e e et e e eearaee e snraeeeeaes 4-15

TABLE PIMIRE ...t e 4-17

PMR5. EP301 t0 EP276-1 (SUBAIIOAf) ....ceiiiiiie ettt et e e s earae e e 4-19

TABLE PIMIRS ...ttt e 4-22

PMRG6. EP276-1 t0 EP255-1 (DESErt VIEW TOWEI) ..eeeeieiiieeciieeeeeiieeeecteee e ettt e e etve e e e eveeeeeenraea e 4-24

TABLE PIMIRG ...ttt sttt e e e s et e e e e s e s annbee e e e e e e sannre senas 4-27

PMR7. EP255-1 t0 EP252-1 (JAde MOUNTAIN) .cccuuiiiiieiiiiiiieeeie ettt eeeannreeeeae e 4-29

TABLE PIMIRT7 ettt e e e sttt e e e s e e e e e e e s e st bt e e e e e sannre s eenas 4-31

PMRS8. EP252-1t0 EP239-1 (JACUMDA) .uiuiiiiiiiiiiieieee ettt seaareeee e e eens 4-32

PMRO. EP239-1 t0 EP229-1 (QUINO) ..eeteetieiienieenitenite ettt ettt ettt siee st sttt e see e 4-36

TABLE PIMIRO ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e e e s e e e s s s s s s s s s s s s s seeees 4-38

PMR10. EP229-1 to EP221A (Bankhead SPriNgs) ......cccueeicieieiieeciee e eeteesvee e esvae e esnae e 4-40

PMR11. EP221A to EP219-1 (Jackson-Gatlin) .......cccueeiieeiiiieiiiecieecee et et 4-44

PMR12. EP219-1 t0o EP206-1 (State COrreCLIONS) .....eieiieeereeecireeciieeeteeeeireesveesreeesrreesteesraeenaeeas 4-46

PMR13. EP206-1 t0 EP196-1 (ROUZN ACIES)...cccveieiiiecieeeieeeeitee st stee et re e snte et e e snae e 4-51

PMR14. EP196-1 t0 EP170 (MCCAIN VallEY) ..eeecueeeeiii ettt ettt 4-56

PMR15. EP170 t0 EPLAL (JAM) c..eeeieeie e cee ettt teeette et e s te e et e st e e s ataesntaeensaeensaesnseeennneens 4-60

TABLE PIMIRLS ...ttt e e e e e e e e s e s e e s s s e 4-62

PMR16. EP141 t0 EP122 (THING VAIEY) ... eeeeeeeeee et eeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseseeseseeeesessseeseseeseeesseseneens 4-63

PMR17. EP122 t0 EP108-2 (LA POSEA)...ccuuteeureeririiesieesieeeitieesieesieeessteessseeesseeessseesnsessnseessnsessnsenes 4-68

Project Modification Report Pageliii

05.14.10



Sunrise Powerlink Contents

PMR18. EP108-2 t0 EP99-2 (LENAC) uuvrrrieiieiieiiiireieeeeeeeeitteeeee e e eeeiteeeee e e e eeeiaaeeeeeeeeesnnssseseeeseeens 4-72
PIVIRLO. EPL0O5-2 (REES) .. eveereeereeeeeeeeeseseeseseseesesessesesessesessesessesesessesesssesessasssssesessesesseseseassesnes 4-75
PMR20. EP99-2 10 EP79 (BATIETE) .. eeveveeeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeseseseesesesseseseesesesssesesseseseseeessesesssesenes 4-77
PMR21. EP79 to EP67 (Pacific Crest Trail)....cccceiciiee ettt e ssree e e s e e 4-81
PMR22. EP67 10 EPB2A-1 (LONE POLIEIO)....uvvieiiciiieeeiiieeeeciteee e etitee s et e e setee e e sntaee e sataeessnraeaeenns 4-85
PMR23. EP62A-1 t0 EPA7-2 (POrer0) .uueieeeiiieeiciieeeeciiiee e sciteee ettt e e setee e s st e e s svte e e ssnbaeeessnsaeeesanes 4-89
TABLE PIMIR23 ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e s e sesasessssssssss s anannnnsannnnnnnn sanes 4-91
PMR24. EP47-2 t0 EP39-1 (Barrett LAKE) ...cccveeiveeeiiecciieeciee ettt ettt vae et e e vae e s 4-93
PMR25. EP39-1 t0 EP22-1 (HEIMIES) ..eeeeieeeiieeeetiecieeetteeetee e teeestteeste e svee e saaeesateeetaeesnteesnnaeenneas 4-96
PMR26. EP22-1 to EP12-3 (Gaskill Peak NOIth) ........cocveiiiiiiiieceecee et 4-101
PMR27. EP12-3 to EP9-1 (Cedar RANCH) ...ccceieiiieeeeeeecee ettt 4-104
PMR28. EP9-1 10 EPL-3 (JUST)..uteiieieiieeiieesteeeeeectte e st e ete e esteeestaeesnteessaeesnaeesnseesnsaeeneeesnseesneeas 4-107
TABLE PIMIR28 ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e s s s e 4-109
PMR29. Suncrest Substation and Access Road (Suncrest Substation) ........cccccceeecieeeeciieeeeennen. 4-111
PMR30. CP109-1 t0 CP106-1 (Bell BIUFf) ..eiicueieiiiecieeciee ettt 4-115
PMR31. CP106-1 t0 CPO8-1 (JEIMNEY) .ccuteiieeciiieeeieee e ettt ee ettt e eetve e e e irae e e s sasae e eeaae e e esasaeeeenananeeas 4-117
PMR32. CP98-1 to CP95-1 (230kV UG Including Loritz Driveway).......cccceeeecieeeeciieeeeeiieeeeeenen. 4-120
TABLE PIMIR3B2 .. ettt ettt e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e r e e e e e e e e s annreeeeeeeesannn aas 4-122
PMR33. 230-kV Underground from Alpine Blvd/Loritz Driveway to CP88-1/CP87-1 (230kV

LU 1) TP U PP PSR PPRPPRPR 4-123
TABLE PIMIR33 ...ttt ettt ettt sttt st st sttt ettt et e bt e bt e bt e bt e beesbeesneesneesane s een 4-125
PMR34. CP88-1/CP87-1 to CP64-2 (Chocolate Canyon) .......cccueevveeecreeecireeeieeeiee e eree e 4-126
TABLE PIMIR3A ...ttt ettt sttt st st st et ettt et e bt e bt e bt e bt e beesbeesbeesseesane s een 4-129
PMR35. CP64-2 t0 CP53-1 (MOFZAN)....uuiiiiiiiiieeeiiieeeiireeesstreeessireeeessreeesssseeessssaeessnssaeesssssenenns 4-131
TABLE PIMIR35 ..ttt ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e e e sesesassssssssssas s snnnnsnnnnnnnnnnnnnaes 4-133
PMR36. CP53-1 to CP44-1 (High Meadow RanCh) .......ccueieiiiiiiiiiiiiecieee e 4-135
TABLE PIMIR36..cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeee ettt ettt ettt et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesesesesesesesessssssssssssnansnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnaes 4-138
PMR37. CP44-1 t0 CP37-2 (COUNY AQUEAUCE) v.vvrveveereeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseseeeeseeeeeeseseseeeesseseeeeseeees 4-139
TABLE PIMIR37 ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s s s s e 4-141
PMR38. CP37-2 t0 CP31-2 (SChMIAL) .eeecurieeiiecie ettt e 4-142
TABLE PIMIR38 ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e s s s s s s e 4-144
PMR39. CP31-2 t0 CP12-1 (SYCAMOIE PrESEIVE) ...eeieecreieeeciieeeeeeiiteeeeteeeeetreeeesave e e e earee e e naee s 4-145
TABLE PIMIR3O ..ottt ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e et e et e e e e e s nnreeeeeeeeaannn aas 4-147
Page Project Modification Report

05.14.10



Contents Sunrise Powerlink

PMR40. CP12-1 t0 CP3 (StONEDIIAZE) ..uvveeieciiieeeiiiieeetttee ettt et eee e et e e e e saae e e e naraee s 4-148
TABLE PIMRAD ...ttt ettt ettt sttt b e she et b e bt et e bt e ae et e st e s bt et e sbeebeentesbesbeente oes 4-150
PMRA41. CP3 to CP1A (Sycamore SUbStation).........ceeeiiiiiiiiiiiee e 4-151
TABLE PIMIRA DL ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e s e e e s e s e s s s s s s s s s s ss s s nnnnnn aee 4-153
PMR42. Sycamore Canyon to Pomerado Substation (TL6915/6924) Reconductoring
o730 T=T=To L) USSP 4-154
TABLE PIMIRA2 ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e s e s e s e s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s annnn aee 4-157
PMR43. Sycamore Canyon to Elliott Substation (TL639) Reconductoring (Elliott).................... 4-158
TABLE PIMIRAZ ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e s s e s s s e 4-160
PMR44. Sycamore Canyon to Scripps Substation (TL 6916) Reconductoring (Scripps)............. 4-161
TABLE PIMIRAA ...ttt s e 4-163
Project Modification Report Page|v

05.14.10



Sunrise Powerlink Contents

Attachments

Attachment A. GIS Methodology for Impact Determination
Attachment B. Cultural Resource Inventory Summary Table
Attachment C. Powered Haulage Estimated Acoustical Impact Report

Attachment D. Air Quality Impacts Method

Charts and lllustrations

[llustration 1-1. PMR Units in Relation to Project Links and Mileposts ........ceevciieiiriiieeeiiieeecciee e 1-6
[llustration 2-1. Microwave Telecommunication Equipment as Mounted on Structures....................... 2-16
Chart 3-1. Permanent and Temporary Ground Disturbance for the Modified Project and FESSR........... 3-6
Tables
TABLE S-1. COMPONENTS AND IMPACTS OF THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT ..ccceeiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, S-3
TABLE S-2. SUMMARY OF UNIT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON BASED ON PMR

DATABASE ...ttt ettt ettt et e e e e ettt e e e se e e e e e e e e e e e hhe e e e e e e e e e b e bt eeee e e e nre seaannraneeeeeeeanne S-8
TABLE 1-1. MMCRP MEASURES PROMPTING MODIFICATIONS .....cooei it e e e 1-4
TABLE 1-2. SURVEYS AND STUDIES PRODUCING DATA USED IN THE PMR ....coiiiiiieee e 1-5
TABLE 1-3.  PMR UNITS BY LOCATION ALONG THE FESSR ...ccciiiiiiiieeeeeeiiitee e ittee e e e st e e e e s s sianee e e e e s siinnees 1-7
TABLE 1-4. PROJECT COMPONENT CATEGORIES IN THE GIS IMPACT CALCULATIONS ...ccciiiiiiieeeeeiiieeee e 1-9
TABLE 2-1.  LIST OF STRUCTURES IN THE MODIFIED PROJECT ......uitiiiiiieiiitee ettt ee e e e e e e e e e e e e s einnes 2-2
TABLE 2-2.  SPANS IDENTIFIED FOR MARKER BALLS ......eeeieieiietteee ettt ettt et e e e st e e e e 2-12
TABLE 2-3. CONSTRUCTION YARDS FOR THE MODIFIED PROJECT ...ccciiiiiieeeeee ettt ettt e e e e e 2-15
TABLE 3-1. SUMMARY OF FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT COMPONENTS AND ASSOCIATED

FEATURES ..ottt et e e e e e e e s e e et e e s e e nn e e e e e e s esnnreneeeeeeann eeeeennnneneeeeesanns 3-4
TABLE 3-2. SUMMARY OF FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT COMPONENTS AND ESTIMATE GROUND

DISTURBANCE BY LINK BASED ON PMR DATABASE ......oetiieiiiitttee ettt eivee e e e s s snnes 3-4
TABLE 3-3. FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

BASED ON EIR/EIS AND PIVIR DATABASES ......ccvtieeeieteeeeteeeeteeeeteeeiteeeiteeeveesveensesessseensesenteeesessnseesseens 3-8
TABLE 3-4. FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION SUBTYPES BASED

ON THE PIMIR DATABASE ...ttt ettt e e e s e s e e e s e e e e e s e smnnnereeeeenan 3-9
TABLE 3-5. OFFSITE AND ONSITE MITIGATION RATIOS FOR PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY IMPACTS

TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES .....oitiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e et e e e s s ssnree e e e s s 3-10
TABLE 3-6. SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE FESSR OR MODIFIED PROJECT

BASED ON THE PMR DATABASE ......uutiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiitiiteietetetetsserererererererereseseseseseseseeseeeeeseererereeereeereseraeees 3-12
vi | Page Project Modification Report

05.14.10



Contents

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE 3-7. ESTIMATED IMPACTS OF THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT TO SPECIAL STATUS

SPECIES BASED ON THE EIR/EIS AND PIMIR DATABASES .....cviieieteeteciecteecteeete ettt ee st s 3-15
TABLE 3-8. MITIGATION RATIOS FOR HABITAT IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES ......ccccoeveuunneen 3-18
TABLE 3-9. FESSR FEATURES AND ACTIVITIES IN RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS BASED ON

APPENDIX 8Q..uttttteeeieaiiitteee e e ettt e e e e sttt e e e e e e et be et e e e e e e uab b e et e e e e e e anbe et eeeeea e babaeeee e e s nbanteeeeeaan eeeeaaaan 3-27
TABLE 3-10. FEATURES AND ACTIVITIES OF THE MODIFIED PROJECT IN RIPARIAN CONSERVATION

AREAS BASED ON RCA 2010 DATABASE AND UPDATED RCA ANALYSIS ...oooiiiiiiiieeeee e 3-28
TABLE 3-11. POTENTIAL FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS IN RIPARIAN CONSERVATION

AREAS BY PMR UNIT BASED ON PMR DATABASE ...ttt e e e 3-29
TABLE 3-12. CULTURAL RESOURCES POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE FESSR OR MODIFIED PROJECT

BASED ON RESULTS OF THE CLASS IIl CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY ....ccoovvuiiiieieeeieiiieeeee e 3-31
TABLE 3-13. NUMBER OF CULTURAL RESOURCES PER PMR UNIT POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY FESSR

OR MODIFIED PROJECT OR NOT AFFECTED BY EITHER BASED ON THE CLASS Il

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY ...ttt ettt seittt e s ettt e e e e e s e e e s e ssreneeeeeessmnnneeeeens 3-37
TABLE 3-14. IMPACTS TO PRIVATE LANDS UNDER FESSR AND THE MODIFIED PROJECT BASED ON THE

PR DATABASE ....ceeeeeeeeee ettt ettt e e sttt e e e st e e e e e s en et e e e s e s mnne e e e e e e s mrnneneee e seeeeeeannn 3-39
TABLE 3-15. IMPACTS TO CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST UNDER THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT

BASED ON THE PMR DATABASE ......otttietieetitttee ettt e e e ettt e e e e s e satae e e e s s ssantaeeeessensnraeeeesssnsnsnnees 3-41
TABLE 3-16. SENSITIVE RECEPTORS (NOISE) WITHIN PMR6 THROUGH PMRA40 ........oovveiiiieiieeieeeiieeereesieesnee s 3-48
TABLE 3-17. IMPACTS TO REGIONAL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS UNDER THE FESSR AND MODIFIED

PROJECT BASED ON EIR/EIS AND PMR DATABASES .......coiteieerteeteeeeseeesteesteetesenesreesseeseessessaesseensens 3-51
TABLE 3-18. ESTIMATED IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE US BASED ON THE PMR DATABASE ......ccccoiiiiiiieeeeeenee 3-57
TABLE 3-19. ESTIMATED IMPACTS TO STATE WATERS BASED ON THE PMR DATABASE ... 3-59
TABLE 4-1. SUMMARY OF UNIT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON......cctetiimiiiiiiieeeieiiieneeee e e 4-2
Project Modification Report Page|vii

05.14.10



Sunrise Powerlink Contents

FIGURES

All figures are placed after Attachment D

FIGURE 1. Imperial Valley Substation FIGURE 23. Structures EP62A-1 to EP47-2
FIGURE 2. Structures EP363-1 to EP333 FIGURE 24. Structures EP47-2 to EP39-1
FIGURE 3. Structures EP333 to EP324 FIGURE 25. Structures EP39-1 to EP22-1
FIGURE 4. Structures EP324 to EP301 FIGURE 26. Structures EP22-1 to EP12-3
FIGURE 5. Structures EP301 to EP276-1 FIGURE 27. Structures EP12-3 to EP9-1
FIGURE 6. Structures EP276-1 to EP255-2 FIGURE 28. Structures EP9-1 to EP1-3
FIGURE 7. Structures EP255-2 to EP252A-1 FIGURE 29. Suncrest Substation

FIGURE 8. Structures EP252A-1 to EP239-1 FIGURE 30. Structures CP109-1 to CP106-1
FIGURE 9. Structures EP239-1 to EP229-1 FIGURE 31. Structures CP106-1 to CP98-1
FIGURE 10. Structures EP229-1 to EP221A FIGURE 32. Structures CP98-1 to CP95-1
FIGURE 11. Structures EP221A to EP219-1 FIGURE 33. Structures CP95-1 to CP87-1
FIGURE 12. Structures EP219-1 to EP206-1 FIGURE 34. Structures CP87-1 to CP64-2
FIGURE 13. Structures EP206-1 to EP196-1 FIGURE 35. Structures CP64-2 to CP53-1
FIGURE 14. Structures EP196-1 to EP170 FIGURE 36. Structures CP53-1 to CP44-1
FIGURE 15. Structures EP170 to EP141 FIGURE 37. Structures CP44-1 to CP37-2
FIGURE 16. Structures EP141 to EP122 FIGURE 38. Structures CP37-2 to CP31-2
FIGURE 17. Structures EP122 to EP108-2 FIGURE 39. Structures CP31-2 to CP12-1
FIGURE 18. Structures EP108-2 to EP99-2 FIGURE 40. Structures CP12-1 to CP3
FIGURE 19. Structures EP105-2 (Rees) FIGURE 41. Structures CP3 to SSDE-1
FIGURE 20. Structures EP99-2 to EP79 FIGURE 42. Sycamore — Pomerado
FIGURE 21. Structures EP79 to EP67 FIGURE 43. Sycamore — Elliott

FIGURE 22. Structures EP67 to EP62A-1 FIGURE 44. Sycamore — Scripps

viii | Page Project Modification Report

05.14.10



Contents

BLM
BMP
BO
CDFG
CNDDB
CPUC
FEIR/EIS
FESSR
Gnatcatcher
LBV
MMCRP
MP

MS

PBS
Quino
RCA
ROW
SDG&E
SKR
SRPL
SWF
SWPL
USFS
USGS
USFWS

Water(s) of the US

Project Modification Report

05.14.10

Sunrise Powerlink

Abbreviations and Acronyms

Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of Interior
Best Management Practice(s)

Biological Opinion

California Department of Fish and Game

California Natural Diversity Database

California Public Utilities Commission

Final Environmental Impact Report & Environmental Impact Statement
Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route

Coastal California gnatcatcher

Least Bell’s Vireo

Mitigation Monitoring Compliance, and Reporting Plan
Mile Post

Map (Book) Sheet

Peninsular Bighorn Sheep

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Riparian Conservation Area

Right-of-Way

San Diego Gas and Electric Company

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat

Sunrise Powerlink

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Southwest Powerlink

United States Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
United States Geological Survey

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Jurisdictional Waters of the United States

Page|ix



Sunrise Powerlink Contents

Xx | Page Project Modification Report
05.14.10



-
S0

A& Sermpra Energy umy’ SSUNRISE
SUMMARY

This Project Modification Report (PMR) was prepared by San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E)
to comply with Section 4.2.1 of the Mitigation Monitoring Compliance and Reporting Plan (MMCRP) for
the Sunrise Powerlink Project (SRPL, Project). The PMR presents the final engineering and design of the
Project and identifies the modifications that have been made since adoption of the Final Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) and approval of the Project by the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land
Management (BLM).

The modifications described in this PMR are the result of SDG&E’s implementation of measures in the
MMCRP to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive resources, reduce or eliminate engineering
constraints, and accommodate landowner location preferences where possible. They include changes in
the alignment, placement of towers and poles, size and location of temporary work areas, number and
size of temporary construction yards, number and length of new access roads, and construction
methods (conventional or helicopter). As required by MMCRP Section 4.2.1, the changes are presented
in relation to the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route (FESSR) identified in the Final EIR/EIS
for the Project. Hereafter, “FESSR” is used when referring to the routing and components of the Project
as described in the Final EIR/EIS; “modified Project” is used when referring to the FESSR as modified by
the changes in this PMR. The PMR Mapbook shows the entire alignment and components of the FESSR
and modified Project at a 1”=4’ scale. The PMR text describes the differences between the FESSR and
the modified Project in terms of changes made at specific locations and in terms of changes in the
environmental effects identified in the Final EIR/EIS. FESSR impacts are identified based on information
in the Final EIR/EIS, including the databases used in the EIR/EIS analyses. This information is cited in the
PMR as the “EIR/EIS database.” Since issuance of the Final EIR/EIS, additional field surveys and data
collection have taken place, pursuant to agency requests and required mitigation measures. As a result,
additional information is now available regarding sensitive resources along both the FESSR and the
modified Project alignment. This additional information has been combined with the EIR/EIS database
and comprises the “PMR database.” The PMR database is used for the impact estimates for the
modified Project. Where appropriate, it also has been applied to the FESSR to provide an additional
context for comparing impacts.

Table S-1 summarizes the components and impacts of the FESSR and the modified Project in their
entirety (i.e., looking at the Project as a whole). Table S-2 summarizes the evaluation and comparison of
impacts at different locations along the alignment. In the second analysis, the Project was divided into
44 units that include the ROW, structures, and associated components for the FESSR and modified
Project in that geographic area. The units vary in size and typically reflect a portion of the line affected
by interrelated changes.

As indicated in the “components” section of Table S-1, the modified Project and FESSR mainly have the
same constituent parts and differ in terms of the number of structures and associated features and
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number of structures designated for helicopter construction. The one minor exception is that the
modified Project includes a pre-engineered storage facility on already disturbed land within the existing
Imperial Valley Substation that which was not included in the FESSR (see Section 4, PMR1). Overall, the
modified Project has fewer structures, fewer new access roads, fewer wire stringing areas, and fewer
construction yards; a smaller Suncrest Substation; and more structures designated for helicopter
construction than the FESSR. As summarized in the “environmental impact” section of Table S-1, these
differences equate to a 46% reduction in permanent and temporary ground disturbance compared with
the FESSR. The “environmental impact” section of Table S-1 presents FESSR impacts as estimated in the
Final EIR/EIS (modeled after and using information from Table 8P of the Final EIR/EIS), FESSR impacts
based on the PMR database, and modified Project impacts based on the PMR database.

Table S-1 illustrates that the modified Project would reduce overall on-the-ground impacts, thereby
reducing impacts to biological, cultural, land use, and wetland/stream resources when compared to the
FESSR. Impacts of the modified Project to other resources are similar in nature to the FESSR’s and, with
few exceptions, also reduced. No new significant impacts would result.

Table S-2 illustrates that there are many locations along the alighment where modifications would
reduce FESSR impacts identified in the Final EIR/EIS and only a few locations where modifications would
increase impacts. There are also are many locations where the modified Project would have
substantially the same impact as the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from any of the
modifications.

In summary, through the implementation of mitigation measures included in the Final EIR/EIS, the
modified Project would reduce but not eliminate significant impacts associated with the FESSR and
would not result in any new significant impacts. Because the modified Project would result in less
impact to the environment and would better protect natural and cultural resources, it is
environmentally preferred to the components and initial routing of the FESSR.
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TABLE S-1. COMPONENTS AND IMPACTS OF THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT
PROJECT COMPONENTS
Variable FESSR Mod.ified Change Resulting from Modification
Project Number %
Length (miles) 119 117 (2) 1.6% decrease
Structures (number) 481 443 (38) 7.9% decrease
Wire Stringing Sites (number) 129 78 (51) 39.5% decrease
New Access Roads (miles) 125.23 51.12 (74.11) 59.2% decrease
Tower Staging Access Pads (number) 108 162 58 53.8% increase
Construction Yards (number) 43 19 (24) 55.8% decrease
Suncrest Substation (acres) 128.18 75.66 (52.52) 41.0% decrease
Reconductoring Replacement Poles (69kV) 11 17 6 54.4% increase
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
Data Source EIR/EIS PMR PMR
Database Database Database
SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES Acres Acres Acres
Permanent Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 93.08 91.88 36.37
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 54.52 53.56 27.47
Grasslands and Meadows 14.37 13.74 4.15
Chaparrals 320.17 294.36 181.19
Woodlands and Forests 6.54 17.89 4.24
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 0.13 3.17 1.10
Riparian Scrubs 0.57 0.38 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.58 0.88 0.25
Total Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Communities 489.96 475.86 254.77
Temporary Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 269.47 282.13 142.27
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 118.39 114.56 66.94
Grasslands and Meadows 172.89 161.49 48.40
Chaparrals 271.20 321.44 223.96
Woodlands and Forests 12.78 30.57 3.93
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 3.03 10.73 2.37
Riparian Scrubs 1.08 0.69 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands <0.01 2.96 0.10
Total Temporary Impacts to Sensitive Communities 848.85 924.57 487.97
TOTAL IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 1338.81 1400.43 742.74
Other Ground Disturbance
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat
Permanent - 79.15 43.65
Temporary - 335.75 197.16
TOTAL GROUND DISTURBANCE - 1815.34 983.53
Project Modification Report Page|S-3
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
EIR/EIS PMR PMR
Data Source
Database Database Database
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES™ (acres or (acres or (acres or
number) number) number)
QUINO CHECKERSPOT BUTTERFLY
USFWS Critical Habitat (2002 or 2009) 2
Permanent Impacts 19.20 11.46 4.45
Temporary Impacts 55.72 16.93 1.59
USFWS Occupied Habitat (USFWS Data) 3
Permanent Impacts - 36.16 15.16
Temporary Impacts - 84.76 17.49
ARROYO TOAD
USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat®
Permanent Impacts - 7.13 2.46
Temporary Impacts - 100.67 44.23
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 32.45 33.09 11.92
Temporary Impacts 150.69 154.97 63.00
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts - 3.83 3.49
Temporary Impacts - 20.53 0.01
BAREFOOT BANDED GECKO (SUITABLE HABITAT)
Permanent Impacts -- 20.63 10.84
Temporary Impacts -- 17.16 4.53
FLAT-TAILED HORNED LIZARD
Permanent Impacts
Management Areas 22.62 22.26 9.54
Habitat Outside of Management Areas 52.95 71.16 26.35
Total Permanent Impacts 75.57 93.42 35.89
Temporary Impacts
Management Areas 91.31 103.25 36.87
Habitat Outside of Management Areas 141.53 170.67 94.88
Total Temporary Impacts 232.84 273.92 131.75
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
EIR/EIS PMR PMR
Data Source
Database Database Database
COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER
Number of Pairs Affected -- -- 2
Number of Unpaired Individuals Affected - - 1
USFWS Critical Habitat
Permanent Impacts 2.22 10.06 3.88
Temporary Impacts 32.97 17.84 21.58
USFWS Occupied Habitat (USFWS Data)
Permanent Impacts 0’ 1.46 0.16
Temporary Impacts 0’ 1.83 8.11
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 25.52 25.03 11.97
Temporary Impacts 52.69 48.50 15.67
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts -- 2.65 1.12
Temporary Impacts -- 7.07 0.60
GOLDEN EAGLE®
Nest Sites Potentially Affected 4 - 9°
LEAST BELL'S VIREO’
USFWS Occupied Habitat [USFWS Data]
Permanent Impacts 0.94 0.89 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.32 0.00
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Mode/]7
Permanent Impacts - 1.32 0.19
Temporary Impacts - 0.00 0.00
SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER’
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF (USFS Modeled Habitat]
Permanent Impacts - 5,14 3,98
Temporary Impacts - 14.39 0.74
PENINSULAR BIGHORN SHEEP
2001 Designated Critical Habitat/Occupied Habitat®
Permanent Impacts 60.42 30.41 10.36
Temporary Impacts 111.81 34.64 20.24
2009 Designated Critical Habitat
Permanent Impacts N/A 16.04 5.41
Temporary Impacts N/A 17.16 1.41
Project Modification Report Page|S-5
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Sunrise Powerlink Summary
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
EIR/EIS PMR PMR
Data Source
Database Database Database
STEPHENS’ KANGAROO RAT’
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model]7
Permanent Impacts 0 0.71 0.18
Temporary Impacts 0 0.03 0.00
OTHER RESOURCES’
Cultural Resources
Number of Sites Potentially Affected -- 206 147
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent - 14.49 3.86
Temporary - 80.21 7.25
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent - 15.39 4.14
Temporary - 82.81 7.87

SUMMARY OF OTHER CHANGES IN THE EFFECTS OF THE FESSR

Air Resources

Some reductions in emissions from reduced ground disturbance. No significant change in net
emissions of trucks, helicopters, and equipment.

Geology/Minerals

Some reductions in erosion, slope stability, and mineral resource impacts from reduced ground
disturbance. Impact minimization measures built into FESSR and carried over to the modified Project.

Land Uses/Noise

Reduced impacts to private property and federal lands; reduced inconsistency with plans, policies, and
habitat conservation programs; some reductions in potential noise impacts on sensitive receptors.

Public Safety/Fire
Hazards

Reroutes and new construction yards within same fire hazard areas as FESSR; impact minimization
measures and safety requirements carried over to the modified Project.

Traffic/Transportation

Some reductions in traffic impacts with reduced use of trucks for construction. Increased helicopter
use and truck transport of water.

Visual

Some reductions in skylining and long-term land scarring; impact minimization measures built into
FESSR carried over to the modified Project.

Water Sources/Uses

Similar potential for use of non-groundwater sources, including reclaimed water. Potential for
reduced water use because of reduction in ground disturbance.

Notes

1 Inthis summary of impacts to special status species, the focus is on the following habitat categories:
USFWS critical habitat (designated or proposed), USFWS occupied habitat (areas that USFWS considers
occupied by the species based on available information and/or assumptions); mapped habitat and

management areas for flat-tailed horned lizard; mapped suitable habitat for barefoot banded gecko; and
suitable habitat as identified by habitat models used by USFS (USFS Suitable Habitat). Where the
information in the Final EIR/EIS is not broken into a category used in the PMR database or is assessed

qualitatively rather than quantified, the entry is “--.”

2 The estimate of critical habitat for the FESSR in the Final EIR/EIS is based on the 2002 designation; the
estimate for the FESSR in column two is based on the current designation, which also applies to the

modified Project.
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Summary Sunrise Powerlink

3 USFWS Occupied Habitat includes areas of known Quino populations and sightings and a buffer that
typically encompasses all host plants in the vicinity. Some of the USFWS occupied habitat areas also are
part of designated critical habitat (e.g., the Jacumba population).

4  Critical habitat for arroyo toad was proposed after completion of the Final EIR/EIS.

5 Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS does not include the specific category of “USFWS Occupied” but
shows “0” as the amount of “occupied” habitat. In the USFWS BO for the Project, the estimate
is that the FESSR would result in permanent impacts to 8.30 acres and temporary impacts to
12.70 acres of USFWS Occupied habitat.

6 SDG&E is currently conducting a golden eagle nest area study. Surveys are being conducted
following USFWS’ Interim Golden Eagle Inventory and Monitoring Protocols; and Other
Recommendations (February 2010). The purpose of the surveys is to record and report
occupancy (Phase 1) and productivity (Phase 2) of resident golden eagle individual activities,
nests, and territories within a 4-mile radius of the Project. Preliminary results of Phase 1 indicate
there are 9 nests (active territories) within a 4-mile radius of the modified Project’s activity
areas.

7  Focused surveys conducted subsequent to the Final EIR/EIS have determined that this species
would not occur in the FESSR or modified Project impact areas. The USFS habitat model results
have been retained for lands in the CNF.

8 USFWS considers areas formerly designated as critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep to be
occupied habitat.

9 The impact estimates in this subsection are based on the results of surveys required under the
MMCRP and conducted following approval of the Final EIR/EIS.

Project Modification Report Page|S-7
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Summary

TABLE S-2. SUMMARY OF UNIT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON BASED ON PMR DATABASE

Total Ground
Disturbance

Changes to the Effects of the FESSR Resulting from the Modification

‘6 w
PMR Unit 9 " g o3
Structures/Yards < 2 3 S v
5 58S 0 3 « © | Summary Conclusion/Notes
S |t |2, |58 | & |22
o € |[E2|E8 |85 5 |SE
|3 |3B|if|23|E |if
) = > |a&d | O 5 =4
PMR1 Adds storage facility within
- - N N N N N
Imperial Valley Substation S¢ S¢ S¢ S¢ S¢ existing substation.
PMR2
EP363-1 to EP333 240.82 | 58.03 R R R NSC R Reduces impacts
IV Sub Yard, Dunaway Road Yard
PMR3 it the exception of a shght
EP333 to EP324 55.92 3292 | R/ | R R [ Nsc | R ception of a slig
. temporary increase in
Plaster City Yard .
impacts to desert scrub.
PMR4 Coordination with quarry
100.21 | 29.71 ivities initi
EP324 to EP301 R R R NSC R activities |n.|t|ated for FESSR
would continue.
PMR5 Coordination with quarry
EP301 to EP276-1 69.89 | 49.04 |R/NSC R R/NSC | NSC R activities initiated for FESSR
(BLM) S2 Yard would continue.
PMR6 Reduces size of construction
EP276-1 to EP255-1 >6.35 | 2048 R R R NSC/R R ard and associated impacts
AER Yard Y P
PMR7 Temporary impacts to dry
10.42 16.36 i
EP255-1 to EP252-1 R/I R/I R NSC | NSC/I washesf PBS habltgt, and
waters increase slightly.
PMRS8 The yard responsible for the
EP252-1 to EP239-1 impact increases replaces
36.67 | 55.90
Jacumba Airport Yard R/ /R R I/NSC E one in PMR9 eliminated to
Jacumba Valley Ranch Yard avoid Quino impacts.
PMR9 Avoids impacts to rare plants.
59.09 7.59 i i i
EP239-1 to EP229-1 R R R NSC/R E Avoids conflict with Nature
Conservancy lands.
PMR10
19.84 4.49 i jonini
EP229-1 to EP221A R/NSC R NSC/R | NSC Slight reduction in impacts
PMR11 Reduction in waters of US
48.17 5.49
EP221A to EP219-1 R NSC E NSC R impacts.
PMR12
44,12 18.74 i ini
EP219-1 to EP206-1 R NSC |NSC/R | NSC R Reductions in impacts
PMR13 Increase in temporary
EP206-1 to EP196-1 52.11 |106.60 R NSC/R | NSC R impacts to Jacumba milk-
Rough Acres Yard vetch
PMR14
EP196-1 to EP170 62.10 | 68.59 |I/NSC | NSC/I | NSC NSC No substantial change
McCain Valley Yard

8 | Page

Project Modification Report

05.14.10




Summary Sunrise Powerlink
Total Ground
. Changes to the Effects of the FESSR Resulting from the Modification
Disturbance
‘6 "
PMR Unit 9 " g | =
Structures/Yards < 2 3 S v
3 0o | & o § % © | Summary Conclusion/Notes
ks SE |2, |58 & [ a2
-3 = 2e 2253 = o E
|3 |3B|iz|23|E |i8
) = > |a&d | O 5 =4
PMR15 RCA impacts reduced.
31.26 | 10.97 i i
EP170 to EP141 R R E R/NSC | NSC |Inconsistency with BCNM
Zone.
PMR16 Avoids impacts to rare plants
EP141 to EP122 28.09 | 49.39 NSC/R | I/NSC R RCA im afts increase P '
Thing Valley Yard P ]
PMR17
75.52 11.67 i .
EP122 to EP108-2 R R R R/NSC R RCA impacts reduced
PMR18
70.78 | 15.62 i .
EP108-2 to EP99-2 R I/R NSC NSC E RCA impacts reduced
PMR19
0.44 2.36 i .
EP105.2 I/NSC | NSC NSC | I/NSC |No substantial change
PMR20
EP99-2 to EP79 103.77 | 66.43 R NSC NSC NSC | NSC/I |RCA impacts avoided.
Bartlett/Hauser Creek Yard
PMR21
19.87 6.79 i i .
EP79 to EPG7 R R NSC/R | I/NSC R RCA impacts avoided
PMR22
10.62 6.72 i i .
EP67 to EP62A-1 R R NSC NSC E RCA impacts avoided
PMR23
EP62A-1 to EP47-2 67.79 | 41.41 R R R R/NSC R RCA impacts increase.
Kreutzkamp Yard
PMR24 Size and impacts of
EPA7-2 to EP39-1 17.28 | 704 | R | NsC | NsC |R/NSC | E mp
construction yard reduced
Barrett Canyon Yard
PMR25 Reduction in impacts to rare
EP39-1 to EP22-1 51.86 | 35.01 | R/I R E NSC R lants. RCAim lc;cts mixed
SWAT Training Facility Yard plants. P :
PMR26 Impacts to rare plants
18.11 4,58 i i
EP22-1 to EP12-3 R E/NSC | NSC NSC |E/NSC |avoided. RCA impacts
reduced.
PMR27
17.02 4,58 i i
EP12-3 to PO-1 R R NSC NSC NSC |RCA impacts avoided.
PMR28
17.47 6.50 i i
EP9-1 to EP1-3 R R NSC NSC E RCA impacts increase
PMR29 Reduction in impacts to rare
Suncrest Substation 181.63 | 86.47 R NSC |R/NSC | NSC R . i .
. plants. RCA impacts avoided.
Wilson Yard
PMR30 Impacts to rare plants
4.79 0.87
CP109-1 to CP106-1 R NSC | E/NSC | NsC NSC avoided
PMR31
14.30 4.74 i i
CP106-1 to CP9S-1 R E/NSC E NSC/R | NSC |RCA impacts avoided
Project Modification Report Page|S-9
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Summary

Total Ground
Disturbance

Changes to the Effects of the FESSR Resulting from the Modification

JG "
PMR Unit 9 " g | =
Structures/Yards < 2 3 S v
5 58 0 2 « @ | Summary Conclusion/Notes
S |t |2, |58 | & |22
o € |E2|E8 |85 5 |£E
7 5 % O oo | 2 o o g
% ] R T = s 2
e = w> |lvwn | Ox S =4
PMR32
4.58 6.20 i
CP98-1 to CPI5-1 I/NSC | I/NSC | NSC NSC | I/NSC |No substantial change
PMR33
CP95-1 to CP88-1/CP87-1 0.00 | 38.94 NSC NSC I/NSC |No substantial change
Alpine HQ, Alpine Yards
PMR34 Reduction in impacts to rare
CP88-1/CP87-1 to CP64-2 77.38 | 31.55 R R R NSC R  mP
plants. RCA impacts reduced.
Hartung Yard
PMR35 Impacts to rare plants
28.51 6.51
CP64-2 to CP53-1 R R E NSC R avoided
PMR36 Slight increase in temporar:
CP53-1 to CP44-1 2891 | 2925 | IR NSC R 8 porary
. effects
Helix Yard
PMR37 Hansen Aggregate has access
22.05 3.54
CP44-1 to CP37-2 R R NSC NSC E for mining operations.
PMR38
40.30 2.83 jonini
CP37-2 to CP31-2 R NSC NSC | NSC/I E Modest reduction in impacts
PMR39
12.01 9.56 i
CP31-2 to CP12-1 R R NSC/R | NSC NSC |No substantial change
PMR40
CP12-1to CP3 4.24 23.56 NSC NSC |Increase in impacts
Stowe/Kirkham Yard
PMR41
11.03 0.30 i
CP3 to CP1A R NSC NSC NSC NSC |No substantial change
PMR42 0.00 291 |I/NSC | NSC NSC | NSC/I | NSC |No significant change
Sycamore — Pomerado
PMR43 . 0.00 1.70 | I/NSC | NSC |NSC NSC/I | NSC |No substantial change
Sycamore — Elliott
PMR44 . 0.00 1.59 |I/NSC | NSC NSC NSC NSC [No substantial change
Sycamore — Scripps
Codes

E = All impacts to a resource category eliminated

| = Increase in Impacts

NSC = No substantial change in impacts; also applies to no change in quantified impacts.
R = Reduction in Impacts
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1. PURPOSE, METHODOLOGY, AND ORGANIZATION

1.1 PURPOSE

This Project Modification Report (PMR) was prepared by San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) to
comply with section 4.2.1 of the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Compliance Reporting Program (MMCRP)
for the Sunrise Powerlink Project (SRPL, Project). The MMCRP was approved by the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC) and U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
following the CPUC’s certification of and BLM’s record of decision for the Final Environmental Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) for the SRPL. Section 4.2.1 of the MMCRP
concerns changes to the Project resulting from final project design and engineering and reads as follows:

4.2.1 Transition from Preliminary Design to Final Engineering

The EIR/EIS analysis of the Sunrise Powerlink Project is based on preliminary design, as described

in Section B.1 of the Final EIR/EIS, which states that:

[The Project Description] section includes maps of the Proposed Project area
that illustrate land-ownership and general routing. Appendix 11 of the
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
includes detailed maps that illustrate the approximate proposed locations of
each transmission structure and associated facilities based upon the status of
SDG&E’s preliminary engineering studies to date.

Because the project has now been approved by CPUC, BLM, and other jurisdictional agencies,

SDG&E is in the process of completing final project design and engineering. Some project
component locations are being modified as engineering is completed and to comply with

mitigation measures requiring resource avoidance to minimize or avoid environmental impacts

and reduce or eliminate feasibility constraints. In addition, some project components will be

moved to accommodate landowner location preferences where possible, in compliance with
Mitigation Measure L-2b (Revise project elements to minimize land use conflicts).

SDG&E will submit to the Lead Agencies a construction plan that illustrates the location of project
components at the time of the Final EIR/EIS, and any changes that have been made since that
time. All changes will be reviewed by the CPUC and BLM, to ensure that there are no changes that
require additional CEQA or NEPA compliance review (i.e., that no new or more severe impacts are
created by the changes). A memorandum will be prepared to document the changes and the

impacts of the final plan. This memorandum will be approved by the CPUC and BLM. Detailed

maps will be presented on the project website."

! sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project: Mitigation, Monitoring, and Compliance Reporting Program. Final. California Public

Utilities Commission and U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management. April 1, 2010. Pages 38-39.
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Sunrise Powerlink 1. Purpose, Methodology, and Organization

This PMR identifies the changes that SDG&E has made in connection with final project design and
engineering, compliance with impact avoidance and reduction measures, and accommodation of
landowner location preferences. The PMR provides maps and text that identify changes in the location
and impacts of SRPL components in relation to the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route
(FESSR) identified in the Final EIR/EIS. Hereafter, the term “FESSR” is used when referring to the routing
and components of the FESSR as described in the Final EIR/EIS. The term “modified Project” is used
when referring to the FESSR as modified by the changes in this PMR.

This PMR has been submitted to the CPUC and BLM to fulfill SDG&E’s requirements under MMCRP
section 4.2.1. The PMR also has been distributed to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service
(USFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and California Environmental Protection Agency State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

In addition to compliance with MMCRP section 4.2.1, the PMR will be used to:
e Update and clarify the description of the SRPL for purposes of the permits, field work, and other
reports/plans that SDG&E must complete prior to construction;
e Update the estimated impacts and corresponding mitigation requirements for the Project; and

e Support SDG&E’s requests for Notices to Proceed with work on components of the Project.

1.2 METHODOLOGY

The PMR was developed in cooperation with the CPUC, BLM, USFS, USFWS, CDFG, ACOE, SWB, and the
consultant team who prepared the Final EIR/EIS.

1.2.1 MODIFICATION PROCESS
The modifications identified in this PMR were initiated in response to:

1. Additional field review of the FESSR, which is identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the
Interstate 8 Alternative, except where it is changed by: 1) SWPL Archaeological Site
Revision and Jacumba Breakaway Revision; BCD Alternative Revision and BCD South
Option Revision; 2) Modified Route D Alternative, including the Modified Route D
Alternative Substation, the Cameron Revision, PCT Reroute Option A, Western Modified
Route D Alternative Revisions; 3) Chocolate Canyon Option Revision, High Meadows
Reroute and Highway 67 Hansen Quarry Reroute; and 4) The Environmentally Superior
Northern Route Alternative (as defined in [Final EIR/EIS] Section 7.1.7) from where it
joins the Interstate 8 Alternative.?

2. Further project design and engineering; and

? Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project.
California Public Utilities Commission and U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management. October 2008. Page ES-69.
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1. Purpose, Methodology, and Organization Sunrise Powerlink

3. The results of additional traffic, noise, and water use studies and additional surveys for
biological, cultural, and wetland resources, performed to comply with MMCRP requirements.

MMCRP requirements prompting modifications include but are not limited to the measures listed in
Table 1-1. All mitigation measures associated with the Project are identified and described in greater
detail in the MMCRP. Measure L-2b in particular prompted an extensive consideration of construction
modifications and reroutes. In compliance with L-2b, SDG&E notified affected land owners within 1,000
feet of any project facility through a combination of direct mail, published notices, website postings, and
community meetings. Those land owners were provided the opportunity to identify potential reroutes
of the alignment that would be mutually acceptable to SDG&E and the land owner, but that would not
create adverse impacts to resources greater than those that would occur from the original alignment.
Additionally, a number of measures requiring avoidance or minimization of impacts to sensitive
resources resulted in project modifications that have reduced the estimated impacts associated with the
FESSR alighment.

The additional studies and surveys performed in response to MMCRP requirements that produced
information used to identify and evaluate modifications are identified in Table 1-2.

Modifications were proposed on a site-specific basis and typically entailed multiple iterations in which
different combinations of changes were evaluated. All changes in the location and size of Project
components were mapped by the SRPL technical team, entered into the Project GIS database, and
shown in relation to the initial FESSR routing as described in the Final EIR/EIS.

1.2.2 PMR UNiITS

To reflect the site-specific nature of the modifications and provide a basis for examining changes in
different locations along the alighment, the PMR divides the Project into 44 units. Each unit includes a
portion of the alignment and associated components (structures, access roads, yards, work areas, etc).
The units are numbered PMR1 through PMR44, and structure numbers and mileposts (MP) are used to
indicate the start and end point of each unit. As in the Final EIR/EIS, mileposts run from east to west in
ascending order, with MPO located at the existing Imperial Valley Substation. Structure numbers run
from east to west in descending order. To differentiate between the 500kV and 230kV portions of the
line, 500kV structure numbers have an “EP” prefix and 230kV structures have a “CP” prefix.

Illustration 1-1 shows the PMR units in relation to the five links of the Project. Table 1-3 identifies the
units by PMR number, MPs, name, the structures, and construction yards (if any) in each unit. Only
construction yards proposed as part of the modified Project are included in Table 1-3.

Project Modification Report Page]|1-3
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1. Purpose, Methodology, and Organization

TABLE 1-1. MMCRP MEASURES PROMPTING MODIFICATIONS

MMCRP No. MMCRP Requirement

AG-la Avoid interference with agricultural operations

AQ-4a Offset construction phase greenhouse gas emissions with carbon credits

B-1a Provide restoration/compensation for impacted sensitive vegetation communities

B-1L Work with USFS to minimize impacts to the riparian conservation area between structures 184 and 187

B-2a Avoid impacts to any jurisdictional areas to the extent feasible

B-7i Conduct Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys and implement appropriate
avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies

B-7j Conduct arroyo toad surveys and implement appropriate avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies

BIO-APM-18 Avoid/minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive areas, including but not limited to high-value wildlife
habitats, sensitive vegetation communities, and high-value plant habitats

C-1b Avoid and protect potentially significant cultural and paleontological resources

C-6f Reduce adverse visual intrusions to the Desert View Tower viewshed

CR-APM-2 Avoid/minimize impacts to archeological sites

F-2b Install existing conductors on steel poles

GEO-APM-4 Place structures on geologically stable areas

GEO-APM-5 Design and implement project construction to avoid or minimize ground disturbing activities

L-2b Revise project elements to minimize land use conflicts

S-2b Protect underground utilities

V-1a Reduce visibility of construction activities and equipment

V-2a Reduce in line view of land scars

V-2d Consider construction by helicopter to avoid land scarring in sensitive viewsheds or where construction
would occur on slopes over 15 percent

V-68a Eliminate skylining of ridgeline towers and conductors

WQ-APM-1 Conduct construction and maintenance activities to minimize impacts to riparian/wetland vegetation,
drainage channels, and intermittent and perennial banks

WQ-APM-2 Design right of way (ROW) features to avoid impacts to sensitive features, such as watercourses
Design construction elements to minimize impacts to sensitive waters, including surface waters, riparian

WQ-APM-4 .
areas, and floodplains

WR-1a Coordinate schedules and activities with recreation areas (including open space preserves) and locate
construction equipment to avoid temporary preclusion of recreation areas
Develop a reroute for the BCD Alternative Revision along the southern boundary of the JAM properties to

WR-2a L .
shorten the route and minimize effects on BLM lands, USFS land, and private property

WR-2b Evaluate and implement Pacific Crest Trail Route Revision
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TABLE 1-2. SURVEYS AND STUDIES PRODUCING DATA USED IN THE PMR

Type

Date Submitted/Status

Conducted By

Biological

2009 Arroyo toad habitat assessment and surveys

Oct 2009 1% submittal; Jan 2010
2" submittal

RECON Environmental,
Inc.

2009 Barefoot banded gecko habitat assessment and surveys

Habitat surveyed Oct 2009; Mar
2010

Eric Dugan

2009 Bat surveys

Feb 2010

San Diego Natural
History Museum

2009 Coastal California gnatcatcher habitat assessment and
surveys

Sept 2009 1% submittal; Jan
2010 2" submittal

Chambers Group, Inc.

2009 Golden eagle nest area survey and analysis

Mar 2010 1* phase

Wildlife Research
Institute

2009 Peninsular bighorn sheep monitoring

Jan-Dec 2009 results

Art Davenport

2009 Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat assessment and
surveys

Oct 2009 1°" submittal; Jan 2010
2" submittal

Chambers Group, Inc.

2009 Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat survey

Feb 2010

Steve Montgomery

2009 Rare plant surveys

Nov 2009

RECON Environmental,
Inc.

2009 Riparian bird habitat assessment and surveys

Oct 2009 1** submittal; Jan 2010

2" submittal

RECON Environmental,
Inc.

2009 Weed (exotic invasive plant) inventory

Apr 2009 to Sept 2009 results
included in Weed Control Plan

RECON Environmental,
Inc.

Cultural

Class Il surveys

Feb 2010

Under Agency Team Review

ASM Affiliates

Geological

Geotechnical and Geological Hazards Investigation and Mar 2010 URS

Geotechnical Design Information for the Overhead Transmission

Line

Geotechnical Evaluation Access Roads and Structure Pads URS

Geotechnical Investigation for 230 kV Underground, Alpine, CA | Mar 2010 Geosyntec

Scour Analysis for the Underground Transmission Line Feb 2010 Black & Veatch
Dec 2009 URS

Suncrest Substation Geotechnical Evaluation

Noise

Powered Haulage Estimated Acoustical Impact Potential

Apr 2010 (See Attachment B)

Investigative Science
and Engineering, Inc.

Sensitive Receptors Inventory

Analysis and Report being
Finalized

Investigative Science
and Engineering, Inc.

Traffic

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink 1. Purpose, Methodology, and Organization

Type Date Submitted/Status Conducted By
Construction Transportation Management Plan KOA Corporation
Traffic Impact Study Apr 2010 KOA Corporation
Water Use

Water Resource Availability Study — Non-Groundwater Sources GeoSyntec
Wetlands and Streams

Preliminary Jurisdictional Delineation Apr 2010 WRA

Riparian Conservation Area Analysis Apr 2010 WRA

Streambed Alteration Agreement Application Update gontained in this PMR--Chapter ICF, WRA

Air

Air Quality Impacts from the Final Water Use Plan Mar 2010 Bluescape

ILLUSTRATION 1-1. PMR UNITS IN RELATION TO PROJECT LINKS AND MILEPOSTS

( . N
FESSR Links,
Mileposts,
and PMR
/—Iﬁ I f—lﬁ /—Iﬁ
4 ) 4 )

Link 5 Link 4 Link 3 Link 2 Link 1
- - - - _ J
(o nnman ) 4 ) 4 ) Y 4 )

MP89 to MP92 MP92 to MP98 MP89
MP98 to MP117 230kV - Suncrest MP53 to MP89 MPO to MP53
230kV Overhead Underground Substation 500kV - Forest 500kV - Desert
-3

PMR30 & PMR31
PMR34 to
PMR44

PMR32 & PMR33 PMR16 to PMR1 to PMR15

PMR28
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TABLE 1-3. PMR UNITS BY LOCATION ALONG THE FESSR

Structures and Yards included in the PMR Unit

PMR Unit Mileposts Name

Structures Construction Yard(s)
PMR1 MPO IV Substation Imperial Valley Substation
PMR2 MPO-MP9.7 Dunaway Road EP363-1 to EP333 IV Sub, Dunaway Road
PMR3 MP9.7-MP12.7 Plaster City EP333 to EP324 Plaster City
PMR4 MP12.7-MP19.1 Pyramid Mining EP324 to EP301
PMR5 MP19.1-MP24.2 Sugarloaf EP301 to EP276-1 (BLM) S2
PMR6 MP24.2-MP30.3 Desert View Tower EP276-1 to EP255-1 AER
PMR7 MP30.3-MP30.9 Jade Mountain EP255-1 to EP252-1
PMR8 MP30.9-MP34.2 Jacumba EP252-1 to EP239-1 Jacumba Airport, Jacumba Valley Ranch
PMR9 MP34.2-MP36.6 Quino EP239-1 to EP229-1
PMR10 MP36.6-MP38.3 Bankhead Springs EP229-1to EP221A
PMR11 MP38.3-MP39.2 Jackson-Gatlin EP221A to EP219-1
PMR12 MP39.2-MP41.6 State Corrections EP219-1 to EP206-1
PMR13 MP41.6-MP44.1 Rough Acres EP206-1 to EP196-1 Rough Acres
PMR14 MP44.1-MP50.4 McCain Valley EP196-1 to EP170 McCain Valley
PMR15 MP50.4-MP53.4 JAM EP170 to EP141
PMR16 MP53.4-MP57.9 Thing Valley EP141 to EP122 Thing Valley
PMR17 MP57.9-MP61 La Posta EP122 to EP108-2
PMR18 MP61-MP63 Lenac EP108-2 to EP99-2 [minus EP105-2]
PMR19 MP61.2 Rees EP105-2
PMR20 MP63-MP67.4 Bartlett EP99-2 to EP79 Bartlett/Hauser Creek
PMR21 MP67.4-MP70.6 Pacific Crest Trail EP79 to EP67
PMR22 MP70.6-MP72.2 Long Potrero EP67 to EP62A-1
PMR23 MP72.2-MP75.3 Roung Potrero EP62A-1 to EP47-2 Kreutzkamp
PMR24 MP75.3-MP78.1 Barrett Lake EP47-2 to EP39-1 Barrett Canyon
PMR25 MP78.1-MP82.7 Hermes EP39-1to EP22-1 SWAT Training Facility
PMR26 MP82.7-MP85.2 Gaskill Peak North EP22-1to EP12-3
PMR27 MP85.2-MP86 Cedar Ranch EP12-3 to P9-1
PMR28 MP86-MP89 Just EP9-1to EP1-3
PMR29 MP89 Suncrest Substation Suncrest Substation Wilson
PMR30 MP89-MP89.4 Bell Bluff CP109-1 to CP106-1
PMR31 MP89.4-MP91.5 Jerney/Loritz CP106-1 to CP98-1
PMR32 MP91.5-PM91.8 230kVUG CP98-1 to CP95-1
PMR33 MP91.8-MP98 230kVUG CP95-1 to CP88-1/CP87-1 Alpine HQ, Alpine Yards
PMR34 MP98-MP103.1 Chocolate Canyon CP88-1/CP87-1 to CP64-2 Hartung
PMR35 MP103.1-MP106 Morgan CP64-2 to CP53-1
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Structures and Yards included in the PMR Unit
PMR Unit Mileposts Name
Structures Construction Yard(s)
PMR36 MP106-MP108.3 | High Meadow Ranch CP53-1 to CP44-1 Helix
PMR37 MP108.3-MP110 County Aqueduct CP44-1 to CP37-2
PMR38 MP110-MP111.7 Schmidt CP37-2 to CP31-2
PMR39 |MP111.7-MP115.3 | Sycamore Preserve CP31-2 to CP12-1
PMR40 |MP115.3-MP116.8 Stonebridge CP12-1to CP3 Stowe/Kirkham
PMR41 MP116.8-MP117 |Sycamore Substation CP3 to CP1A
PMR42 NA Pomerado Sycamore — Pomerado
PMR43 NA Elliott Sycamore — Elliott
PMR44 NA Scripps Sycamore — Scripps

1.2.3 IMPACT CALCULATIONS

Permanent and temporary ground disturbance for the modified Project as a whole and within each PMR
unit were calculated based on the same assumptions in the Final EIR/EIS regarding the shape and size of
components. Table 1-4 identifies the Project components included in the calculations, the assumptions
applied regarding impact areas, and whether the impact is categorized as permanent (the impact area
will not be restored to pre-construction conditions) or temporary (the impact area can and will be
restored to pre-construction conditions).

As discussed in additional detail in Section 3 of this PMR, the analysis of impacts to sensitive resources
(e.g., biological, cultural, land use, etc.) in the Final EIR/EIS used information from a variety of sources
available at that time, including habitat assessments, field surveys, and existing databases. This
information is cited in the PMR as the “EIR/EIS database.” Since issuance of the Final EIR/EIS, additional
field surveys and data collection have taken place, pursuant to agency requests and required mitigation
measures. As a result, additional data are now available regarding sensitive resources along both the
FESSR and the modified Project alignment. This additional information has been combined with the
EIR/EIS database and is cited herein as the “PMR database.” In this PMR, FESSR impacts are presented
as stated in the Final EIR/EIS (modeled after and using information from tables in the Final EIR/EIS). The
PMR database is used for the impact estimates for the modified Project. Where appropriate, the PMR
database also has been applied to the FESSR to provide an additional context for comparing impacts.

1.2.4 ImMPACT EVALUATIONS AND COMPARISONS

The modified Project as a whole and the changes within each PMR unit are evaluated in terms of their
potential for resulting in impacts that are less than, greater than, or substantially the same in type and
scale as those identified for the FESSR in the Final EIR/EIS. The terminology and criteria used in the
evaluations and comparisons are the same as in the Final EIR/EIS (see section 3.1 for details).
Attachment A provides a detailed description of the GIS methodology used in the impact analysis.

1-8 | Page Project Modification Report
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Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE 1-4. PROJECT COMPONENT CATEGORIES IN THE GIS IMPACT CALCULATIONS

Impact Type
Project Component 1 5 Description
Perm”|Temp
Structure Footings X Concrete foundations (ground-anchors) for structures
Structure Pad Area X 100 ft x 100 ft area at each structure
Work Area X ]200 ft x 200 ft or 200 ft x 400 ft areas encompassing a structure pad area
Maintenance Area X 75 ft x 35 ft area established for maintenance after construction
Stringing Area X Wo.rk area.for the equipment and activities required for stringing power lines; size
varies by site.
T ing A P
ower Staging Area Pad X 100-ft diameter equipment loading/work staging area
(TSAP)
Guard Structure X |Structures to protect roads crossed by conductors during construction
New Access Road X X |Roads constructed as part of Project; site specific mapping.
Existing R -
Xisting Road X Existing roads improved as part of the Project; counted as ground disturbance.
Improvements
Construction Yard X Are.e?s.for e.qU|pm§r1t storag}e, helicopter access and operations, field offices, and other
facilities; site specific mapping.
Other Grading X Grading not encompassed by other components
Suncrest Substation Area X As mapped.

Notes

' An impact is categorized as “permanent” if the affected area will not be restored to pre-construction conditions.

2 An impact is categorized “temporary” if the area can and will be restored to pre-construction conditions.

1.3 ORGANIZATION

The PMR is organized as follows:

e Section 1 (this section) states the purpose of the PMR and summarizes the methodology used to

determine and evaluate modifications to the FESSR.

e Section 2 (Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update) provides updated information on:

1. The number, type, and height of structures, as well as construction method and lighting;

Project Modification
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Report

Spans of the line that require marker balls;
The number, size, function, location, and duration of work at construction yards; and

Telecommunication equipment at sites and on structures.
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1-10

Section 3 (Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison) examines the potential
environmental effects of the modified Project as a whole in relation to the analysis of the FESSR
in the Final EIR/EIS.

Section 4 (Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison) describes the modifications within
each PMR unit and examines the resulting change in FESSR impacts at those locations.

Attachment A describes the GIS methodology used in the impact analysis and presents the
metadata for the GIS files on the disk included with this PMR.

Attachment B is a summary table developed from data in the Cultural Resources Inventory. It
indicates the results of the inventory in relation to the ROWs and impacts of the modified
Project and FESSR. It also indicates cultural resources in PMR units that would not be affected.

Attachment C contains the report “Powered Haulage Estimated Acoustical Impact Potential,”
Investigative Science and Engineering, Inc., April 15, 2010.

Attachment D contains the memo “Air Quality Impacts from the Final Water Use Plan,”
Bluescape Environmental, March 17, 2010.

PMR Figures consists of 44 maps that show the alignment and components of the modified
Project and FESSR within each PMR unit.

PMR Map Book (bound separately) consists of detailed maps that show the modified Project
and FESSR at a scale of 1 inch = 400 feet, beginning at MPO.

| Page Project Modification Report
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2. STRUCTURE, YARD, AND TELECOM UPDATE

This section provides updated information regarding the structures, construction yards, and
telecommunication sites and equipment for the modified Project.

2.1 STRUCTURES
The modified Project includes 443 structures (lattice towers, poles, substation deadends, and risers):

e 337 structures for the 500 kV line,
e 99 structures for the overhead 230kV line, and

e 7 structures within substations (1 at Imperial Valley, 3 at Suncrest, and 3 at Sycamore Canyon).

In addition to constructing the 443 structures, the modified Project entails replacing 17 existing poles as
part of the reconductoring of 69kV lines from the Sycamore Canyon Substation (see PMR42, PMR43, and
PMR44). Table 2-1 lists the structures and identifies the type, height, and construction methods for
each; it also identifies structures where infrared lighting or telecom equipment will be installed. Table 2-
2 indicates the transmission-line spans that require marker balls.

The use of lighting and marker balls is a standard part of transmission line design and operation and was
anticipated as part of the FESSR in the Final EIR/EIS. SDG&E is currently working with several agencies
(Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Border Patrol (BP), Navy, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Miramar, California Highway Patrol (CHP), and others) to determine aircraft safety lighting for the
overhead structures.

Table 2-1 below shows the current lighting scheme for overhead towers which are subject to final
evaluation by SDG&E and the appropriate agencies. Most of these towers evaluated will be equipped
with infrared lights visible by night vision instruments/equipment. Under the current modified Project,
infrared (IR) emitter lights will be installed on approximately 323 of the total 453 Project structures. The
fixtures proposed for SRPL structures (Carmanah Model A702 IR) are approximately 13 inches tall and 6
inches wide, and contain 24 IR light emitting diodes (LEDs) that emit at a wavelength of 870 nanometers
(nm), which is well outside the detectable visible light spectrum (approximately 400 to 700 nm) and
within the near IR spectrum. SDG&E will install two IR units on each of the designated 500kV structures
and one IR unit on each of the designated 230 kV structures (although it is currently being determined
whether two may need to be installed for reliability). Where applicable and required by regulation,
visible red lights approved by FAA will be utilized.

Structure color as it relates to reducing visual impacts is being addressed in the Scenery Conservation
Plan that is currently being prepared in cooperation with USFS.
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF STRUCTURES IN THE MODIFIED PROJECT

::;::;::f Structure Type> Height (ft) Co:::;:zt‘;on Lighting | Telecom®
SSDES SSDE Substation 500kv Rack 130 Conventional
EP363-1 EXLD Lattice 151 Conventional | Infrared
EP362-1 EXLA Lattice 149 Conventional | Infrared
EP361 EXLA Lattice 152 Conventional
EP360 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional
EP359 EXMT Lattice 161 Conventional
EP358 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional
EP357 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP356 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP355 EXMT Lattice 140 Conventional
EP354 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP353 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional
EP352 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional
EP351 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional
EP350 EXMT Lattice 143 Conventional
EP349 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional
EP348 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional
EP347 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional
EP346 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP345 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional
EP344 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP343 EXMT Lattice 161 Conventional
EP342 EXLD Lattice 154 Conventional | Infrared
EP341 EXLD Lattice 148 Conventional | Infrared
EP340 EXMT Lattice 134 Conventional
EP339 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional
EP338 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP337 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional
EP336 EXMT Lattice 161 Conventional
EP335 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP334 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional
EP333 EXLA Lattice 146 Conventional
EP332 EXMT Lattice 143 Conventional
EP331 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional | Infrared
EP330-1 EXLD Lattice 160 Conventional | Infrared
EP329-1 EXMA Lattice 161 Conventional
EP328-1 EXLA Lattice 155 Conventional
EP327 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP326 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP325-2 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP324 EXMA Lattice 135 Helicopter
EP323-1 EXMT Lattice 128 Helicopter
EP322-1 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional
EP321-1 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional
EP320-1 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional
EP319 EXMA Lattice 143 Conventional
EP318-1 EXMT Lattice 143 Conventional
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Sunrise Powerlink

Structure

Construction

R Structure Type2 Height (ft) Method Lighting Telecom®

EP317 EXMT Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared

EP316-2 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional | Infrared

EP315-1 EXMT Lattice 146 Helicopter

EP314 EXMT Lattice 158 Helicopter

EP313 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional

EP312 EXMT Lattice 131 Helicopter

EP311-1 EXMT Lattice 143 Helicopter

EP310 EXMT Lattice 167 Helicopter

EP309 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional

EP308 EXMT Lattice 161 Conventional

EP307-1 EXTT Lattice 170 Conventional

EP306-1 EXTT Lattice 170 Conventional

EP305-3 EXMT Lattice 179 Helicopter

EP304-2 EXLD Lattice 169 Conventional | Infrared

EP303-2 EXLD Lattice 169 Conventional | Infrared

EP302-1 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional | Infrared

EP301 EXMD Lattice 160 Conventional | Infrared

EP300-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared

EP299 EXMT Lattice 140 Conventional | Infrared

EP298 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional

EP297 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional

EP296 EXMT Lattice 134 Conventional | Infrared

EP295 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional | Infrared

EP294 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional

EP293 EXMT Lattice 131 Conventional

EP292-1 EXMT Lattice 140 Conventional

EP291-1 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared

EP290 EXHD Lattice 136 Conventional | Infrared

EP281 EXLD Lattice 157 Helicopter

EP280-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter

EP279-1 EXMT Lattice 176 Helicopter

EP278-1 EXMT Lattice 143 Helicopter

EP277-1 EXLA Lattice 158 Helicopter

EP276-1 EXLA Lattice 116 Helicopter

EP275-1 EXLA Lattice 110 Helicopter

EP274-1 EXMT Lattice 146 Helicopter

EP273-1 EXMT Lattice 149 Helicopter

EP272-3 EXMT Lattice 179 Helicopter

EP271-2 EXHD Lattice 145 Helicopter

EP270-2 EXHD Lattice 157 Helicopter

EP269-1 EXHD Lattice 142 Helicopter Infrared

EP267-2 EXLD Lattice 130 Helicopter Infrared

EP266-2 EXMA Lattice 170 Helicopter

EP265-2 EXLD Lattice 163 Helicopter

EP264-4 EXHD Lattice 148 Helicopter

EP263B-2 EXHD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared

EP263A-2 EXMD Lattice 169 Helicopter Infrared

EP262-4 EXLD Lattice 172 Helicopter Infrared
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:tl:::;::f Structure Type2 Height (ft) co:\‘::::it;on Lighting Telecom®
EP261A EXMT Lattice 149 Helicopter Infrared
EP261-2 EXLD Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
EP259B EXMT Lattice 122 Helicopter
EP259-3 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
EP258-3 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional | Infrared
EP257 EXMA Lattice 164 Conventional
EP256 EXMT Lattice 149 Conventional | Infrared
EP255-2 EXHD Lattice 163 Conventional | Infrared
EP254-3 EXHD Lattice 136 Helicopter Infrared
EP253-2 EXMT Lattice 122 Helicopter
EP252A-1 EXMA Lattice 137 Helicopter Infrared
EP252-1 EXMA Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP251 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared
EP250 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared
EP249 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP248 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared
EP247 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP246 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared
EP245-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP244 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP243 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP242 EXLA Lattice 170 Conventional
EP240 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP239-1 EXHA Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP238-1 EXMT Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared
EP237-1 EXMT Lattice 152 Helicopter Infrared
EP236-1 EXLA Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
EP235-1 EXMT Lattice 155 Helicopter
EP234-1 EXMT Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared
EP233-1 EXMT Lattice 152 Helicopter Infrared
EP232-1 EXMT Lattice 110 Helicopter Infrared
EP231A EXMT Lattice 107 Helicopter
EP231-1 EXMT Lattice 101 Helicopter
EP230-1 EXMT Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
EP229-1 EXLD Lattice 139 Helicopter Infrared
EP228 EXMT Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
EP227 EXMT Lattice 140 Helicopter
EP226-1 EXMT Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared
EP225-1 EXLA Lattice 176 Helicopter Infrared
EP224-1 EXHD Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
EP223-1 EXHD Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
EP221A EXLD Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
EP221-2 EXMT Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
EP220-1 EXMD Lattice 160 Conventional | Infrared
EP219-1 EXMD Lattice 142 Conventional | Infrared
EP218-1 EXMT Lattice 146 Conventional
EP217-1 EXMT Lattice 143 Conventional | Infrared
EP215 EXHD Lattice 142 Conventional | Infrared
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:tl:::;::f Structure Type2 Height (ft) co:::::izon Lighting Telecom®

EP214 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared

EP213 EXMA Lattice 155 Conventional

EP211 EXMD Lattice 133 Conventional | Infrared

EP210 EXMD Lattice 118 Conventional | Infrared

EP209-1 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional | Infrared

EP208 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional

EP207 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional

EP206-1 EXLA Lattice 149 Conventional | Infrared

EP205-2 EXLA Lattice 158 Conventional | Infrared

EP204-3 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional

EP203-3 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared

EP202-3 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional

EP201-3 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional

EP200A-1 EXMT Lattice 122 Conventional

EP200-3 EXMD Lattice 124 Conventional | Infrared

EP199-3 EXMT Lattice 122 Conventional

EP198-3 EXMD Lattice 112 Conventional | Infrared

EP197-2 EXMT Lattice 146 Conventional

EP196-1 EXMD Lattice 136 Conventional | Infrared

EP195-1 EXMT Lattice 137 Helicopter

EP194-2 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared

EP193-1 EXTT Lattice 170 Conventional

EP192-1 EXTT Lattice 167 Conventional

EP191-1 EXMT Lattice 161 Conventional

EP190-2 EXLA Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared

EP189-3 EXMA Lattice 158 Helicopter

EP188-1 EXLA Lattice 164 Helicopter

EP187-2 EXMD Lattice 157 Conventional | Infrared

EP186-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared

EP185-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional

EP184-1 EXMT Lattice 146 Conventional

EP183 EXMT Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared

EP182 EXMT Lattice 146 Conventional

EP181 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared

EP180 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional

EP179 EXMT Lattice 137 Conventional

EP178 EXMT Lattice 149 Conventional

EP177 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared

EP176 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional

EP175 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared

EP174 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional | Infrared

EP173-1 EXMT Lattice 152 Conventional

EP172 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional | Infrared

EP171 EXMT Lattice 155 Conventional

EP170 EXLD Lattice 136 Conventional | Infrared

EP152-2 EXMT Lattice 152 Helicopter Infrared

EP151 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter

EP150 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
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Structure Construction

R Structure Type2 Height (ft) Method Lighting Telecom®
EP149-1 EXLD Lattice 172 Helicopter Infrared
EP148-1 EXMT Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
EP147 EXMT Lattice 137 Helicopter Infrared
EP146 EXHD Lattice 112 Helicopter Infrared | Telecom
EP145 EXMT Lattice 122 Helicopter Infrared
EP144 EXHD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP143-1 EXLD Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
EP142-1 EXMT Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
EP141 EXHD Lattice 163 Conventional | Infrared
EP140 EXMA Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
EP139-1 EXHA Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
EP138-2 EXMA Lattice 176 Helicopter Infrared
EP137 EXMT Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared
EP136 EXMT Lattice 179 Helicopter Infrared
EP135 EXHA Lattice 161 Helicopter Infrared
EP134-1 EXMT Lattice 161 Helicopter Infrared
EP132-2 EXLD Lattice 169 Helicopter Infrared
EP131 EXLA Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP130-1 EXLD Lattice 166 Conventional | Infrared
EP129 EXLD Lattice 160 Helicopter Infrared
EP128 EXMT Lattice 164 Helicopter
EP127 EXHA Lattice 164 Conventional | Infrared
EP126-1 EXMT Lattice 116 Conventional
EP125 EXMT Lattice 131 Conventional
EP124 EXMT Lattice 122 Helicopter
EP123-1 EXMT Lattice 122 Helicopter Infrared
EP122-1 EXMD Lattice 109 Helicopter Infrared
EP121A-1 EXMT Lattice 101 Helicopter Infrared
EP121-3 EXLD Lattice 121 Helicopter Infrared
EP120A EXMT Lattice 131 Helicopter Infrared
EP120-4 EXLD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP119-2 EXLD Lattice 148 Helicopter Infrared
EP118-2 EXLD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP117-2 EXMT Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
EP116-1 EXMA Lattice 158 Helicopter Infrared
EP115-1 EXHA Lattice 179 Helicopter Infrared
EP114-2 EXHA Lattice 179 Helicopter Infrared
EP113-4 EXHD Lattice 124 Conventional | Infrared
EP112A EXMT Lattice 113 Conventional | Infrared
EP112-3 EXMD Lattice 163 Conventional | Infrared
EP111-4 EXMT Lattice 158 Helicopter Infrared
EP110-2 EXMT Lattice 137 Helicopter Infrared
EP109-1 EXLA Lattice 149 Helicopter Infrared
EP108-2 EXMD Lattice 139 Helicopter Infrared
EP107-3 EXMT Lattice 128 Helicopter Infrared
EP106-3 EXMD Lattice 169 Helicopter Infrared
EP105-2 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP104-2 EXMA Lattice 128 Conventional | Infrared
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Construction

R Structure Type2 Height (ft) Method Lighting Telecom®
EP103A EXLD Lattice 109 Conventional | Infrared
EP103-2 EXMD Lattice 91 Helicopter Infrared
EP102A-1 EXMA Lattice 110 Helicopter Infrared
EP102-3 EXLA Lattice 113 Helicopter Infrared
EP101-2 EXMT Lattice 134 Helicopter Infrared
EP99-2 EXHD Lattice 160 Conventional | Infrared
EP98-1 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional
EP97 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared
EP96 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional
EP95 EXLA Lattice 101 Conventional | Infrared
EP94 EXMT Lattice 161 Conventional
EP93 EXMA Lattice 143 Conventional | Infrared
EP92 EXMT Lattice 125 Conventional
EPI1 EXMD Lattice 157 Conventional | Infrared
EP90-1 EXMT Lattice 164 Conventional | Infrared
EP89-1 EXMD Lattice 154 Conventional | Infrared
EP88-2 EXLD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP87-1 EXHT Lattice 158 Helicopter Infrared | Telecom
EP86-1 EXMD Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
EP85-2 EXLD Lattice 166 Conventional | Infrared
EP84 EXMD Lattice 157 Conventional | Infrared
EP83 EXMD Lattice 145 Helicopter Infrared
EP82 EXMT Lattice 161 Helicopter Infrared
EP81 EXMT Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
EP80 EXMD Lattice 133 Helicopter Infrared
EP79 EXMD Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
EP78A EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
EP78 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
EP77 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
EP76-2 EXHD Lattice 151 Helicopter Infrared
EP75-2 EXLD Lattice 178 Helicopter Infrared
EP74-1 EXHT Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
EP73 EXMT Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared
EP72 EXMT Lattice 134 Helicopter
EP71 EXMT Lattice 152 Helicopter Infrared
EP70 EXMT Lattice 140 Helicopter Infrared
EP69 EXMD Lattice 136 Helicopter Infrared
EP68 EXMT Lattice 131 Conventional | Infrared
EP67 EXMD Lattice 133 Conventional | Infrared
EP66 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional | Infrared
EP65-1 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional | Infrared
EP64 EXHT Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
EP63 EXHT Lattice 149 Helicopter Infrared
EP62A-1 EXMD Lattice 160 Helicopter Infrared
EP58-2 EXMD Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
EP57-1 EXMT Lattice 128 Helicopter Infrared
EP56-3 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
EP54 EXMA Lattice 137 Conventional | Infrared
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:tl:::;::f Structure Type2 Height (ft) co:\‘::::it;on Lighting Telecom®
EP53-2 EXHT Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
EP52-1 EXLD Lattice 130 Conventional

EP51-1 EXTT Lattice 179 Conventional | Infrared
EP50 EXTT Lattice 161 Helicopter Infrared
EP49 EXMT Lattice 167 Conventional | Infrared
EP48 EXHT Lattice 161 Helicopter Infrared
EP47-2 EXLD Lattice 160 Helicopter Infrared
EP45-1 EXLD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP44 EXHD Lattice 130 Helicopter Infrared
EP43-1 EXHD Lattice 160 Helicopter Infrared
EP42 EXHD Lattice 127 Conventional | Infrared
EP41 EXMT Lattice 161 Helicopter Infrared
EP40-1 EXMT Lattice 92 Helicopter Infrared
EP39-1 EXHD Lattice 154 Conventional | Infrared
EP37-2 EXHT Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
EP36-1 EXHD Lattice 166 Conventional | Infrared
EP35-1 EXLD Lattice 121 Helicopter Infrared
EP34-1 EXHT Lattice 116 Helicopter Infrared | Telecom
EP33-1 EXHD Lattice 130 Helicopter Infrared
EP32-1 EXHD Lattice 166 Conventional | Infrared
EP31-1 EXHT Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
EP30-2 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional

EP29-2 EXMT Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
EP28-3 EXHT Lattice 122 Helicopter Infrared
EP27-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Conventional

EP26-1 EXMT Lattice 158 Conventional

EP25-2 EXMT Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared
EP24-1 EXLD Lattice 166 Conventional | Infrared
EP23-2 EXLD Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
EP22-1 EXLD Lattice 115 Helicopter Infrared
EP21-1 EXLD Lattice 178 Helicopter Infrared
EP20-2 EXHD Lattice 175 Helicopter Infrared
EP19-1 EXHD Lattice 160 Helicopter Infrared
EP18 EXLD Lattice 91 Helicopter Infrared
EP17 EXMD Lattice 151 Helicopter Infrared
EP16-1 EXMT Lattice 170 Helicopter Infrared
EP15 EXMT Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
EP14-1 EXHD Lattice 151 Helicopter Infrared
EP13-3 EXHT Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared
EP12-3 EXMD Lattice 118 Conventional | Infrared
EP11-3 EXHT Lattice 137 Conventional

EP10-2 EXMD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP9-1 EXHD Lattice 121 Conventional | Infrared
EP8-2 EXHD Lattice 157 Helicopter Infrared
EP7-1 EXHD Lattice 109 Helicopter Infrared
EP6-1 EXHT Lattice 158 Helicopter Infrared
EP5-2 EXHD Lattice 109 Helicopter Infrared
EP4-3 EXMT Lattice 113 Helicopter Infrared
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:tl:::;::f Structure Type2 Height (ft) co:\‘::::it;on Lighting Telecom®
EP3-3 EXLD Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
EP2-3 EXHD Lattice 169 Helicopter Infrared
EP1-3 EXHD Lattice 169 Conventional
SSDE4 SSDE Substation 500kv Rack 130 Conventional
SSDE3 SSDE Substation 230kv Rack 80 Conventional
SSDE2 SSDE Substation 230kv Rack 80 Conventional
CP109-1 CXSD Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared
CP108 CXTA Lattice 124 Helicopter Infrared | Telecom
CP107 CXPT Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
CP106-1 CXSD Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
CP105-1 CXPT Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
CP104-1 CXPT Lattice 163 Helicopter
CP103-2 CXTL Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
CP101-1 CXSD Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
CP100-1 CXSD Lattice 137 Conventional | Infrared
CP99-2 Steel Pole Strain Tubular Pole 142 Conventional | Infrared
CP98-1 Steel Pole Deadend Tubular Pole 126 Conventional
CP96-1 Riser Pole Tubular Pole 159 Conventional | Infrared
CP95-1 Riser Pole Tubular Pole 159 Conventional | Infrared
CP88-1 Riser Pole Tubular Pole 159 Conventional | Infrared
CP87-1 Riser Pole Tubular Pole 159 Conventional | Infrared
CP86 CXSD Lattice 116 Helicopter Infrared
CP85-1 CXTA Lattice 127 Helicopter Infrared
CP84 CXPT Lattice 151 Helicopter Infrared
CP83 CXRS Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
CP82-1 CXPT Lattice 148 Helicopter Infrared | Telecom
CP81-1 CXRS Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
CP80-1 CXTA Lattice 151 Helicopter Infrared
CP79-1 CXPT Lattice 115 Helicopter Infrared
CP78-2 CXPT Lattice 130 Helicopter
CP77 CXTA Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
CP76-1 CXPT Lattice 136 Helicopter Infrared
CP75-1 CXSD Lattice 119 Helicopter Infrared
CP74-2 CXRS Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
CP73-2 CXTA Lattice 124 Helicopter Infrared
CP72-2 CXPT Lattice 139 Helicopter Infrared
CP71 CXRS Lattice 131 Helicopter Infrared
CP70-3 CXSD Lattice 173 Conventional | Infrared
CP69-2 CXSD Lattice 185 Conventional | Infrared
CP68-1 CXSD Lattice 131 Helicopter Infrared
CP67-3 CXSD Lattice 119 Helicopter Infrared
CP66-2 CXSD Lattice 149 Helicopter Infrared
CP65-1 CXTL Lattice 160 Helicopter
CP64-2 CXRS Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared
CP63-3 CXTL Lattice 134 Helicopter Infrared
CP62-2 CXPT Lattice 121 Helicopter Infrared
CP62A CXRS Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
CP61-1 CXPT Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
Project Modification Report Page]|2-9
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:tl:::;::f Structure Type2 Height (ft) co:\‘::::it;on Lighting Telecom®
CP60 CXSD Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared | Telecom
CP59 CXSD Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
CP58-1 CXPT Lattice 124 Helicopter Infrared
CP57 CXPT Lattice 130 Helicopter Infrared
CP56-1 CXTL Lattice 163 Helicopter Infrared
CP55 CXPT Lattice 130 Helicopter Infrared
CP54-1 CXTA Lattice 154 Helicopter Infrared
CP53-1 CXPT Lattice 139 Helicopter Infrared
CP52 CXTA Lattice 130 Helicopter Infrared
CP51-2 CXTA Lattice 136 Helicopter Infrared
CP50-1 CXRS Lattice 167 Helicopter Infrared
CP49-1 CXSD Lattice 149 Helicopter Infrared
CP48-2 CXRS Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared
CP47A-1 CXRS Lattice 182 Helicopter Infrared
CP47-2 CXSD Lattice 173 Helicopter Infrared
CP46-2 CXSD Lattice 128 Helicopter Infrared
CP45-1 CXSD Lattice 152 Helicopter Infrared
CP44-1 CXSD Lattice 143 Helicopter Infrared
CP43-1 CXSD Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
CP42-1 CXSD Lattice 164 Helicopter Infrared
CP41-2 CXSD Lattice 134 Conventional
CP40-2 CXPT Lattice 154 Conventional | Infrared
CP39 CXTA Lattice 121 Helicopter Infrared
CP37-2 CXTL Lattice 136 Helicopter Infrared
CP36-1 CXTL Lattice 166 Helicopter Infrared
CP35-2 CXTA Lattice 136 Helicopter Infrared
CP34-2 CXPT Lattice 148 Helicopter Infrared
CP33A CXPT Lattice 145 Helicopter Infrared
CP33-2 CXPT Lattice 145 Helicopter Infrared
CP32-2 CXPT Lattice 163 Helicopter
CP31-2 CXSD Lattice 164 Conventional | Infrared
CP29-1 CXTL Lattice 145 Conventional | Infrared
CP28-1 CXPT Lattice 118 Helicopter Infrared
CP27 CXRS Lattice 122 Helicopter Infrared
CP26 CXPT Lattice 121 Conventional | Infrared
CP25-2 CXPT Lattice 130 Conventional | Infrared
CP24-1 CXPT Lattice 124 Conventional | Infrared
CP23 CXSD Lattice 155 Helicopter Infrared
CP22-1 CXPT Lattice 124 Conventional | Infrared
CP21 CXPT Lattice 139 Conventional
CP20 CXRS Lattice 113 Helicopter Infrared
CP19-1 CXPT Lattice 124 Conventional | Infrared
CP18-1 CXTL Lattice 118 Conventional | Infrared
CP17-1 CXPT Lattice 109 Conventional | Infrared
CP16-1 CXPT Lattice 109 Conventional | Infrared
CP15-1 CXSD Lattice 140 Conventional | Infrared
CP14 CXRS Lattice 146 Helicopter Infrared
CP13-2 CXRS Lattice 125 Helicopter Infrared
2-10 | Page Project Modification Report
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:tl:::;::f Structure Type2 Height (ft) co:::::izon Lighting Telecom®
CP12-1 Tan DC Pole Tubular Pole 170 Conventional | Infrared
CP11-1 Strain DC Pole Tubular Pole 125 Conventional | Infrared
CP10 Strain DC Pole Tubular Pole 120 Conventional | Infrared
CP9-1 Tan DC Pole Tubular Pole 115 Conventional | Infrared
CP8-2 Tan DC Pole Tubular Pole 115 Conventional | Infrared
CP7 Tan DC Pole Tubular Pole 135 Conventional | Infrared
CP6-1 Strain DC Pole Tubular Pole 125 Conventional | Infrared
CP3 DE DC Pole Tubular Pole 105 Conventional | Infrared
CP2 DE DC Pole Tubular Pole 150 Conventional

CP1B DE DC Pole Tubular Pole 150 Conventional

CP1A Tan DC Pole Tubular 135 Conventional

SSDE1 SSDE Substation 230kv Rack 65

Notes

1 Structure Number Codes

SSDE = Substation Structure

EP = 500kV
CP =230kV

2 Structure Type Codes

Tower

Type
CXPT
CXRS
CXSD
CXTA
CXTL
EXHA
EXHD
EXHT
EXLA
EXLD
EXMA
EXMD
EXMT
EXTT

Project Modification

05.14.10

Nomenclature

Tangent (0-3 degree line angle)
Strain (0-45 degree line angle)
Deadend (0-90 line angle)

Angle (3-20 line angle

Long Span Tangent (0-3 angle)
Heavy Angle (15-20 line angle)
Heavy Deadend (60-90 line angle)
Heavy Tangent (0-2 line angle)
Light Angle (2-6 line angle)

Light Deadend (0-30 line angle)
Medium Angle (6-15 line angle)
Medium Deadend (30-60 line angle)
Medium Tangent (0-2 line angle)
Transposition (0-2 line angle)

Report

3 Telecommunication equipment will be permanently installed on the designated structures (see
section 2.3 for details).
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TABLE 2-2. SPANS IDENTIFIED FOR MARKER BALLS

Link | Span ID | From Structure | To Structure | # of Marker Balls
1 24 EP342 EP341 11
1 34 EP331 EP330-1 11
1 48 EP317 EP316-2 11
1 61 EP304-2 EP303-2 11
1 65 EP300-1 EP299 11
1 69 EP296 EP295 11
1 74 EP291-1 EP290 13
1 75 EP290 EP281 13
1 77 EP280-1 EP279-1 13
1 78 EP279-1 EP278-1 11
1 79 EP278-1 EP277-1 9
1 80 EP277-1 EP276-1 13
1 81 EP276-1 EP275-1 11
1 82 EP275-1 EP274-1 9
1 85 EP272-3 EP271-2 13
1 86 EP271-2 EP270-2 15
1 87 EP270-2 EP269-1 11
1 88 EP269-1 EP267-2 15
1 90 EP266-2 EP265-2 11
1 91 EP265-2 EP264-4 9
1 93 EP263B-2 EP263A-2 13
1 94 EP263A-2 EP262-4 13
1 99 EP259-3 EP258-3 11
1 107 EP252-1 EP251
1 115 EP244 EP243
1 119 EP239-1 EP238-1 10
1 133 EP226-1 EP225-1 11
1 135 EP224-1 EP223-1 13
1 139 EP220-1 EP219-1 11
1 151 EP206-1 EP205-2
1 192 EP149-1 EP148-1
1 193 EP148-1 EP147
1 194 EP147 EP146 11
1 195 EP146 EP145 11
1 197 EP144 EP143-1 11
1 198 EP143-1 EP142-1 13
2 202 EP139-1 EP138-2
2 204 EP137 EP136
2 205 EP136 EP135
2 206 EP135 EP134-1 11
2 222 EP120-4 EP119-2 11
2 225 EP117-2 EP116-1 9
2 233 EP110-2 EP109-1 9
2 254 EP90-1 EP89-1 7
2 259 EP85-2 EP84 9
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2. Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update

Link | Span ID | From Structure | To Structure | # of Marker Balls
2 264 EP80 EP79 9
2 268 EP77 EP76-2 13
2 269 EP76-2 EP75-2 13
2 271 EP74-1 EP73 13
2 279 EP66 EP65-1 9
2 281 EP64 EP63 15
2 285 EP57-1 EP56-3 11
2 286 EP56-3 EP54 13
2 287 EP54 EP53-2 11
2 290 EP51-1 EP50 11
2 2901 EP50 EP49 11
2 294 EP47-2 EP45-1 13
2 295 EP45-1 EP44 9
2 296 EP44 EP43-1 17
2 297 EP43-1 EP42 31
2 299 EP41 EP40-1 11
2 301 EP39-1 EP37-2 17
2 304 EP35-1 EP34-1 9
2 306 EP33-1 EP32-1 15
2 310 EP29-2 EP28-3 9
2 314 EP25-2 EP24-1 11
2 316 EP23-2 EP22-1 7
2 317 EP22-1 EP21-1 11
2 318 EP21-1 EP20-2
2 319 EP20-2 EP19-1
2 320 EP19-1 EP18 11
2 322 EP17 EP16-1 11
2 326 EP13-3 EP12-3 17
2 329 EP10-2 EP9-1 9
2 331 EP8-2 EP7-1 21
2 332 EP7-1 EP6-1 9
2 333 EP6-1 EP5-2 13
2 334 EP5-2 EP4-3 13
2 336 EP3-3 EP2-3 17
2 337 EP2-3 EP1-3 9
5 343 CP107 CP106-1 10
5 347 CP103-2 CP101-1 17
5 353 CP88-1 CP86 3
5 354 CP87-1 CP86 3
5 355 CP86 CP85-1 5
5 357 CP84 CP83 5
5 358 CP83 CP82-1 7
5 359 CP82-1 CP81-1 5
5 360 CP81-1 CP80-1 5
5 366 CP75-1 CP74-2 9
5 367 CP74-2 CP73-2 7

Project Modification
05.14.10
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Sunrise Powerlink 2. Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update

Link | Span ID | From Structure | To Structure | # of Marker Balls
5 368 CP73-2 CP72-2 5
5 370 CP71 CP70-3 13
5 372 CP69-2 CP68-1 13
5 373 CP68-1 CP67-3 11
5 374 CP67-3 CP66-2 7
5 377 CP64-2 CP63-3 7
5 378 CP63-3 CP62-2 9
5 379 CP62-2 CP62A 7
5 380 CP62A CP61-1 9
5 382 CP60 CP59 5
5 383 CP59 CP58-1 7
5 384 CP58-1 CP57 7
5 385 CP57 CP56-1 7
5 386 CP56-1 CP55 11
5 388 CP54-1 CP53-1 11
5 390 CP52 CP51-2
5 391 CP51-2 CP50-1
5 392 CP50-1 CP49-1
5 394 CP48-2 CP47A-1
5 396 CP47-2 CP46-2 15
5 398 CP45-1 CP44-1 13
5 399 CP44-1 CP43-1 13
5 400 CP43-1 CP42-1 13
5 403 CP40-2 CP39 9
5 405 CP37-2 CP36-1 16
5 407 CP35-2 CP34-2 7
5 413 CP29-1 CP28-1 7
5 414 CP28-1 CP27 7
5 415 CP27 CP26 5
5 417 CP25-2 CP24-1 9
5 418 CP24-1 CP23 5
5 419 CP23 CP22-1 5
5 422 CP20 CP19-1 9
5 423 CP19-1 CP18-1 7
5 424 CP18-1 CP17-1 9
5 425 CP17-1 CP16-1 5
5 426 CP16-1 CP15-1 5
5 428 CP14 CP13-2 7
5 429 CP13-2 CP12-1 7
5 430 CP12-1 CP11-1 11
5 433 CP9-1 CP8-2 9
5 434 CP8-2 CP7
5 436 CP6-1 CP3
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2. Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update Sunrise Powerlink

2.2 CONSTRUCTION YARDS

The modified Project includes 19 construction yards. Table 2-3 identifies the yards by name, PMR unit,
size, and estimated duration (i.e., estimated number of months in use).

TABLE 2-3. CONSTRUCTION YARDS FOR THE MODIFIED PROJECT

Yard Name PMR Unit Acres Number of 1

Months in Use
IV Sub PMR2 4.96 6
Dunaway Rd PMR2 9.93 4
Plaster City PMR3 20.27 18
(BLM) S2 PMR5 30.01 18
AER PMR6 5.00 18
Jacumba Airport PMR8 4.00 6
Jacumba Valley Ranch PMR8 39.03 12
Rough Acres PMR13 100.34 30
McCain Valley PMR14 32.94 12
Thing Valley PMR16 21.64 8
Bartlett PMR20 28.57 12
Kreutzkamp PMR23 30.62 18
Barrett Canyon PMR24 1.59 5
SWAT Training Facility PMR25 15.88 12
Wilson PMR29 10.78 18
Alpine HQ PMR33 10.58 30
Alpine Yard PMR33 28.36 30
Hartung PMR34 16.53 12
Helix PMR36 20.97 12
Stowe/Kirkham PMR40 20.87 12

Note

1 Duration of use is the total number of months of actual construction activity. These months
may or may not be consecutive, and the fencing may remain in place from project start to project
end.
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Sunrise Powerlink 2. Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update

2.3 TELECOMMUNICATION SITES AND EQUIPMENT

To establish a reliable communication system for coordinating daily activities and responding to worker
and public safety issues, the modified Project includes provisions for microwave telecommunication
equipment at seven locations.

Tierra del Sol Communication Facility. The Tierra del Sol facility is owned and operated by SDG&E and
is located in an easement adjacent to the existing White Star communication facility (owned by San
Diego County). At the Tierra del Sol facility, two existing 75-foot wood poles will be removed and
replaced with one new 75-foot steel monopole. Three new microwave antennae will then be mounted
on the new steel pole. The existing shelter at the site will remain, and the interior will be modified to
house the microwave communications equipment. The existing propane tank at the site will be
replaced. The existing back-up generator will be retained. This facility is located south of the FESSR in
the Jacumba area on a ridge where the equipment can intercept microwave signals from multiple
locations. Installation of this new communications equipment at the Tierra del Sol facility was analyzed
in Section 2 of the October 2008 Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the Project and
referred to as both the SDG&E Communication Facility and the White Star Communication Facility.

Structures EP146, EP34-1, EP87-1, CP60, and CP108. Mobile telecommunication equipment will be
placed on flat beds in the work areas designated for these five structures. After construction, the
equipment will be permanently installed on the structures. lllustration 2-1 provides an example of the
mounted equipment.

Alpine HQ and Yard/CP82-1. Mobile telecommunication equipment will be placed at the Alpine
HQ/Yard and mounted on structure CP82-1 once it is constructed.

ILLUSTRATION 2-1. MICROWAVE TELECOMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT AS MOUNTED ON STRUCTURES
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3. PROJECT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON

This section of the PMR evaluates the modified Project in terms of its potential to result in impacts that
are lesser than, greater than, or substantially the same in type and scale as those of the FESSR as
analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS. Impacts of the modified Project as a whole are considered. See Section 4
for an evaluation and comparison of impacts within each PMR unit.

3.1 APPROACH, TERMINOLOGY, AND CRITERIA

The information in this section about the components and alignment of the modified Project is based on
the final engineering and design plans prepared by SDG&E and presented by the descriptions in this
PMR and the maps in the PMR Mapbook. The environmental impacts of the modified Project were
quantified where possible by overlaying the footprint of the modified Project (i.e., the location of
structures, new roads, yards, wire stringing sites, etc.) on the layers of the PMR databases. Where
impacts could not be quantified, a qualitative assessment was conducted. The results then were
compared with the components, alignment, and environmental effects of the FESSR.

The Information in this section about the components and alignment of the FESSR is from the Final
EIR/EIS, including the data that were used for the analysis and maps in the EIR/EIS. The data used in the
EIR/EIS include survey results, habitat assessments, available databases, and other relevant information
as of 2008, with most of the data collected in 2007. Hereafter, these data are cited as the “EIR/EIS
database.” The environmental impacts of the FESSR are presented in two ways. First, quantified
estimates and qualitative assessments were taken from the Final EIR/EIS, including but not limited to the
following parts of the document:

1. Analysis of impacts to resources (biological, cultural, land use, visual, etc.) in Sections D and E;
2. Consolidated biological impact matrix in Appendix 8P;

3. Riparian Conservation Area analysis in Appendix 8Q;

4. Comparison of alternatives in Section H;

5. Analysis of consistency with adopted policies and plans in Section D.16 and Appendix 2; and
6. Analysis of consistency with existing and draft regional conservation plans in Appendix 80.

Also, to provide additional context for comparing impacts, FESSR impacts are presented in terms of the
PMR database —i.e., the footprint of the FESSR as identified in the Final EIR/EIS was overlaid on the
updated data layers, and the impacts were calculated. This step was taken to provide a comparison of
impacts based on current information and indicate where new information has become available since
issuance of the Final EIR/EIS.
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Sunrise Powerlink 3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

As part of the evaluation of the modified Project, the degree to which the modifications would change
the type and scale of FESSR impacts was considered. In this evaluation, the following criteria were
applied:

e Anincrease in impacts is considered significant if it would change a Class Il or Class Il impact in
the Final EIR/EIS to a Class | impact or cause the Project to result in a Class | or Il impact not
addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

e A reduction in impacts is considered significant if it would eliminate a Class | or Il impact
identified in the Final EIR/EIS or reduce a Class | to a Class Il or lower impact.

e A modification is considered environmentally preferred to the FESSR in the Final EIR/EIS if it
would result in less damage to the environment and would better protect natural and cultural
resources.

Impact classes are the same as in the Final EIR/EIS (see Section D.1.4.3 of the Final EIR/EIS):

e (lass | is used to identify significant and unavoidable impacts; Class | impacts are significant
impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

e (lass Il is used to identify significant impacts that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level.

e (lass Il is used to identify adverse but less than significant impacts.

3.2 SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The components of the modified Project are primarily the same as the FESSR, with differences in the
number of structures and associated features and number of structures designated for helicopter
construction. The one minor exception is that the modified Project includes the addition of a pre-
engineered storage facility on already disturbed land within the existing Imperial Valley Substation,
which was not included in the FESSR (see Section 4, PMR1). Overall, the modified Project has fewer
structures, fewer new access roads, fewer wire stringing areas, and fewer construction yards; a smaller
Suncrest Substation; and more structures designated for helicopter construction than the FESSR. These
differences equate to an approximate 46% reduction in permanent and temporary ground disturbance
compared with the FESSR.

Consistent with the reduction in overall on-the-ground impacts, the modified Project would result in
reduced impacts to biological, cultural, land use, and water resources when compared to the FESSR.
Impacts of the modified Project to other resources are similar in nature to the FESSR’s and, with few
exceptions, significantly reduced. There are many locations where the modified Project eliminates
impacts to one or more sensitive resources, and only a few locations where impacts increase to
resources already evaluated in the Final EIR/EIS. There are no new significant impacts associated with
the modified Project.
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

In summary, through the implementation of mitigation measures included in the Final EIR/EIS, the
modified Project would reduce but not eliminate significant impacts associated with the FESSR and
would not result in any new significant impacts. Because the modified Project would result in less
impact to the environment and would better protect natural and cultural resources, it is
environmentally preferred to the components and initial routing of the FESSR.

3.3 IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON

3.3.1 CHANGES IN PROJECT COMPONENTS AND TOTAL GROUND DISTURBANCE

Table 3-1 summarizes the primary components and related features of the FESSR and modified Project
and indicates the differences. Table 3-2 indicates components and resulting ground disturbance overall
and by SRPL Link. The impact estimates for the FESSR in Table 3-2 were generated using the PMR
database. Total ground disturbance was estimated for both the FESSR and modified Project because it is
a key indicator of potential impacts to biological, cultural, land use, water, and other resources; it also
demonstrates that the modified Project is designed to reduce ground disturbance overall (not just
impacts to vegetated lands).

With one minor exception, the modified Project and FESSR have the same components. The exception
is that the modified Project includes the addition of a pre-engineered steel storage facility on already
disturbed land within the existing Imperial Valley Substation (PMR1). There are no new significant
impacts associated with PMR1 (see Section 4).

As indicated in Tables 3-1 and 3-2, the modified Project includes fewer structures, fewer new access
roads, fewer wire stringing areas, and fewer construction yards; a smaller Suncrest Substation; more
TSAPs due to a reduction in new access roads to minimize and reduce visible land scarring and
replacement poles as part of reconductoring; and less ground disturbance than the FESSR as described
in the Final EIR/EIS. Within Links along the alignment, the differences between the modified Project and
FESSR vary. The greatest reductions in ground disturbance under the modified Project are in Link 1 and
Link 2. In Link 1, permanent ground disturbance drops by approximately 100 acres and temporary
disturbance drops by approximately 300 acres. In Link 2, temporary ground disturbance is reduced by
approximately 200 acres, permanent ground disturbance by approximately 40 acres. Reductions in both
Links reflect the designation of more structures for helicopter construction and a corresponding
reduction in new access roads under the modified Project. There is more temporary ground disturbance
in Link 4 in connection with reconductoring than estimated for the FESSR; however, the increase in
ground disturbance in these locations would not result in new significant impacts (see PMR33 and
PMR42-44 in Section 4). The modified Project as a whole would result in an approximate 46% reduction
in permanent and temporary ground disturbance compared with the FESSR. Chart 3-1 displays the
differences in ground disturbance per Links under the modified Project and FESSR (reconductoring is
included in Link 5 in the chart).
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE 3-1. SUMMARY OF FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT COMPONENTS AND ASSOCIATED FEATURES

Component/Feature T Mod.ified Change Resulting from Modification
Project Number %
Length (miles) 119 117 (2) 1.6% decrease
Structures (number) 481 443 (38) 7.9% decrease
Wire Stringing Sites (number) 129 78 (51) 39.5% decrease
New Access Roads (miles) 125.23 51.12 (74.11) 59.2% decrease
Tower Staging Access Pads (number) 108 162 58 53.8% increase
Construction Yards (number) 43 19 (24) 55.8% decrease
Suncrest Substation (acres) 128.18 75.66 (52.52) 41.0% decrease
Reconductoring Replacement Poles (69kV) 11 17 6 54.4% increase

TABLE 3-2. SUMMARY OF FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT COMPONENTS AND ESTIMATE GROUND
DISTURBANCE BY LINK BASED ON PMR DATABASE

FESSR Modified Project
; ; Permanent | Temporary Permanent | Temporary
Link and Milepost Feature Type Number Ground Ground Number |  Ground Ground
or Miles | Disturbance | pisturbance | ©F Miles | Disturbance | Disturbance
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Structures® 481 133.79 238.51 441 106.10 119.98
Access Roads® 125.23 282.40 9.40 51.12 75.53 6.98
TSAPs® 108 1.55 0.00 162 29.16 0.00
String Area Sites 129 9.08 190.36 78 0.00 128.42
ALL
Construction Yards 43 0.00 801.25 19 0.00 428.96
Suncrest Substation® - 128.18 22.07 - 75.66 0.00
Replacement Poles’ 11 -- - 17 -- -
Total 555.20 1261.59 298.41 685.12
Structures® 200 57.42 178.40 200 50.52 80.77
Access Roads’ 65.88 153.96 0.00 22.71 37.65 2.24
Link 1
TSAPs® 18 0.26 0.00 57 10.26 0.00
500 kV
Construction Yards 20 0.00 440.41 9 0.00 226.53
Desert Portion
String Site Areas 41 0.00 56.85 36 0.00 67.34
MP 0.0-MP 53.5
Guard Areas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29
Cut/Fill/Grading 0.00 0.00 4.37 0.00
Total 211.64 675.66 102.80 377.18
Link 2 Structures® 153 42.75 53.94 138 32.79 30.48
500 kv Access Roads’ 31.37 64.11 9.40 21.39 30.19 0.86
Forest Portion® TSAPs® 76 1.09 0.00 64 11.52 0.00
MP 53.5-MP 88.8 Construction Yards 14 0.00 247.46 5 0.00 94.34
String Site Areas 52 9.08 93.87 26 0.00 47.49
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Sunrise Powerlink

FESSR Modified Project
Permanent | Temporary Permanent | Temporary
Link and Milepost Feature Type Number Ground Ground Number |  Ground Ground
or Miles | Disturbance | pisturbance | ©r Miles | Disturbance | Disturbance
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Guard Areas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28
Cut/Fill/Grading 0.00 0.00 5.09 0.00
Total 117.03 404.67 79.58 173.45
' Suncrest Pad Plus* - 128.18 22.07 -4 75.66 0.00
Link3 Access Roads 0.01 0.00 0.03
MP 88.8-MP 89.3
Construction Yards 1 0.00 10.78
Total 128.18 22.07 75.66 10.81
Structures’ 2 0.14 0.75 0 0.00 0.32
Access Roads’ 0.66 1.57 0.00 0.97 2.39 0.02
Link 4 TSAPs® 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
230 kV Construction Yards 0 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 38.94
Underground String Site Areas 2 0.00 2.80 2 0.00 1.35
MP 92.0-MP 98.2 Guard Areas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cut/Fill/Grading 0.00 0.00 1.18 0.00
Total 1.71 3.55 3.58 40.62
Structures® 123 33.48 5.42 100 22.79 4.84
Access Roads’ 27.32 62.76 0.00 6.04 5.30 3.84
Link 5 TSAPS® 14 0.20 0.00 a1 7.38 0.00
230kV Overhead |t uction Yards 9 0.00 113.38 3 0.00 58.37
MP 89.3-MP 92.0 String Site Areas 30 0.00 35.57 14 0.00 9.61
MP 98.2-MP
117.2 Guard Areas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21
Cut/Fill/Grading 0.00 0.00 1.31 0.00
Total 96.44 154.37 36.79 76.87
Replacement Poles 11 -- - 17 -- -
String Site Areas 0.0 1.27 0.00 2.63
Reconductoring Work Areas 0.0 0.0 0.00 3.56
Other 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.20 1.27 0.00 6.19
Notes
1  Structures include lattice towers, poles, substation deadends, and risers (see Table 2-1).
2 Access Roads = new access roads to be constructed and existing roads that require improvement.
3 TSAP = tower staging access pads to support helicopter construction.
4 The Suncrest Substation Pad includes 3 structures.
5 Replacement poles are for the 69kV reconductor projects associated with the system upgrades
6  This portion includes privately owned lands as well as Forest Service owned and operated lands
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CHART 3-1. PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY GROUND DISTURBANCE FOR THE MODIFIED PROJECT AND FESSR

acres

3.3.2 ImMPACTS TO AIR RESOURCES

The modified Project would not introduce a new source of air emissions or result in a new significant
impact to air quality compared with the FESSR. Some reductions in emissions from ground disturbance
would result under the modified Project, but there would not be a significant reduction in net emissions
from the use of trucks, helicopters, and equipment. The modified Project and FESSR would result in
similar air quality impacts.

3.3.3 IMPACTS TO BlOLOGICAL RESOURCES

With regard to biological impacts, this section focuses on effects to: 1) sensitive vegetation
communities; 2) desert pavement 3) special status plants (federally and/or state-listed as well as non-
listed); 4) special status wildlife; 5) effects of infrared lighting on special status species; and 5) riparian
conservation areas (RCAs) in the Cleveland National Forest (CNF).
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

Overall, the modified Project would result in a net reduction in impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities and habitat for special status species. Based on rare plant surveys conducted to date (PMR
database), the modified Project potentially would affect fewer species of special status plants than the
FESSR (13 versus 26) but would potentially affect more individuals of three plant species. Neither the
FESSR nor the modified Project would affect listed plant species. Based on an updated analysis
conducted for this PMR, the modified Project would not further reduce the permanent impacts of the
FESSR on RCAs in CNF but would substantially reduce the temporary impacts. The modified Project
would not result in any new significant impacts to biological resources.

3.3.3.1 SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Table 3-3 indicates the estimated impacts of the modified Project and FESSR to sensitive vegetation
communities. Column one in Table 3-3 presents the FESSR impacts as identified in Appendix 8P of the
Final EIR/EIS; column two presents the FESSR impacts based on the PMR database. As indicated in Table
3-3, the two impact estimates for the FESSR are very similar. The differences reflect updated mapping
for non-vegetated channels and chaparral in connection with preliminary delineations of wetlands and
riparian areas and site specific habitat assessments. The differences do not indicate any substantial
change in information about the vegetation communities affected by the FESSR or modified Project.

Based on the FESSR estimates in the Final EIR/EIS, the modified Project would reduce FESSR permanent
impacts to all sensitive vegetation communities except non-vegetated channel and would reduce
temporary impacts to all communities except riparian forests and woodlands (one-tenth acre increase).
Based on the FESSR estimates from the PMR database, impacts to all sensitive communities would be
reduced.

Table 3-4 indicates the estimated impacts of the FESSR and modified Project to the different subtypes of
sensitive vegetation communities. The PMR database is used for the FESSR impacts in this table.
Impacts to five vegetation subtypes (disturbed semi-desert chaparral, big sagebush scrub, flat-topped
buckwheat, disturbed Sonoran creosote bush scrub, and disturbed coast live oak woodland) would be
greater under the modified Project than the FESSR. Impacts to other subtypes would be similar to or
less than those of the FESSR. Also, there are variations in the amount of permanent and temporary
impacts to some subtypes under the modified Project. However, no new significant impacts to any
sensitive vegetation community would result from the modifications.

Impacts of the modified Project would be minimized and mitigated through the same MMCRP measures
that apply to the FESSR, including offsite mitigation for permanent impacts and a combination of onsite
restoration and offsite mitigation for temporary impacts. Table 3-5 identifies the mitigation ratios that
will apply. The MMCRP also requires that SDG&E prepare a Habitat Acquisition Plan (HAP), a Habitat
Management Plan (HMP), and a Restoration Plan (RP) that provide mitigation for impacts to these
sensitive vegetation communities. The HAP has been submitted; and the HMP and RP are being
prepared and must be accepted by the reviewing agencies prior to the construction of the Project.
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE 3-3. FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES BASED ON

EIR/EIS AND PMR DATABASES

December

December

May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
Information Source Gl PMR PMR
Database Database Database
SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES Acres Acres Acres
Permanent Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 93.08 91.88 36.37
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 54.52 53.56 27.47
Grasslands and Meadows 14.37 13.74 4.15
Chaparrals 320.17 294.36 181.19
Woodlands and Forests 6.54 17.89 4.24
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 0.13 3.17 1.10
Riparian Scrubs 0.57 0.38 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.58 0.88 0.25
Total Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Communities 489.96 475.86 254.77
Temporary Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 269.47 282.13 142.27
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 118.39 114.56 66.94
Grasslands and Meadows 172.89 161.49 48.40
Chaparrals 271.20 321.44 223.96
Woodlands and Forests 12.78 30.57 3.93
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 3.03 10.73 2.37
Riparian Scrubs 1.08 0.69 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands <0.01 2.96 0.10
Total Temporary Impacts to Sensitive Communities 848.85 924.57 487.97
TOTAL IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 1338.81 1400.43 742.74
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Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE 3-4. FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION SUBTYPES BASED ON THE PMR
DATABASE
Vegetation Vegetation Subtype FESSR Modified Project

Category Perm Temp Total Perm Temp Total
Chamise Chaparral 55.66 54.43 110.09 33.54 29.89 63.43
Chamise Chaparral — Burned 2.25 2.83 5.08 2.14 3.82 5.97
Chamise Chaparral — Disturbed 0.45 0.05 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00
Northern Mixed Chaparral 101.25 79.04 180.30 66.43 51.40 | 117.83
Northern Mixed Chaparral — Disturbed 11.56 1.84 13.39 11.19 0.00 11.19
Redshank Chaparral 6.16 7.54 13.70 1.76 2.56 4.32
Chaparrals Scrub Oak Chaparral 4.22 6.07 10.29 0.29 0.00 0.29
Scrub Oak Chaparral — Disturbed 0.00 0.02 0.02 141 1.16 2.58
Semi-desert Chaparral 31.32 82.45 113.78 21.21 62.62 83.83
Semi-desert Chaparral — Disturbed 1.17 7.86 9.03 2.10 56.16 58.27
Southern Mixed Chaparral 56.44 67.09 123.53 28.60 9.35 37.95
Southern Mixed Chaparral — Burned 19.76 12.21 31.97 9.84 7.00 16.84
Southern Mixed Chaparral — Disturbed 413 0.00 4.13 2.68 0.00 2.68
Chaparrals Total 294.36 | 321.44 615.80 | 181.20 | 223.97 | 405.17
Big Sagebrush Scrub 1.26 8.97 10.23 0.74 8.43 9.17
Big Sagebrush Scrub — Disturbed 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00
Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub 9.72 16.55 26.26 6.25 1.76 8.01
Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub — Disturbed 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00
Coastal and Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 20.31 36.68 56.99 11.52 16.39 27.91
Montane Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub — Burned 3.66 3.20 6.86 0.00 0.00 0.00
Scrubs Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub — Disturbed 7.65 2.37 10.02 2.84 3.77 6.60
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form 9.41 44.21 53.62 5.09 6.47 11.56
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Disturbed 0.49 0.22 0.70 0.39 0.50 0.89
Flat-topped Buckwheat Scrub 0.74 2.37 3.11 0.63 28.45 29.09
Flat-topped Buckwheat Scrub, Disturbed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 1.17
Coastal and Montane Scrubs Total 53.56 | 114.56 168.13 27.46 66.94 94.39
Desert Saltbush Scrub 0.72 1.05 1.76 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sonoran Creosote Bush Scrub 41.61 | 171.17 212.78 14.88 89.28 | 104.16
Sonoran Creosote Bush Scrub — Disturbed 4.50 17.31 21.81 3.86 28.12 31.98
Sonoran Desert Mixed Scrub 19.32 35.79 55.11 5.91 2.48 8.39
Desert Scrubs Sonoran Desert Scrub 1.80 2.21 4.01 0.94 3.47 4.41
Sonoran Desert Wash Scrub 1.76 7.01 8.77 0.45 0.58 1.03
Sonoran Mixed Woody and Succulent Scrub 11.89 30.23 42.12 5.15 6.75 11.91
Sonoran Mixed Woody Scrub 8.23 13.28 21.52 5.03 11.44 16.46
Sonoran Mixed Woody Scrub — Disturbed 0.91 4.05 4.96 0.15 0.15 0.29
Sonoran Wash Scrub 1.14 0.02 1.16 0.00 0.00 0.00
Desert Scrubs Total 91.88 | 282.13 | 374.01 36.36 | 142.26 | 178.62
Meadow 2.93 41.43 44.37 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grasslands Non-native Grassland 10.03 | 106.45 116.47 3.95 48.31 52.26
and Non-native Grassland — Disturbed 0.08 13.61 13.70 0.00 0.09 0.09
Meadows Valley Needlegrass Grassland 0.51 0.00 0.51 0.20 0.00 0.20
Valley Needlegrass Grassland — Disturbed 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grasslands and Meadows Total 13.74 | 161.49 175.23 4.14 48.41 52.55
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Vegetation ) FESSR Modified Project
Vegetation Subtype
Category Perm Temp Total Perm Temp Total
HWEFS Non-vegetated Channel 3.17 10.73 13.91 1.10 2.37 3.47
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams Total 3.17 10.73 13.91 1.10 2.37 3.47
o Riparian Woodland 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fngsirslzr:\d Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest 0.63 2.96 3.59 0.25 0.08 0.33
Woodlands Southern Riparian Forest 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian For 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands Total* 0.88 2.96 3.84 0.25 0.09 0.34
Riparian Mesquite Bosque 0.28 0.61 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00
Scrubs Southern Willow Scrub 0.09 0.07 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00
Riparian Scrubs Total 0.38 0.69 1.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
Coast Live Oak Woodland 4.09 9.64 13.73 1.60 2.42 4.02
Coast Live Oak Woodland — Burned 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00
Woodlands Coast Live Oak Woodland — Disturbed 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 1.18 1.18
and Forests Engelmann Oak Woodland 11.23 0.00 11.23 1.27 0.00 1.27
Mixed Oak Woodland 1.27 18.04 19.31 0.99 0.00 0.99
Peninsular Juniper Woodland Scrub 1.26 2.84 4.10 0.38 0.32 0.70
Woodlands and Forests Total 17.89 30.57 48.46 4.24 3.92 8.16
TOTAL 475.86 | 924.58 | 1400.44 | 254.75 | 487.97 | 742.71
Note

* Total for the modified Project reflects amounts less than 0.01 acre in other categories that cause subtotals to

round up by 0.01 acre.

TABLE 3-5. OFFSITE AND ONSITE MITIGATION RATIOS FOR PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY IMPACTS TO
SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Vegetation Community

Permanent Impacts

Temporary Impacts

Ratio for Offsite Mitigation

Ratio for Onsite and Offsite Mitigation

Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats

2:1

1:1+1:1

Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats

1.5:1

2:1 for flat topped buckwheat
2:1 for CNF impacts

1:1+0.5:1
1:1 + 1:1 for flat topped buckwheat
1:1 +1:1 for CNF impacts

1:1 1:1
Grasslands and Meadows .
2:1 for CNF impacts 1:1 + 1:1 for CNF Impacts
1:1 1:1
Chaparrals
2:1 for CNF Impacts 1:1 + 1:1 for CNF Impacts
1:1+2:1
Woodlands and Forests 3:1 o
1:1 + 1:1 for juniper woodland
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 3:1 1:1+1:1
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 3:1 1:1+1:1
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

3.3.3.2 DESERT PAVEMENT

Desert pavement is an exposure of bedrock or pebbles, closely packed after the removal of finer rock
material, polished or smoothed by blown sand so that, eventually, the upper surfaces of the bedrock or
pebbles are ground flat. The pebbles are often bonded together by salts, drawn to the surface in
solution and precipitated by evaporation, which act as a cement (Final EIR/EIS, page D2-285). West of
the Dunaway turn-off the Final EIR/EIS estimated that the FESSR would have impacted approximately
2.52 acres of desert pavement permanently and 3.3 acres temporarily (Final EIR/EIS, page D2-287).
These impacts were considered adverse but less than significant (Class Ill), and no mitigation is required.

Subsequently, SDG&E surveyed the areas from tower EP333 to EP324 (PMR3) identified as having desert
pavement. Also, SDG&E surveyed the area proposed for the Plaster City construction yard (PMR3). The
findings were:

e The area around EP 328-1 is 70% disturbed by off-road vehicle traffic with a small area of
pavement.

e The area around EP 327-1 is less than 10% disturbed by off-road vehicle traffic and has
pavement cover of 85%.

e The area around EP 326-1 is less than 10% disturbed by off-road vehicle traffic and has
pavement cover of 85%.

e The area around EP 325-1 has pavement cover of 85%.

The area around EP 324-1 has pavement cover of 0%.

Moreover, towers EP325 through EP328 fall within a designated OHV use area and are likely to be
further degraded over time. Since the modified Project is very similar to the FESSR alignment there is
no change to the conclusion in the Final EIR/EIS that impacts to desert pavement will not be significant.

3.3.3.3 SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS

As indicated in Section D and Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS, the impacts of the FESSR on special status
plants were assessed based on available information from the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), USFWS and CDFG databases, USFS habitat models, and available data from focused surveys for
specific plants. The numbers of each special status plant potentially affected by the FESSR are totaled in
Appendix 8P. If current survey information was not available the plant was assumed to be present in
appropriate habitat. As required by MMCRP measure B-5a, SDG&E subsequently completed additional
focused surveys for rare plants in the areas affected by the Project. These surveys were initiated in
2008, with most surveys conducted in 2009. Table 3-6 indicates the results of the surveys to date. The
plant species identified in the table include those included in Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS and
additional special status plants included in the rare plant surveys.
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE 3-6. SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE FESSR OR MODIFIED PROJECT BASED ON
THE PMR DATABASE

Number of Individuals Potentially Affected
APSP or RPS' | Plant Species (Sensitivity Code) 2 FESSR Modified Project
Perm Temp Total Perm Temp Total
Listed Species
AP8P Borrego bedstraw (SR) Not within Range’ Not within Range®
AP8P, RPS Del Mar manzanita (FE) 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP8P, RPS San Bernardino bluegrass (FE, FSS) 0 0 o? 0 0 0
AP8P, RPS San Diego thorn-mint (FT, SE) 0 0 0’ 0 0 0’
APSP®, RPS Willowy monardella (FE, SE) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Non-Listed Species
AP8P California adolphia (L2) Not within Range3 Not within Range3
RPS Campo pea (L4) 1 0 1 0
RPS Caraway-leaved Gilia (L4) 28 28 0
RPS Cleveland's bush monkey flower (L4) 2 133 135 0
AP8P Coves' cassia (L2) Not within Range3 Not within Range3
RPS Dean's milk-vetch (L1B) 0 8 8 0 0 0
AP8P Del Mar sand aster (L1B) Not within Range’ Not within Range®
AP8P, RPS Delicate clarkia (L1B) 554 0 554 0 1
AP8P, RPS Desert beauty (L2) 7 3 10 1
RPS Dunn's mariposa lily (L1B) 20 0 20 0
RPS Engelmann oak (L4) 341 28 369 216 2 218
AP8P, RPS Felt-leaved monardella (LlB)7 657 537 1194 106 0 106
RPS Fish's milkwort (L4) 0 6 6 0 0 0
RPS Gander's ragwort (L1B) 188 2455 2643 0 0 0
AP8P, RPS Jacumba milk-vetch (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 73 520 593 29 958 987
RPS Lakeside ceanothus (L1B) 6 0 6 5 0 5
AP8P, RPS Nuttall's scrub oak (L1B) 10 0 10 17 0 17
RPS Palmer's grappling hook (L4) 0 2 2 0 0
RPS Peninsular spineflower (L4) 270 0 270 0 0
AP8P, RPS Ramona horkelia (L1B) 0 0 0 0
RPS Robinson pepper-grass (L1B) 7 0 7 0 0
RPS Rush-like bristleweed (L4) 154 17 171 59 5 64
AP8P. RPS San Diego barrel cactus (L2) 0 0 0 0
AP8P. RPS San Diego gumplant (L1B) 0
AP8P, RPS San Diego sand aster (L1B) 0 0 0 0
AP8P, RPS San Diego sunflower (L4) 29 23 52 21 16 37
AP8P San Felipe monardella (L1B) Not within Range3 Not within Range3
RPS Southern mountain misery (L4) 15 15 30 0 0 0
AP8P, RPS Sticky geraea (L2) 254 2158 2412 88 160 248
AP8P, RPS Summer holly (L1B) 0 0 0 0 0 0
AP8P, RPS Tecate tarplant (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 10 26 36 43 47
RPS Tufted pine-grass (NC) 0 7 7 0
RPS Wolf's cholla (L4) 51 0 51 6
RPS Yellowflower tarweed (L4) 488 0 488 363 0 363
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Notes and Codes

1  Ap8P = species identified in consolidated matrix in Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS; RPS =
species included in the focused surveys for rare plants conducted in compliance with the
MMCRP in 2008, 2009, and to date in 2010.

2 Sensitivity Codes
FE=federally endangered, FT=federally threatened, SR=state rare, L1B = CNPS List 1B, L2=CNPS
List 2, L4= CNPS List 4, FSS=Forest Service Sensitive, BLMS=Bureau of Land Management
Sensitive, NC=no listing or CNPS code.

3 Not within Range = This species was included in Appendix 8P in connection with other
alternatives that included lands within the species’ range. The impact areas of the FESSR and
modified Project are outside the range of the species.

4 At the time of the Final EIR/EIS, San Bernardino bluegrass was assumed to be present between
Structures 159 and 161 of the BCD South Option Revision based on the presence of USFS
modeled habitat for the species. Focused surveys have determined that the plant species is
not present in the impact areas of the FESSR or modified Project.

5 At the time of the Final EIR/EIS, San Diego thorn-mint was assumed to be present between mileposts
MRD-13.7 and 16.1 based on the presence of USFS modeled habitat for the species (USDA, 2007; see
Impact B-5 in Section E.4.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Focused surveys to date indicate that this plant
species is not present in or adjacent to the impact areas of the FESSR or modified Project. The
CNDDB indicates 0.34 acre of habitat for this species within the impact areas of the modified Project
(0.18 acre in the FESSR). Focused surveys of the area that included the CNDDB habitat indicate that
the plant is not present in the FESSR or modified Project impact areas.

6 Willowy monardella is not included in the list in Appendix 8P but is addressed in the analysis of
biological impacts in Section D of the Final EIR/EIS.

7 Focused surveys in a limited area were conducted for felt-leaved monardella for the Final
EIR/EIS. Those surveys detected 70 willowy monardella plants within FESSR impact areas.
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As indicated in Table 3-6, neither the FESSR nor the modified Project would have direct impacts on
federally or state listed plant species. The FESSR potentially would affect 26 non-listed special status
plant species; the modified Project potentially would affect 13 species. With three exceptions, the
modified Project would likely affect fewer or a similar number of individual plants. The exceptions are
Jacumba milk-vetch, Nuttall’s scrub oak, and Tecate tarplant. The modified Project would have lower
permanent but higher temporary impacts to Jacumba milk-vetch and Tecate tarplant and higher
permanent impacts to Nuttall’s scrub oak. Although the impacts to these three plant species would be
greater than under the FESSR, the impacts would not be a new type of effect or be at a scale that would
jeopardize local and regional populations of these species. Impacts to all the rare plant species would
be minimized and mitigated under the FESSR and the modified Project in the same way -- through
avoidance, minimization, salvage, and relocation, as specified in MMCRP measure B-5a.

3.3.3.4 SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE

Table 3-7 indicates the estimated impacts of the modified Project and FESSR to special status wildlife
species. The species are those identified in Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS, excluding species not
affected by the FESSR (Appendix 8P considered other alternatives, not just the FESSR). As in Table 3-3,
the estimated impacts of the FESSR are presented as calculated in the Final EIR/EIS (column one) and
based on the PMR database. Habitat impacts are quantified for USFWS critical habitat (designated and
proposed), USFWS occupied habitat (as per USFWS’s database), the mapped distribution of habitat for
flat tailed horned lizard (a species now proposed for federal listing) in and outside the BLM management
area for this species, the mapped distribution of habitat for the barefoot banded gecko (a state-listed
species), and distribution of habitat for various species based on USFS habitat models (with a focus on
habitats in CNF).

Overall, the modified Project would reduce FESSR impacts to the habitat of special status species. There
are some instances where the modified Project potentially would affect more acres of a habitat category
than would the FESSR (see species discussions below). The effects of the modified Project on the
special status species would be minimized and mitigated through the same measures that apply to the
FESSR, including the mitigation ratios for permanent and temporary impacts identified in Table 3-8. No
new significant impacts would result from the modified Project.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

In the Final EIR/EIS, FESSR impacts to the Quino checkerspot butterfly (Quino) were assessed but not
quantified except for impacts to designated critical habitat at that time. Additional habitat assessments
and protocol surveys for Quino subsequently have been conducted within suitable habitat along the
alignment. USFWS also has updated its database to identify areas of occupied habitat. Results to date
of the assessments and surveys and USFWS’s Quino occupied habitat have been added to the PMR
database (see Table 3-7).
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TABLE 3-7. ESTIMATED IMPACTS OF THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES BASED ON
THE EIR/EIS AND PMR DATABASES

December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
EIR/EIS PMR PMR
Data Source Data/base Database Database
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES® f::;e‘:; f:::e‘:; f‘a::;e‘:;
QUINO CHECKERSPOT BUTTERFLY
USFWS Critical Habitat (2002 or 2009)?
Permanent Impacts 19.20 11.46 4.45
Temporary Impacts 55.72 16.93 1.59
USFWS Occupied Habitat (USFWS Data) 3
Permanent Impacts - 36.16 15.16
Temporary Impacts - 84.76 17.49
ARROYO TOAD
USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat®
Permanent Impacts - 7.13 2.46
Temporary Impacts - 100.67 44.23
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 32.45 33.09 11.92
Temporary Impacts 150.69 154.97 63.00
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts - 3.83 3.49
Temporary Impacts - 20.53 0.01
BAREFOOT BANDED GECKO (SUITABLE HABITAT)
Permanent Impacts -- 20.63 10.84
Temporary Impacts - 17.16 4.53
FLAT-TAILED HORNED LIZARD
Permanent Impacts
Management Areas 22.62 22.26 9.54
Habitat Outside of Management Areas 52.95 71.16 26.35
Total Permanent Impacts 75.57 93.42 35.89
Temporary Impacts
Management Areas 91.31 103.25 36.87
Habitat Outside of Management Areas 141.53 170.67 94.88
Total Temporary Impacts 232.84 273.92 131.75

COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER

Number of Pairs Affected

Number of Unpaired Individuals Affected
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December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project
EIR/EIS PMR PMR
D
ata Source Database Database Database
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES® (acres or (acres or (acres or
number) number) number)
USFWS Critical Habitat
Permanent Impacts 2.22 10.06 3.88
Temporary Impacts 32.97 17.84 21.58
USFWS Occupied Habitat (USFWS Data)
Permanent Impacts > 1.46 0.16
Temporary Impacts > 1.83 8.11
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 25.52 25.03 11.97
Temporary Impacts 52.69 48.50 15.67
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts -- 2.65 1.12
Temporary Impacts -- 7.07 0.60
GOLDEN EAGLE®
Nest Sites Potentially Affected 4 -- 9°
LEAST BELL'S VIREO”
USFWS Occupied Habitat [USFWS Data]
Permanent Impacts 0.94 0.89 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.32 0.00
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model] ?
Permanent Impacts - 1.32 0.19
Temporary Impacts - 0.00 0.00
SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER’
USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF (USFS Modeled Habitat]
Permanent Impacts - 5,14 3,98
Temporary Impacts - 14.39 0.74
PENINSULAR BIGHORN SHEEP
2001 Designated Critical Habitat/Occupied Habitat®
Permanent Impacts 60.42 30.41 10.36
Temporary Impacts 111.81 34.64 20.24
2009 Designated Critical Habitat
Permanent Impacts N/A 16.04 5.41
Temporary Impacts N/A 17.16 1.41
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December December May 2010
Alignment 2008 2008 Modified
FESSR FESSR Project

EIR/EIS PMR PMR

D
ata Source Database Database Database

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES*

(acres or (acres or (acres or
number) number) number)

STEPHENS’ KANGAROO RAT’

USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF [USFS Habitat Model]7

Permanent Impacts 0 0.71 0.18

Temporary Impacts 0 0.03 0.00

Notes

In this summary of impacts to special status species, the focus is on the following habitat categories:
USFWS critical habitat (designated or proposed), USFWS occupied habitat (areas that USFWS considers
occupied by the species based on available information and/or assumptions); mapped habitat and
management areas for flat-tailed horned lizard; mapped suitable habitat for barefoot banded gecko; and
suitable habitat as identified by habitat models used by USFS (USFS Suitable Habitat). Where the
information in the Final EIR/EIS is not broken into a category used in the PMR database or is assessed
qualitatively rather than quantified, the entry is “--.”

The estimate of critical habitat for the FESSR in the Final EIR/EIS is based on the 2002 designation; the
estimate for the FESSR in column two is based on the current designation, which also applies to the
modified Project.

USFWS Occupied Habitat includes areas of known Quino populations and sightings and a buffer that
typically encompasses all host plants in the vicinity. Some of the USFWS occupied habitat areas also are
part of designated critical habitat (e.g., the Jacumba population).

Critical habitat for arroyo toad was proposed after completion of the Final EIR/EIS.

Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS does not include the specific category of “USFWS Occupied” but
shows “0” as the amount of “occupied” habitat. In the USFWS BO for the Project, the estimate
is that the FESSR would result in permanent impacts to 8.30 acres and temporary impacts to
12.70 acres of USFWS Occupied habitat.

SDG&E is currently conducting a golden eagle nest area study. Surveys are being conducted
following USFWS’ Interim Golden Eagle Inventory and Monitoring Protocols; and Other
Recommendations (February 2010). The purpose of the surveys is to record and report
occupancy (Phase 1) and productivity (Phase 2) of resident golden eagle individual activities,
nests, and territories within a 4-mile radius of the Project. Preliminary results of Phase 1 indicate
there are 9 nests (active territories) within a 4-mile radius of the modified Project’s activity
areas.

Focused surveys conducted subsequent to the Final EIR/EIS have determined that this species
would not occur in the FESSR or modified Project impact areas. The USFS habitat model results
have been retained for lands in the CNF.

USFWS considers areas formerly designated as critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep to be
occupied habitat.
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TABLE 3-8.

3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

MITIGATION RATIOS FOR HABITAT IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES

Permanent Impacts

Temporary Impacts

Species Habitat Categor i i i
P EOTy Ratio for Offsite Mitigation Ratio for O.n's |te.and SUELS
Mitigation
. Occupied Habitat 3:1 1:1+1:1
Quino Checkerspot . .
Critical Habitat 3:1 1:1+1:1
Occupied Breeding Habitat 3:1 1:1+2:1
Arroyo Toad Occupied Upland Habitat 2:1 1:1+1:1
Critical Habitat" 3:1 1:1+1:1
Barefoot Banded . . 2 2
Suitable Habitat TBD TBD

Gecko

Flat Tailed Horned
Lizard

In FTHL Management Area
Outside FTHL Management Area

5.5:1 (4.5:1)%or in lieu fee

1:1orinlieu Fee

3.5 (2.5:1)3 orin lieu fee
1:1 orin lieu fee

California Occupied Habitat 2:1 1:1+1:1
Gnatcatcher Critical Habitat 2:1 1:1+1:1
Least Bell’s Vireo Occupied Habitat 3:1 1:1+2:1
Southwestern . .

. Occupied Habitat 3:1 1:1+2:1
Willow Flycatcher
Peninsular Bighorn Occupied Habitat 5:1 1:1+2:1
Sheep Critical Habitat 5:1 1:1+2:1
Stephens’ Kangaroo

P & Occupied Habitat 2:1 1:1+1:1

Rat

Note

1 The Final EIR/EIS does not specify a mitigation ratio for impacts to arroyo toad critical habitat (designated
or proposed) because the FWS did not propose to revise arroyo toad critical habitat to include the project

until October 2009. For planning purposes, SDG&E has assumed that impacts to arroyo toad critical

habitat would require 3:1 mitigation for permanent impacts and 2:1 mitigation for temporary impacts.

Actual mitigation requirements would be specified in a USFWS conference determination.

2 CDFG has not specified a mitigation ratio for impacts to barefoot banded gecko; mitigation will be

determined by CDFG in connection with SDG&E’s application for a Section 2081 incidental take permit.

The application was submitted in April 2010.

3 Ratios in parentheses apply to agriculture and disturbed habitat.
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3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

Based on PMR database, the FESSR and modified Project entail impacts to Quino habitat in the same
PMR units (PMR9, PMR10, PMR18, PMR21-PMR25, PMR37, and PMR39-PMR40). Under the FESSR,
most impacts to Quino are associated with construction yards (approximately 33 acres), roads (32
acres), and wire stringing areas (30 acres). FESSR permanent impacts to Quino habitat (all categories)
are estimated at approximately 48 acres; temporary impacts are estimated at approximately 102 acres.
Under the modified Project, yard and stringing area impacts are eliminated and road impacts are
reduced to 4.6 acres. Permanent impacts to Quino habitat (all categories) under the modified Project
would be reduced to approximately 19.6 acres, temporary impacts to approximately 19.1 acres. Under
the FESSR and modified Project, most impacts are to areas that USFWS identifies as occupied Quino
habitat. The modified Project would reduce permanent impacts to occupied habitat from 37.83 acres to
15.16 acres and temporary impacts from 86.59 acres to 17.49 acres. As anticipated in the Final EIR/EIS,
critical habitat for Quino was revised in 2009. Under both the initial and revised critical habitat
designations (see Table 3-7), the modified Project would have fewer impacts to critical habitat than the
FESSR.

Impacts of the modified Project on Quino would be minimized and mitigated through the same
measures that apply to the FESSR. As specified in the MMCRP and BO, these measures include impact
site avoidance and minimization as well as onsite and offsite mitigation. The MMCRP also requires that
the HAP identify mitigation lands within Quino habitat, that the HMP cover management of Quino
habitat and populations, and that the RP provide for onsite restoration of Quino habitat.

Arroyo Toad

In the Final EIR/EIS, FESSR impacts on arroyo toad were calculated in terms of suitable breeding and
suitable upland habitat. These two categories were mapped based on the information from the USFWS
and CDFG databases, the USFS model for arroyo toad habitat, and additional information provided from
habitat assessments conducted by Helix Environmental in 2007. In Table 3-7, the two categories are
combined.

Based on the Final EIR/EIS, the FESSR would result in 32.65 acres of permanent impacts and 150.69 acres
of temporary impacts to arroyo toad upland habitat. The estimate under the PMR database is very
similar: 33.09 acres of permanent, and 154.97 acres of temporary impacts in areas modeled as suitable
habitat. Of these amounts, 3.83 acres of the permanent impacts and 20.53 acres of the temporary
impacts would be in CNF. Most FESSR impacts would result from proposed construction yards and
would occur in seven PMR units (PMR15-PMR18, PMR22, PMR28, and PMR34). Based on the PMR
database, the modified Project would result in 11.92 acres of permanent impacts and 63.00 acres of
temporary impacts to the modeled suitable habitat for arroyo toad. Of these amounts, 3.49 acres of
permanent impacts and 0.01 acre of temporary impacts would be CNF. The modified Project would
result in 11.92 acres of permanent and 63.00 acres of temporary impacts in areas modeled as suitable
habitat. Of these amounts, 3.49 acres of permanent impacts and 0.01 acre of temporary impacts would
occur in CNF. As with the FESSR, the impacts are in multiple PMR units (PMR15-PMR17, PMR22, PMR28,
and PMR34). The reduction in impacts under the modified Project is substantial and is due to the
elimination of several construction yards.
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In 2009, the Project database on arroyo toad habitat and occurrence was expanded. RECON conducted
focused protocol surveys to determine if suitable habitat and arroyo toads were present between the
existing Imperial Valley Substation (MP0Q) and Sycamore Substation (MP117). The surveys were
conducted from April 14 through June 26, 2009 in accordance with the USFWS protocol. Each drainage
and any areas modeled as suitable or known to be occupied were visually evaluated by RECON biologists
during this protocol survey. Based on this initial evaluation, 31 sites were assessed in greater detail for
habitat suitability. The habitat assessments focused on determining the suitability of the sites to support
breeding arroyo toads based on the elements of modeled suitable habitat outlined by USFWS as well as
core habitat features: presence of flowing water, sandy substrates, and presence of sandy terraces
adjacent to or within each drainage. The assessments consisted of visually assessing each drainage
crossing the proposed Project alignment. Using GIS data combined with global positioning system (GPS)
units, previously mapped drainages and areas modeled as suitable habitat or occupied habitat were
evaluated. Habitat and drainages near the proposed alignment that provided suitable connectivity also
were considered and evaluated.

Of the 31 sites that were evaluated, 13 were determined to provide potentially suitable habitat for
arroyo toad. These 13 sites were subsequently surveyed using the USFWS protocol and the results
provided to the USFWS per the protocol requirements. The results of the surveys were negative - no
arroyo toads (adult, juvenile, larvae, or egg masses) were observed within the Project ROW and
associated components. No arroyo toads were observed within USFS modeled suitable habitat. Two
adult arroyo toads were incidentally observed less than 1 km from the Project ROW on an existing dirt
road. However, because there is an approximate 1,000-foot elevation difference over steep and rocky
terrain between the arroyo toad observations and Project ROW, the project is not expected to have
adverse impacts to these individuals.

At the time of the Final EIR/EIS, no designated critical habitat for arroyo toad occurred in the Project
area. Subsequently USFWS proposed a revised critical habitat rule that would designate critical habitat
in the San Diego, Sweetwater River, and Cottonwood Creek basins. If the proposed rule is adopted as is,
the modified Project would result in 2.46 acres of permanent impacts and 44.23 acres of temporary
impacts to arroyo toad critical habitat. The impacts would occur in seven PMR units: PMR17, PMR 19,
PMR21-22, PMR24, PMR 32, PMR34, and PMR36. Most of the impacts are in PMR34 and PMR36 in
connection with two construction yards. The two yards (Hartung in PMR34 and Helix in PMR36) occur
on non-federal lands. Hartung Is located in an open, shallow, sandy wash with sparse vegetation cover.
Helix is located within cleared land probably used for agriculture and is dominated by high cover, non-
native grassland. Both areas were included in the 2009 habitat assessments and were determined to
have moderate potential for breeding and foraging habitat. No water was present in 2009. Protocol
surveys were recommended and are being conducted in 2010. Results of the 2010 arroyo toad surveys
will be submitted to USFWS and will be used to further refine the impact estimates for these areas.

If the proposed critical habitat rule is adopted, an additional category of habitat impacts would require
mitigation (similar to what applies for Quino). However, the additional category of habitat impacts
would not constitute a new significant impact to arroyo toad. Impacts to critical habitat under the
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modified Project would be similar in type and scale as the FESSR impacts to suitable and occupied
habitat considered in the Final EIR/EIS.

Impacts of the modified Project to arroyo toad would be minimized and mitigated through the same
measures identified for the FESSR in the MMCRP and BO. The MMCRP and BO currently require pre-
construction surveys in suitable habitat, impact site avoidance and minimization measures, and onsite
and offsite mitigation. The HAP, HMP, and RP each must address arroyo toad mitigation requirements.
Additional measures for impacts to critical habitat may be required if the proposed rule is adopted and
would be determined by USFWS.

Barefoot Banded Gecko

In the Final EIR/EIS, it was assumed that all suitable habitat between mileposts 23 and 39 was occupied
by barefoot banded gecko; no calculation was made of habitat acreage, which was assessed
qualitatively. Subsequently, habitat suitability assessments of this area were performed in 2009 and
2010, and habitat occupancy is being assessed in May-July 2010, in more detail.

Based on the PMR database, FESSR impacts to barefoot banded gecko would occur in PMR5 and PMR6;
approximately 20.63 acres of permanent and 17.16 acres of temporary habitat disturbance would occur.
A construction yard and new access road in PMR6 account for most of the FESSR impacts. Under the
modified Project, impacts would occur in PMR8 as well as PMR5 and PMR6. Impacts from the FESSR
yard in PMR6 would be eliminated, and impacts from an access road in PMR8 would be added. Overall,
the modified Project would reduce both the permanent and temporary impacts of the FESSR on
barefoot banded gecko. Permanent impacts would be reduced to 10.84 acres, temporary impacts to
4.53 acres.

Mitigation requirements for the Project are being determined in connection with the Project’s CESA
2081 Incidental Take Permit Application, which was submitted to CDFG in April 2010. The HAP includes
mitigation lands suitable for and occupied by barefoot banded gecko, and those lands are also identified
in the 2081 application as potential compensatory mitigation. The HMP will address management of
gecko habitat and populations and will incorporate measures specified by CDFG in the 2081 permit. The
RP also will include the relevant measures from the 2081 permit.

Flat Tailed Horned Lizard

In the Final EIR/EIS, impacts to flat tailed horned lizard were estimated in terms of two habitat
categories: habitat within BLM’s Flat Tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) Management Area and habitat outside
the Management Area. As indicated in Table 3-7, permanent impacts were estimated at 22.62 acres in
the Management Area and 52.95 acres outside the Management Areas; temporary impacts were
estimated at 91.31 acres in and 141.53 acres outside. There are some differences in the split of
permanent and temporary FESSR impacts when measured by the PMR 2010 databases (see Table 3-7),
but total FESSR impacts are substantially the same under both calculations. The PMR 2010 calculation is
used in the comparisons below.
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As indicated in Table 3-7, the FESSR would result in an estimated 93.42 acres of permanent impacts and
273.92 acres of temporary impacts to FTHL habitat. Most of these impacts are attributable to proposed
construction yards (151.6 acres), temporary work pads (105.9 acres) and roads (71.7). Under the
modified Project, permanent impacts are estimated at 35.89 acres, temporary impacts at 131.75 acres.
Yard impacts would be reduced to 62.4 acres, temporary work pad impacts would be eliminated, and
road impacts would be reduced to 15.4 acres. Permanent and temporary impacts in and outside the
FTHL Management Area would be reduced.

SDG&E has provided advance mitigation for impacts to flat tailed horned lizard through payment of the
in lieu fee identified in MMCRP measure B-7b. Payment of $348,450 was made to BLM based on the
estimated permanent and temporary impacts of the FESSR in Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS. In
addition, the MMCRP requires pre-construction surveys and impact site avoidance and minimization
measures. The HAP, HMP, and RP also will include provisions for FTHL.

Since publication of the Final EIR/EIS, USFWS has reinstated the proposed rule to list flat tailed horned
lizard as a threatened species and reopened the public comment period in March 2010. SDG&E will
seek authorization for incidental take through a pre-listing conference determination from the USFWS.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

FESSR impacts on the California gnatcatcher were calculated in the Final EIR/EIS based on USFWS and
CDFG databases, USFS habitat suitability modeling, and field surveys. Modeled suitable habitat and
designated critical habitat were the primary category in the calculations. Three categories of habitat are
considered here: suitable habitat based on the USFS habitat model, USFWS occupied habitat, and
critical habitat.

As indicated in Table 3-7, the Final EIR/EIS estimated that the FESSR would result in 25.52 acres of
permanent impacts and 52.69 acres of temporary impacts to modeled suitable habitat. The estimated
impacts to suitable habitat are very similar to those calculated using the PMR database (25.03 acres of
permanent and 48.50 acres of temporary impacts). Of the modeled suitable habitat, 2.65 acres of
permanent impacts and 7.07 acres of temporary impacts would occur in CNF. The FESSR impacts would
occur in PMR25-PMR28, PMR 31, PMR34-PMR37, and PMR39. Construction yards account for most of
the FESSR temporary impacts, primarily a proposed yard in PMR35. The modified Project would reduce
FESSR impacts to 11.97 acres of permanent and 15.67 acres of temporary impacts (1.12 acres of
permanent and 0.01 acre of temporary impacts in CNF). The impacts under the modified Project would
occur in PMR25, PMR27, PMR28, PMR34-PMR37, PMR39, and PMR40. The modified Project would
eliminate FESSR gnatcatcher impacts in PMR26 and PMR31 and add habitat impacts in PMR36 and
PMR40. Most of the modified Project’s temporary impacts would occur in PMR36 as the result of a
construction yard (Helix).

Focused surveys were conducted in 2009 to assess gnatcatcher habitat and identify occupied areas in all
suitable habitat potentially affected by the Project. The surveys included habitat in Links 2, 3, 4, and 5,
including along the reconductoring routes. Link 1 was excluded because it is well east of historic and
currently known ranges for the species and does not contain suitable habitat. The habitat assessment

3-22 | Page Project Modification Report
05.14.10



3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

focused on the FESSR ROW and approximately 500 feet on either side. USFS modeled habitat and
historic gnatcatcher locations were included. Protocol surveys were conducted on approximately 900
acres and detected 11 gnatcatcher pairs, a single adult male, and dispersing juveniles in the survey area.
No gnatcatchers were detected in the USFS modeled suitable habitat affected by the FESSR.

Appendix 8P of the Final EIR/EIS does not include “USFWS Occupied Habitat” as a specific category but
estimates impacts to occupied habitat at 0. However, in the USFWS BO for the Project, the FESSR was
estimated to result in 8.30 acres of permanent and 12.70 acres of temporary impacts to USFWS
occupied habitat. This is higher than the estimate under the PMR database, which indicates that the
FESSR would result in 1.46 acres of permanent and 1.83 acres of temporary impacts to USFWS occupied
habitat. The modified Project also would result in 0.16 acre of permanent impacts and 8.11 acres of
temporary impacts to USFWS occupied habitat.

The critical habitat impact estimate for the FESSR in the Final EIR/EIS is identified in Table 8P as 2.22
permanent acres and 32.97 temporary acres. The FESSR estimate under the PMR database as indicated
in Table 3-7 would result in 10.06 acres of permanent impacts and 17.84 acres of temporary impacts to
designated critical habitat. The modified Project would reduce permanent impacts to 3.88 and increase
temporary impacts to 21.58. As identified in the Final EIR/EIS much of the temporary impacts to
designated critical habitat is to non occupied, agricultural lands. Overall, the modified Project would
likely have lower combined permanent impacts and similar temporary impacts as the FESSR. No new
significant impacts would result.

Impacts of the modified Project would be minimized and mitigated through the same measures in the
MMCRP and BO that apply to the FESSR, including pre-construction surveys, impact site avoidance and
minimization, and onsite and offsite mitigation. The HAP, HMP, and RP would include provisions for
mitigating impacts to this species.

Golden Eagle

The Final EIR/EIS disclosed that there were four golden eagle nest areas that potentially would be
affected by activities within the Project area. The four nest areas were identified based on USFS’s
database and other information available at that time. In March 2010, SDG&E initiated a golden eagle
nest area study. Surveys are being conducted following USFWS’ Interim Golden Eagle Inventory and
Monitoring Protocols; and Other Recommendations (February 2010). The purpose of the surveys is to
record and report occupancy (Phase 1) and productivity (Phase 2) of resident golden eagle individual
activities, nests, and territories within a 4-mile radius of the Project. Phase 1 surveys began late March
and were completed by mid-April. Phase 2 surveys will be conducted in May. Preliminary results of the
2010 survey indicate that there are 9 active nest areas within a 4-mile radius of the modified Project’s
impact areas. Results of the survey will be used to adjust construction activities, including helicopter
flights, to avoid and reduce the potential for inadvertent impacts on golden eagles during the nesting
season. All project activities will be subject to a number of mitigation measures that are consistent with
and more conservative than USFWS’ existing protocols for avoiding take of golden eagles under the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act, currently found in the Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor
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Protection from Human and Land Disturbances (2002). Among these measures is MMCRP measure B-
7h, which prohibits construction or maintenance activities from taking place within 4,000 feet of an
eagle nest during the eagle breeding season (December through June). By contrast USFWS Guidelines
only identify a spatial buffer of 2,640 feet during the nesting season, which can be reduced even further
to 1,320 feet for industrial activities such as transmission line construction during the latter stages of the
nesting period. Additional generalized mitigation measures to protect avian species will also assist in
avoiding and minimizing impacts to this species.

Least Bell’s Vireo

In the Final EIR/EIS, FESSR impacts to least Bell’s vireo (LBV) were calculated based on USFS modeled
habitat and areas identified as USFWS Occupied habitat. The FESSR was estimated to result in 8.58
acres of permanent impacts and 13.53 acres of temporary impacts to LBV habitat. Subsequently,
habitat assessments and surveys for LBV and other riparian birds have been conducted in all areas that
have potentially suitable habitat and would be affected by the Project. The assessments and surveys
have determined that LBV would not be directly affected by the FESSR or modified Project. The results
of the habitat modeling have been retained as an indicator of LBV potential habitat in CNF. Based on
the PMR database, the FESSR would affect 1.32 acres of suitable habitat in CNF; the modified Project
would affect 0.19 acres. The 0.19 acre occurs in two locations within CNF (PMR25 and PMR28). The two
locations were included in the 2009 riparian bird surveys and were not occupied by LBV.

Habitat impacts would be minimized and mitigated as per the MMCRP and any conditions included in
the wetland and streambed permits for the Project. Pre-construction surveys for nesting birds would be
conducted ten days prior to construction to further ensure that LBV would not be affected.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

As with LBV, FESSR impacts to southwestern willow flycatcher were calculated in the Final EIR/EIS based
primarily on USFS modeled habitat. As indicated in Table 3-7, the FESSR was estimated to have 22.75
acres of permanent impacts and 33.14 acres of temporary impacts in areas modeled as suitable habitat.

Subsequently, riparian bird surveys and habitat assessments have determined that neither the FESSR
nor the modified Project would have direct impacts to this species. The results of the habitat modeling
have been retained as an indicator of potential habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher in CNF.

Based on the PMR database, the FESSR would have 5.14 acres of permanent and 14.39 acres of
temporary impacts on suitable habitat in CNF; the modified Project would have 3.98 acres of permanent
and 0.74 acres of temporary impacts.

Habitat impacts would be minimized and mitigated as per the MMCRP and any conditions included in
the wetland and streambed permits for the Project.
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Peninsular Bighorn Sheep (PBS)

In the Final EIR/EIS, FESSR impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep (PBS) were calculated in terms of
impacts to designated critical habitat at that time. As indicated in Table 3-7, the FESSR was estimated to
result in 60.42 acres of permanent impacts and 111.81 acres of temporary impacts.

Since approval of the Final EIR/EIS, PBS critical habitat was revised (as anticipated). The databases were
revised to reflect the new, smaller critical habitat boundaries and, at USFWS’s direction, to treat areas
that were formerly designated as critical habitat as occupied PBS habitat.

Based on the updated database, the FESSR impacts to PBS habitat would be lower than estimated in the
Final EIR/EIS, with 46.45 acres of permanent impacts and 51.78 acres of temporary impacts. Most of
these impacts would occur as a result of construction yards in PMR6 and PMR13 and impacts from
structures, roads, and other features in five other units. Under the modified Project, the construction
yard in PMR13 would be eliminated and the yard in PMR6 would be reduced from 16 to 5 acres. Total
impacts to PBS habitat under the modified Project would be reduced to approximately 15.77 of
permanent and 21.65 acres of temporary impacts.

Habitat impacts under the modified Project would be mitigated through the same measures identified
for the FESSR in the MMCRP and BO, including seasonal restriction on activities, population monitoring,
and on and offsite mitigation. The HAP, HMP, and RP will include provisions for PBS.

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat

Appendix 8P in the Final EIR/EIS did not identify any impacts to USFS modeled habitat for Stephens’
kangaroo rat under the FESSR, and the BO determined there would be no impacts to SKR because the
Project impact areas were not within the species’ range. USFS modeled habitat indicates the FESSR
would affect approximately 0.74 acre of potential SKR habitat in CNF and that the modified Project
would affect 0.19 acre. The areas have been surveyed for Stephens’ kangaroo rat, and none were
detected. It is not anticipated that either the FESSR or the modified Project would result in impacts to
actual habitat for Stephens’ kangaroo rat.

3.3.3.5 POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF STRUCTURE LIGHTING ON SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE

As indicated in section 2.1, IR emitter lights would be installed on approximately 323 of 453 structures
under the modified Project. The fixtures proposed for SRPL structures (Carmanah Model A702 IR) are
approximately 13 inches tall and 6 inches wide, and contain 24 IR light emitting diodes (LEDs) that emit
at a wavelength of 870 nanometers (nm), which is well outside the detectable visible light spectrum
(approximately 400 to 700 nm) and within the near IR spectrum. SDG&E would install two IR units on
500kV structures and one IR unit on 230 kV structures (although it is currently being determined
whether two may be installed for reliability). The following assessment of potential impacts of structure
lighting on special status wildlife is based on available scientific information. Full citations for the
literature referenced are in section 3.4.
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Potential Effects on Birds

Avian mortality from collision with visual lighted towers during seasonal bird migrations under low-
ceiling cloud effects is a well-documented risk to migrating birds (Gehring 2009, Drewitt 2008, Horn
2006, and CEC 2007). Therefore, Section D.2 of the Final EIR/EIS identifies Impact B-10, the potential for
migrating birds to collide with transmission towers or lines. The proposed structure lights associated
with the modified Project emit near IR radiation from dusk to dawn at 870 nm, well outside the 400 —
700 nm visible light range of birds (Zeigler 1993). Therefore, the infrared lighting proposed where
lighting is required for safety purposes would not directly attract birds or increase the potential for
collisions.

Infrared lights may attract insects that are capable of detecting IR. Documented insect groups with
species that may be capable of IR detection include beetles and butterflies (Briscoe 2001). The likelihood
that concentrations of these insects would occur in the vicinity of towers with infrared lights and the
potential that foraging birds (or bats) would collide with towers in such circumstances is not known.
Nocturnal insectivores would be the avian species potentially affected. In the Project vicinity in San
Diego and western Imperial counties they would likely be limited to western screech owl (Megascops
kennicottii) and common poorwill (Phalaenoptilus nuttalli) which are permanent residents, and lesser
nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis) which is a frequent summer visitor. Flammulated owl (Otus
flammeolus) is rare and sporadic in San Diego County mountains (Unitt, 2006), and this species is not
likely to occur in the vicinity of the Project due to a lack of suitable pine forest habitat in and/or adjacent
to the ROW. Although the potential for indirect impacts from IR lights are unknown, any effects would
likely be limited to individuals of the three avian species throughout the Project ROW. The Final EIR/EIS
found that collision impacts to migrating birds (at night) was significant and not mitigable (Class |
Impact) and that it was difficult to determine the extent of the impact. Similarly, little is known about
the potential effect of attracting insects and avian insectivores. Thus, the proposed tower IR lighting
associated with the modified Project does not significantly alter the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS.

Potential Effects on Bats

Project structures with IR emitters installed are not anticipated to result in impacts to bats. Bats have
well-studied echo location abilities and can avoid stationary towers with or without lighting in nocturnal
situations. Bat mortality has been shown in several recent studies to be unaffected by the presence of
aviation lighting (on wind turbines) (Horn 2006). Although insect frequency in these areas increased on
lighted turbines, the bats are expected to be echo locating during pursuit of insects near tower lights
and would therefore sense the tower structure and avoid collision (Stokes 2010).

3.3.3.6 RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS

In response to a USFS request included in the agency’s comments to the Draft EIR/EIS, Helix
Environmental conducted an analysis for the Final EIR/EIS of Project impacts to RCAs within CNF. A 5-
step RCA analysis was completed for all of the individual alternative routing segments that would occur
on the CNF (both segments across CNF that were selected for the FESSR and alternative segments that
were not selected) as well as for the FESSR as a whole. USFS provided a GIS shapefile of buffers
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associated with each RCA. Helix also made use of recent aerial photographs; soils records; vegetation
mapping and results of the focused surveys that were completed in 2007 for the Draft EIR/EIS; USFS
modeled habitat for arroyo toad; USFS location data for arroyo toad, least Bell’s vireo, and southwestern
willow flycatcher; CNDDB records; and USFWS Recovery Plans for arroyo toad, least Bell’s vireo, and
southwestern willow flycatcher. These same databases were provided to SDG&E for use in further
refinement of the FESSR.

Results of the Helix RCA analysis are presented in Table Ap. 8Q-1 of Appendix 8Q of the Final EIR/EIS.
For each alternative and the FESSR, project features that would result in impacts to RCAs are identified
by type, number if applicable, and milepost; effects and options for avoiding or reducing impacts are
also described. Table 3-9 indicates the FESSR features and activities identified in Appendix 8Q and the
estimated acres associated with each. The acreage calculation is based on the EIR/EIS database.

TABLE 3-9. FESSR FEATURES AND ACTIVITIES IN RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS BASED ON APPENDIX 8Q IN
THE FINAL EIR/EIS

Permanent Impacts Temporary Impacts
Project Features 0 ° E g-
In Appendix 8Q 8 o £ o g o) % E’ 8 o 2 % 2
S 3 3 S | 88| ® E o 88| B 3 6
< [y - a - a a Ll < a a -
MD2028 and USFS1111 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09
Structure 162 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.04 0.00 0.44 0.00 1.09 0.00 1.09
Structures 168 and 169 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Structures 173 and 174 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.06 0.00 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Structures 184 and 187 1.51 0.01 0.00 1.14 0.30 2.40 5.36 0.00 1.21 0.08 1.29
Structure 193 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.43 0.45
Structure 238 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.66 0.66
Structure 276 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 1.67
Structure 283 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Structure 290 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
USFS 1108 and 1109 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 2.87 0.01 0.04 1.70 0.40 2.40 7.43 0.09 2.32 2.84 5.25

In connection with preparation of the Preliminary Jurisdictional Delineation (PJD) report and evaluation
of potential reroutes on CNF lands, USFS recommended that the RCA database be updated and used to
assess potential impacts of the FESSR and proposed modifications.

The RCA update was prepared by WRA. WRA delineated all streams and wetlands that are protected as
RCAs by the USFS and may be impacted by the SRPL alighnment. Streams were categorized as perennial,
intermittent, and ephemeral (the categories used in the CNF Forest Plan). Various buffer widths were
applied to these streams and aquatic features as per USFS guidelines to determine the limits of the RCA
areas. WRA updated the RCA database with this information and it is referred to hereinafter as the
“RCA 2010 database.” The RCA 2010 database was used to identify the Project features and activities
that would occur within RCAs, with an emphasis on roads and ground disturbance. Tables 3-10 and 3-11
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presents the results of the analysis. To provide the basis for a comparison, the RCA 2010 database also
was applied to the FESSR. Table 3-12 presents the results. Approximately 50% of the total acreage
impacts are associated with improvements to existing roads (including those currently used for other
non-project related purposes) within the existing roadbed, or associated with improving turns for the
existing roadbed. No existing roads are proposed to be widened.

TABLE 3-10. FEATURES AND ACTIVITIES OF THE MODIFIED PROJECT IN RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS BASED
ON RCA 2010 DATABASE AND UPDATED RCA ANALYSIS

Roads Measured in Miles

Project Impact Areas

Permanent | Temporary

Existing Roads (miles)

Minor Improvement 1.925
Major Improvement 3.913
TOTAL Improvements to Existing Roads 5.838 0 5.838

Roads Measured in Acres

Project Impact Areas

Permanent | Temporary | Total
New Roads (acres) 0.52 0.09 0.61
Existing Roads (acres)

Minor Improvement 1.16 0 1.16

Major Improvement 7.86 0 7.86

Total Improvements to Existing Roads 9.01 0 9.62
Stream Crossings by Road

New Road Stream Crossings 2

Existing Road Stream Crossings 39

Total Road Stream Crossings 41

Other Project Features Measured in Acres

Project Impact Areas

Permanent | Temporary | Total
Footings 0.02 0.02
Grading 0.56 0.56
Guard_Areas 0.04 0.04
TSAP 0.85 0.85
Structure Impact Area 2.63 2.63
Maintenance Pad 0.38 0.38
Work Area 2.33 2.33
String Site Area 2.29 2.29
Total Other Project Impacts 4.44 4.66 9.10

Total Project Features in Acres
Project Impact Areas

Permanent | Temporary | Total

Total 13.97 4.75 18.72
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TABLE 3-11. POTENTIAL FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS IN RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS BY PMR
UNIT BASED ON PMR DATABASE

A FESSR (acres) FESSR (acres)

Temporary | Permanent Total | Permanent | Temporary Total

15 0.44 1.09 1.53 0.27 0.00 0.27
16 1.29 0.00 1.29 9.06 0.17 9.23
17 7.18 15.90 23.08 2.02 1.00 3.03
18 0.14 14.82 14.97 0.00 0.12 0.12
20 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00
21 0.73 0.52 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00
22 0.00 0.66 0.66 0.00 0.00 0.00
23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09
25 1.32 8.41 9.73 1.58 2.40 3.99
26 0.52 1.08 1.60 0.57 0.18 0.76
27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
28 0.49 2.83 3.32 0.28 0.87 1.16
29 0.00 6.39 6.39 0.00 0.00 0.00
31 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00
34 0.80 0.32 1.12 0.08 0.00 0.08
Total 12.96 52.13 65.10 13.97 4.75 18.72

As indicated in Table 3-9, the FESSR structures and features identified in Appendix 8Q would occur on
approximately 12.68 acres of RCAs, potentially resulting in 7.43 acres of permanent impacts and 5.25
acres of temporary impacts to RCAs within CNF. This estimate is based on the EIR/EIS database, not the
updated RCA 2010 database. If the RCA 2010 database is applied to the FESSR, structures and other
features would occur on approximately 65.10 acres of RCAs, potentially resulting in 12.96 acres of
permanent impacts and 52.13 acres of temporary impacts.

As indicated in Table 3-10, structures and features of the modified Project would occur on
approximately 18.72 acres within RCAs, potentially resulting in 13.97 acres of permanent and 4.75 acres
of temporary impacts within RCAs. Approximately 50% of the total acreage impacts are associated with
improvements to existing roads (including those currently used for other non-project related purposes)
within the existing roadbed, or associated with improving turns for the existing roadbed. No existing
roads are proposed to be widened.

Measured by the RCA 2010 database (prepared by WRA), both the FESSR and modified Project would
have similar permanent impacts (12.96 acres and 13.97 acres respectively). Temporary impacts would
be greatly reduced in the modified Project. Measured against the EIR/EIS 2008 databases (provided by
the USFS), the modified Project would affect approximately 6 more acres of RCAs than the FESSR, much
of which is associated with already existing roads. These results are consistent with the fact that the
portions of the FESSR on USFS lands are part of routes that were designed and revised in consultation
with USFS staff to minimize impacts to other resources on CNF. The primary example is the
improvements requested by the USFS to Thing Valley Road (La Posta Road north of I-8) where most of its
length falls within an RCA.
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In summary, no new or significantly greater impacts to RCAs would result because of changes identified
in the modified Project.

For a comprehensive summary of Project impacts to CNF under the FESSR and modified Project see
Table 3-15.

3.3.4 ImPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

Since completion of the Final EIR/EIS, Class Il cultural resource surveys have been completed for the
entire alignment, as required by MMCRP measure C-1a. Measure C-1a requires SDG&E to conduct and
submit for CPUC and BLM approval an inventory of cultural resources within the project’s final Areas of
Potential Effect (APE). (The APE is the horizontal and vertical extent of anticipated impacts that could
affect historic properties. This includes direct impacts (physical disturbance from any project activity
during or after construction) and indirect impacts, such as noise, vibration, visual intrusion, or erosion.)
This Class Ill inventory supplements inventories conducted for the Final EIR/EIS and is required pursuant
to the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 programmatic agreement. The survey was
conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines (Secretary’s
Standards) (36 CFR 61).

The inventory has been completed and encompasses the APEs for both the FESSR and the modified
Project. The project alternatives presented in the Final EIR/EIS that combine to create the FESSR are the
Interstate 8 Alternative from MP 0 to MP 40, the BCD Alternative, the BCD South Option Alternative, the
Modified Route D Alternative, the Modified Route D Star Valley Option, the |-8 Alternative MP 71 to MP
79.5, the Interstate 8 Mitigation Reroute Peutz Valley/Chocolate Canyon, and the I-8 Alternative MP
82.5t0 92.7. The impacts to cultural resources in these segments are defined in the Final EIR/EIS as Class
| or Class Il and are analyzed in Section E of the Final EIR/EIS.

Results of the Class Il inventory have been submitted in a separate report to CPUC and BLM and will be
reviewed by the appropriate Native American Tribal representatives. Based on all of the accumulated
cultural resource data, the FESSR has the potential to directly impact 206 of the identified resources; the
modified Project has the potential to directly impact 147. Table 3-12 summarizes the potentially
affected resources based on data from the Final EIR/EIS survey and the Class Il Inventory. The resources
are categorized by site type labels. Table 3-13 indicates the distribution of all identified cultural
resources by PMR unit and location relative to the direct impact areas of the FESSR and modified
Project. Details regarding the type of resources in each PMR unit and the difference in impacts under
the FESSR and modified Project are provided in Section 4. A comprehensive summary table of the
inventory results is Attachment B.

The project modification process and the completed Class Il inventory has allowed for a careful review
of the correspondence between identified cultural resource sites and features and proposed on-the-
ground project impacts. As a general rule each proposed modification to the FESSR was reviewed for
potential effects on cultural resources, and adjustments were made to avoid or minimize the potential
impacts during the design process. All of the cultural resource sites that have been identified are
assumed to be eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. Only a small number of
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resources have been subjected to eligibility evaluation. Sites that can’t be avoided will be evaluated for
eligibility prior to any ground disturbance.

As a result of these planning actions, there would be a reduction or no net change in the overall
potential for impacts on cultural resources within 33 of the PMR units. The modified Project will avoid
all direct impacts to cultural resources on the Cleveland National Forest. In the other 10 units, there
would be increased potential for impacts to cultural resource sites, however, impacts will be avoided or
minimized by establishing Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs), which will protect most of these
resource areas by excluding them from activities and protecting them from ground disturbance during
construction. With the installation of ESAs, impacts to most cultural resources within the footprint of
the modified Project will be avoided.

TABLE 3-12. CULTURAL RESOURCES POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE FESSR OR MODIFIED PROJECT BASED ON
RESULTS OF THE CLASS 11l CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY

Number Potentially Affected

Resource Category ID in Cultural Resource Inventory = =
FESSR Modified Project

SDI-19036 1 1

Bedrock Milling SDI-19037

SPMD-S-2

1
1
Habitation Site IMP-269 1
Historic Military 37-014261 2

BC-24/SPNB-S-4

Historic Mining SPED-S-7

SDI-18063

SDI-6893/16823

Historic Refuse SPED-S-18 1

SPED-S-22

SPPA-S-1 1

Historic Refuse Scatter BW-150

37-019275

Historic Road IMP-7886

SPAP-S5-5

Historic Trail SDI-12821

IMP-2085

IMP-8740

IMP-8744

IMP-8810

Lithic Scatter
IMP-8824

SDI-7051

RlkrlRr|Rr[Rr|Rr]|R|[R]R]|Rr

SDI-7052

SPED-S-13

IMP-8665

Lithic Scatter/Ceramic Scatter
SDI-19035

Lithic Scatter/Mining IMP-8741

N e e e e N Y e N R R R R R R R R RN G R Y = N ST N TSN

Rl ]|~

Lithic Scatter/Rock Carin IMP-8739

Project Modification Report Page|3-31
05.14.10




Sunrise Powerlink

3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Resource Category

ID in Cultural Resource Inventory

Number Potentially Affected

FESSR

Modified Project

No info

AGH-5

1

1

BB-S-1

1

SPED-S-17

Not a Site

SPAP-S-14

Old Highway 80

37-024023

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter

9C-3

BC-12

[ T [N Y

BC-37

BC-57

BC-61

BW-128

BW-149

BW-154

BW-158

BW-84

IMP-1015/4348

IMP-3784/3785/4340/4341/4344

IMP-4706

LMP-S-61/SPBB-S-7

SDI-11686

Rlkr|Rr|R |~

SDI-19039

SDI-19293

SDI-7059

SDI-7060

SDI-7073/7083/8306

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter/Historic Refuse

BW-28

RlRr|Rr|R |~

SDI-19276

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling

BC-13

BC-19

BC-33

BC-50

BW-116

BW-129

BW-145

BW-59

SDI-10040

SDI-11670

SDI-14041

SDI-17987

SDI-18436

SDI-19036/19037

SDI-19279

SDI-19301

SDI-19303

SDI-4724

Rlkr[Rr|R |~

Rlkr[Rr|Rr[RrRr|Rr[Rr]Rr|Rr]Rr]|Rr[Rr]Rr|R|[Rr|Rr|Rr|Rr]|Rr|[Rr]Rr|R[Rr|Rr|Rr|Rr|R[Rr]|Rr|R[Rr|R|RPR]Rr|R[R]|Rr|R|[R|R|R,r]|Rr]|R
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Resource Category

ID in Cultural Resource Inventory

Number Potentially Affected

FESSR

Modified Project

SDI-4788

2

2

SDI-6902

SDI-7030/7951/9153/19268

SDI-8440

SDI-9188

SPED-S-15

SPED-S-5

SPMD-S-3

SPNB-S-2/SPMD-S-1

SPNB-S-7

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling/Historic Mining

SDI-8251

BC-21

Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter

BW-5-09

Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter/Historic Refuse

SPED-S-2

Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter; Historic Refuse

SPED-S-3

BW-25

IMP-4228

SDI-13651

Prehistoric Habitation

SDI-19001

SDI-19018

SDI-7074/7075/7076/15879

Prehistoric Habitation, Trail

IMP-103/3710

Prehistoric Isolate (Debitage/Ceramic)

SPNB-5-1

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter

10B-8

RlkLr[RrIN[RIN|R |~

8C-3

9C-15

AGH-1

BC-2/SPED-S-5

BC-5

BC-53

BC-60

BC-8

BC-9

BW-130

BW-156

BW-157

BW-27

BW-35

BW-78

BW-85

IMP-2304

IMP-4237

IMP-8737

IMP-8766

IMP-8793

Rlkr[Rr|R |~

N R R R R R R I I R I Y Y S S N S SN N I S N I N N N e e e e e e e e N e e e
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Resource Category

ID in Cultural Resource Inventory

Number Potentially Affected

FESSR

Modified Project

SDI-13826

1

SDI-18346

SDI-19281/SPED-S-12

SDI-19304

SDI-7044/7046/7087/8432

SDI-8442

SPBB-S-1

SPED-S-11

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, Trail

IMP-3708

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Historic Refuse

BC-6

IMP-3773

RlkRr[Rr|Rr|[R|R ]|~

SDI-7077

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Trail

IMP-3762

Prehistoric Lithic/Shell Scatter

BW-60

Prehistoric Projectile Point; Historic Refuse

SPED-S-1

Prehistoric Rock Feature

BW-50

IMP-4744

Rock Shelter

SDM-C-553

Temporary Camp

SDI-7086

SDI-7087

Unknown

LD-S-2

SDI-19298

No info

IMP-3710

SPSB-S-5

=

Rlkr[Rr|Rr[Rr]IRr|R[Rr|R|R|Rr|R|[Rr|Rr|R|[Rr|R|R|[R]|R|R,R]|R]|R

Potentially Affected only by FESSR

Historic Quarry

SDI-18999

Historic Refuse Scatter

SDI-9160H

Historic Road

IMP-7886

Historic Structure Remains

37-028924

Historic Trail

Fages-De Anza Trail

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter

BW-22

IMP-3766

IMP-8666

IMP-8669

IMP-8767

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling

BW-29

SDI-19292

SDI-6904

Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter

SDI-19033

Prehistoric Habitation

IMP-2623

IMP-4716

IMP-4718

IMP-4724

IMP-8697

SDI-11687

[ N e e R N N N N R S NN N N Y S Y Y e s
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Resource Category

ID in Cultural Resource Inventory

Number Potentially Affected

FESSR

Modified Project

Prehistoric Hearth, Ceramic and Lithic Scatter

SDI-6116A

1

Prehistoric Isolate (Debitage)

IMP-3767

BW-41

IMP-2086

IMP-2303

IMP-2372

IMP-3731

IMP-3736

IMP-3749

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter

IMP-3755

IMP-3756/3757

IMP-3768

IMP-8731

IMP-8743

IMP-8812

IMP-8844

IMP-8868

IMP-2074A

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, Trail

IMP-2074B

Prehistoric Rock Feature

IMP-4711

Prehistoric Rock Feature and Artifact Scatter

IMP-8813

Prehistoric Trail

IMP-4717

Roasting Pit/Lithic Scatter/Ceramic Scatter

SDI-61168B

Temporary Camp

IMP-4349

Bedrock Milling

SDI-19307

Duplicate

SDI-8432

Historic Mine/Structure

BC-7

9C-14

9C-9

Historic Mining

SDI-19267

SPED-S-21

Historic Refuse

SDI-9167

Historic Rock Feature

SPBB-S-8

Historic Trail

IMP-3396

SDI-11684

Lithic Scatter

SDI-17999

SDI-19280

No info

IMP-334

9C-20

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter

BC-18

BC-30/SPNB-I-4

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling

9C-13

BC-51

BW-113

BW-52

S S S N S T L T e e e e (e B e B N I N e N e e N e N I R N R S S S N Y S Y = = e
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Resource Category

ID in Cultural Resource Inventory

Number Potentially Affected

FESSR Modified Project

BW-72

1

SDI-6776

SDI-7873/19250

Prehistoric Habitation

SDI-13652

SDI-9189

SDI-9522

Prehistoric Isolate (Debitage)

IMP-8838

Prehistoric Isolate (Ground Stone)

IMP-4745

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter

9C-10

BC-1

BW-36

IMP-3728

IMP-3734

IMP-3735

IMP-8705

SDI-19302

SPED-S-10

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Historic Refuse

SDI-7053/9166

Prehistoric Rock Feature

IMP-4733

SDI-6120

Rock Shelter

SDI-4913

Temporary Camp

SDI-13605

No info

BS-S-40

BW-161

IMP-3720H

IMP-3774

IMP-3775

IMP-8706

IMP-8742

LD-S-1

SPAP-5-12

SPAP-S-15

SPAP-5-16

SPBB-S-4

SPED-S-9

SPSB-S-2

SPSB-5-6

SU-29

W-671

Historic Homestead

SDI-19116

Ceramic Sherds

SDI-19291

SDI-680

Artifact Scatter

SDI-7044

Quarry, Quartz

SDI-7046

Bedrock Milling with Artifacts

SDI-17998

S S S S S Y T Y =Y =Y Y oy (Say (SN ISENN [STN SR QACN NS IRENY [FREN IRV ISRN Sy ERGY YREN) NS YN NN TN (SN S EENY YRR TS RN e e N T )
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Resource Category

ID in Cultural Resource Inventory

Number Potentially Affected

FESSR Modified Project
Quarry, Andesite SDI-8430 1
Isolate, Core SDI-9170 1
TOTAL 206 147

TABLE 3-13. NUMBER OF CULTURAL RESOURCES PER PMR UNIT POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY FESSR OR MODIFIED
PROJECT OR NOT AFFECTED BY EITHER BASED ON THE CLASS IIl CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY

# of Cultural Resources Affected by Project*
PMR Unit No Impacts
FESSR Modified Project
1 0 0 0
2 41 18 21
3 7 1 1
4 12 2 6
5 11 7 5
6 18 11 11
7 5 2 0
8 25 25 7
9 11 5 2
10 2 1 1
11 2 6 3
12 3 2 0
13 6 8 2
14 12 16 0
15 3 3 4
16 2 3 5
17 6 4 1
18 0 1 0
19 0 0 0
20 0 0 0
21 3 4 2
22 2 4 1
23 2 4 0
24 0 0 1
25 2 0 3
26 0 0 1
27 0 0 0
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# of Cultural Resources Affected by Project*
PMR Unit No Impacts
FESSR Modified Project
28 0 0 0
29 5 5 0
30 1 0 0
31 1 0 1
32 0 0 0
33 0 0 4
34 8 7 4
35 2 1 1
36 0 0 3
37 1 1 5
38 1 2 4
39 5 3 1
40 1 1 0
41 0 0 0
42 0 0 0
43 0 0 0
44 0 1 0
Note

* Totals are not given because a given cultural resource may be
affected by activities at more than one PMR unit depending on the
location and size of the cultural resource.

3.3.5 IMPACTS TO GEOLOGICAL AND MINERAL RESOURCES

The modified Project would result in less ground disturbance than the FESSR and consequently would
have reduced potential for erosion and slope stability impacts than the FESSR. Impact avoidance and
minimization measures identified for the FESSR also would apply to the modified Project. No new
significant impacts would result from the modified Project.

Both the FESSR and modified Project would be subject to requirements for ensuring and minimizing
constraints on access to mineral resources on federal lands, especially where transmission lines cross
existing mining operations on BLM lands. MMCRP measure G-9a applies equally to both. SDG&E
initiated coordination with quarry operations during preparation of the EIR/EIS and continued the
coordination through the project modification process. No new significant impacts would result from
the modified Project.

3-38 | Page Project Modification Report
05.14.10



3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

3.3.6 ImMPACTS TO LAND USE

Since approval of the Final EIR/EIS, SDG&E has addressed the following land use issues in connection
with proposed modifications to the FESSR: impacts to private lands, impacts to CNF, impacts to
sensitive receptors (noise), and impacts to areas covered by regional habitat conservation programs.

3.3.6.1 PRIVATE LANDS

MMCRP measure L-2b required SDG&E to notify landowners of parcels within 1,000 feet of the
centerline of the alignment regarding the specific location of the ROW, individual towers, staging areas,
pull sites, access roads, and other facilities associated with the project. Notified landowners were then
provided the option of identifying conflicts with any existing structures or planned development and
requesting modifications of the alignment, if reasonable and feasible. In response to these landowner
requests and as a result of changes in design and engineering, the modified Project reduces impacts to
private lands from a combined total (permanent and temporary) of 834.34 acres to 492.52 acres. Table
3-14 provides a comparison of impacts to private lands by PMR unit. With five exceptions, impacts are
reduced in each PMR. The exceptions are PMR8, PMR13, PMR25, PMR32, and PMR33.

TABLE 3-14. IMPACTS TO PRIVATE LANDS UNDER FESSR AND THE MODIFIED PROJECT BASED ON THE PMR

DATABASE
FESSR (acres) Modified Project (acres)
Perm. Temp. Total Perm. Temp. Total
1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 4.57 39.19 43.76 2.13 5.26 7.38
3 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
5 4.89 1.52 6.41 0.45 0.64 1.09
6 8.09 28.49 36.58 3.70 9.56 13.26
7 4.74 5.66 10.40 1.43 4.93 6.36
8 7.17 9.99 17.15 4.30 39.48 43.77
9 11.86 47.23 59.09 417 3.41 7.59
10 8.35 11.45 19.80 2.76 1.73 4.49
11 2.47 45.19 47.66 2.17 3.24 5.41
12 8.18 33.63 41.81 5.31 12.14 17.46
13 0.00 17.90 17.90 0.30 93.02 93.32
14 2.76 0.00 2.76 291 1.22 4.13
15 3.13 17.53 20.65 0.00 0.00 0.00
16 0.00 15.70 15.70 0.00 0.00 0.00
17 4.15 15.22 19.37 0.73 0.01 0.74
18 6.37 33.42 39.79 1.91 2.88 4.79
19 0.44 0.00 0.44 2.28 0.07 2.36
20 10.99 84.64 95.63 7.81 49.02 56.83
21 2.65 7.74 10.40 1.18 1.56 2.74
22 2.43 6.59 9.02 1.13 5.21 6.34
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FESSR (acres) Modified Project (acres)
Perm. Temp. Total Perm. Temp. Total
23 7.12 39.46 46.58 1.81 34.17 35.98
24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.34
26 0.94 3.38 4.32 0.00 0.00 0.00
27 1.36 7.23 8.59 1.14 0.96 2.10
28 1.67 0.00 1.67 0.00 0.76 0.76
29 120.33 22.07 142.40 72.95 10.81 83.76
30 1.87 2.92 4.79 0.87 0.00 0.87
31 1.23 4.97 6.20 0.80 0.14 0.94
32 1.52 3.05 4.58 4.00 2.12 6.12
33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.91 38.91
34 5.24 41.78 47.02 3.07 20.66 23.72
35 16.25 3.49 19.74 2.94 1.75 4.69
36 13.55 2.96 16.51 4.18 3.19 7.38
37 2.56 0.61 3.17 0.53 0.01 0.53
38 6.19 0.26 6.44 2.57 0.02 2.59
39 5.83 1.89 7.72 3.09 2.67 5.76
40 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.01
41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 279.19 555.16 834.34 142.97 349.55 492.52

3.3.6.2 CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST
Total Impacts

As described in the Final EIR/EIS, the FESSR included reroutes and features to avoid impacts to CNF
resources where possible. Subsequently, SDG&E has initiated changes and responded to USFS requests
to further reduce impacts on USFS lands. Based on the EIR/EIS database, SDG&E estimates that the
FESSR would have permanent impacts on 49.01 acres and temporary impacts on 125.56 acres in CNF.
The modified Project would have slightly lower total permanent impacts (43.96 acres) and would
substantially reduce temporary impacts to 48.28 acres based upon the PMR database. Table 3-15
provides a summary of impacts to the CNF by Project component, affected resource, and PMR unit
under the FESSR and modified Project. The estimates are from the PMR database.
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TABLE 3-15. IMPACTS TO CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST UNDER THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT BASED ON

THE PMR DATABASE

PROJECT COMPONENTS IN CNF

X FESSR | Modified Project
Variable
Number Acres Number Acres
Length of ROW (miles) 18.99 N/A 19.01 N/A
Structures™? 77 44.42 76 28.30
Wire Stringing Sites 32 50.52 13 18.36
New Access Roads ** 9.96 22.78 2.10 3.90
Tower Staging Access Pads 70 0.99 52 8.70
Construction Yards 6 55.86 19.28
Suncrest Substation Impacts 0 0 0
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO RESOURCES IN CNF
SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES FESSR Modified Project
(acres) (acres)
Permanent Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 0.00 0.00
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 4.58 2.65
Grasslands and Meadows 2.75 0.25
Chaparrals 39.66 28.99
Woodlands and Forests 0.20 0.00
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 0.09 0.06
Riparian Scrubs 0.00 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.23 0.03
Total Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Communities 47.52 32.42
Temporary Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 0.00 0.00
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 9.99 0.85
Grasslands and Meadows 16.12 1.20
Chaparrals 81.89 44.93
Woodlands and Forests 8.41 0.00
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 0.43 0.00
Riparian Scrubs 0.00 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.11 0.00
Total Temporary Impacts to Sensitive Communities 116.96 48.07
TOTAL IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 164.48 80.49
Other Ground Disturbance
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat
Permanent 1.48 11.54
Temporary 8.61 0.21
TOTAL GROUND DISTURBANCE 174.57 92.24
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO RESOURCES IN CNF

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES® (acresFt:Ers : Ember) (I;I::‘::;f:frdnzl;:f::)
QUINO CHECKERSPOT BUTTERFLY
USFWS Critical Habitat (2002 or 2009)
Permanent Impacts 0.00 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.00
USFWS Occupied Habitat (USFWS Data) 6
Permanent Impacts 3.42 2.77
Temporary Impacts 15.98 3.37
Total 19.40 6.14
ARROYO TOAD
USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat
Permanent Impacts 0.00 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.00
USFS Occupied Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 2.53 0.66
Temporary Impacts 19.43 0.00
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 1.30 2.83
Temporary Impacts 1.10 0.01
Total 24.36 3.50
COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER
Number of Pairs Affected 0 0
Number of Unpaired Individuals Affected 0 0
USFWS Critical Habitat
Permanent Impacts 1.88 0.54
Temporary Impacts 1.39 0.00
USFWS Occupied Habitat (USFWS Data)
Permanent Impacts 0.00 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.00
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 2.65 1.12
Temporary Impacts 7.07 0.60
Total 12.99 2.26
LEAST BELL'S VIREO
USFWS Occupied Habitat [USFWS Data]
Permanent Impacts 0.19 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.00
USFS Suitable Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]
Permanent Impacts 0.65 0.19
Temporary Impacts 0.32 0.00
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO RESOURCES IN CNF

USFS Occupied Habitat [USFS Habitat Model]

Permanent Impacts 0.24 0.00
Temporary Impacts 0.00 0.00
Total 1.40 0.19
SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER
USFS Suitable Habitat (USFS Modeled Habitat]
Permanent Impacts 5.14 3.98
Temporary Impacts 14.39 0.74
Total 19.53 4.72
STEPHENS’ KANGAROO RAT
USFS Suitable Habita (USFS Modeled Habitat)
Permanent Impacts 0.71 0.18
Temporary Impacts 0.03 0.00
Total 0.74 0.18
FESSR Modified Project
JURISDICTIONAL WATERS AND RCA’S
(acres) (acres)
IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE US (WOUS)7
Permanent 0.24 0.06
Temporary 0.31 0.00
Total 0.55 0.06
IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE STATE (WOS) 4
Permanent 0.26 0.09
Temporary 0.53 0.00
Total 0.80 0.09
IMPACTS TO USFS RCAs BY LAND COVER TYPE®
Permanent Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 0.00 0.00
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 2.26 0.48
Grasslands and Meadows 2.39 0.23
Chaparrals 2.44 4.66
Woodlands and Forests 0.20 0.00
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 0.01 0.06
Riparian Scrubs 0.00 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.23 0.03
Non-Native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.64 8.51
Total Permanent Impacts inside RCAs 8.17 13.97
Temporary Impacts
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 0.00 0.00
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 3.24 0.66
Grasslands and Meadows 9.90 0.08
Chaparrals 11.58 3.93
Woodlands and Forests 7.47 0.00
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams (Non-vegetated Channel) 0.02 0.00
Riparian Scrubs 0.00 0.00
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.09 0.00
Non-Native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.30 0.07
Total Temporary Impacts inside RCAs 32.61 4.75
TOTAL RCA IMPACTS 40.78 18.72
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO RESOURCES IN CNF

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES® FESSR Modified Project
Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp.
Dean’s milk-vetch (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Jacumba milk-vetch (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Descanso milk-vetch (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Orcutt’s brodiaea (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Dunn’s mariposa lily (SR, FSS, L1B) 20 0 0 0
Tufted pine-grass 0 7 0 0
Payson’s Jewelflower (FSS) 0 0 1,350
Lakeside ceanothus (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Southern mountain misery 15 15 0 0
Long-spined spineflower (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Delicate clarkia (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Tecate tarplant (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 8
Vanishing buckwheat (L1B) 0 0 0 0
Sticky geraea (L2) 5 1,839 0 0
Mission Canyon bluecup (FSS) 0 0 0 0
Ramona horkelia (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Heart-leaved pitcher sage (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Robinson pepper-grass 4 0 0 0
Laguna linanthus (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower 2 133 0 0
Felt-leaved monardella (FSS, L1B) 0 537 0 0
Chaparral beargrass (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Gander’s ragwort (SR, FSS, L1B) 188 | 2,455 0 0
Moreno currant (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Fish’s milkwort 0 6 0 0
Caraway-leaved gilia 0 28 0 0
San Miguel savory (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0
Hammitt’s clay-cress (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0
Southern jewelflower (FSS, L1B) 0 0 0
Parry’s tetracoccus (BLMS, FSS, L1B) 0 0 0 0
Rush-like bristleweed 0 11 7 5
GROUND DISTURBANCE BY PMR UNIT
MR Unit FESSR (acres) Modified Project (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total Permanent Temporary Total
15 1.09 1.09 2.19 0.82 0 0.82
16 8.82 3.56 12.38 18.61 30.78 49.39
17 15.51 39.09 54.60 5.86 5.00 10.85
18 1.10 19.48 20.58 0.37 3.78 4.16
20 0 1.52 1.52 0 0 0
21 0.75 1.44 2.20 0.04 0 0.04
22 0.04 0.66 0.70 0.00 0 0.00
23 0 0 0 0.71 0.00 0.71
25 4.84 17.72 22.56 5.02 413 9.15
3-44 | Page Project Modification Report

05.14.10




3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO RESOURCES IN CNF

26 5.06 8.73 13.78 3.92 0.65 4.58

27 1.80 6.36 8.16 1.64 0.85 2.48

28 4.79 11.01 15.80 3.65 2.07 5.71

29 0 7.75 7.75 0 0 0

31 3.30 4.81 8.10 2.78 1.02 3.80

34 1.91 2.34 4.25 0.54 0.00 0.54
Total 49.01 125.56 174.57 43.95 48.28 92.23
Notes

1 EIR estimate includes 20.13 acres of permanent impacts (tower footings, 100 x 100 foot pads, and 35 by
75 foot pads) and 24.29 acres of temporary impacts (temporary pads).

2 PMR estimate includes 18.09 acres of permanent impacts (tower footings, 100 x 100 foot pads, and 35 by
75 foot pads) and 10.21 acres of temporary impacts (temporary pads).

3 EIR estimate includes 20.98 acres of permanent impacts and 1.80 acre of temporary impacts.

4 PMR estimate includes 3.54 acres of permanent impacts and 0.36 acre of temporary impacts.

5 Inthis summary of impacts to special status species, the focus is on the following habitat categories:
USFWS critical habitat (designated or proposed), USFWS occupied habitat (areas that USFWS considers
occupied by the species based on available information and/or assumptions); mapped habitat and
management areas for flat-tailed horned lizard; mapped suitable habitat for barefoot banded gecko; and
suitable habitat in the Cleveland National Forest (CNF) as identified by habitat models used by USFS. For
arroyo toad and coastal California gnatcatcher, suitable habitat identified by the USFS models on USFS
lands also is identified.

6 USFWS Occupied Habitat includes areas of known Quino populations and sightings and a buffer that
typically encompasses all host plants in the vicinity. Some of the USFWS occupied habitat areas also are
part of designated critical habitat (e.g., the Jacumba reference population).

7  FEIR/EIS impacts to WOUS/WOS are calculated based on the vegetation proxy for jurisdictional waters
utilized in 2008. PMR impacts to WOUS/WOS are calculated based on the 2009/2010 PMR database
which includes project-specific jurisdictional resources mapping prepared by WRA.

8  FEIR/EIS RCA impacts are based on USFS RCA mapping. PMR RCA impacts are based on the updated
2009/2010 PMR database which includes the RCA mapping update prepared by WRA.

9  Status of special status plant species is provided in parentheses for each species. Codes are: FE=federally
endangered, FT=federally threatened, SR=state rare, L1B or L2=CNPS List 1B or CNPS List 2, FSS=Forest
Service Sensitive, BLMS=Bureau of Land Management Sensitive.
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Back County Non-Motorized Zones

MMCRP measure WR-2a requires SDG&E to fine-tune the location of the BCD Alternative Revision
component of the FESSR in order to shorten the route and minimize effects on BLM land, Forest land,
and private property. Specifically, portions of the original BCD Alternative alighment crossed areas
within CNF designated within the Back Country Non-Motorized (BCNM) land use zone. As the EIR/EIS
(Section D.17) explains, “major utility corridors and roads are not suitable within BCNM,” and “plan
amendments would be required for those alternatives crossing the BCNM land use zone.” The Final
EIR/EIS also noted that within the BCNM zone “except for trails, facility construction is generally not
allowed, but may occur in remote locations where road access is not needed for maintenance.”

Accordingly, prior to issuance of the Final EIR/EIS, SDG&E planned a routing change to the BCD
Alternative that would enter CNF north of the modified Project location of Structure EP142 across a
private in-holding owned by JAM Investments Inc. (JAM). The route traversed the JAM property from
the northeast to the southwest before reentering CNF. This route avoided BCNM land and minimized
disturbance to CNF land, and it was analyzed in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS issued
in July 2008. In response, however, the private landowner opposed the reroute and sent written
comments to the CPUC. In October 2008, the CPUC issued a response to comments from the affected
landowner, which was published as “Response to Comments Set G0017” in the Final EIR/EIS. The
response from the CPUC acknowledged that the BCD Alternative Revision was designed by SDG&E in
response to a request from the USFS that BCNM land uses be avoided and impacts to USFS land be
minimized. The response also acknowledged the impacts to the JAM property and identified mitigation
measure WR-2a, which states as follows:

WR-2a: Develop a reroute for the BCD Alternative Revision to reduce effects on recreation.
SDGE&E shall relocate the overhead 500 kV transmission line along the southern boundary of JAM
properties as shown in Figure E.2.1-b to shorten the route and minimize effects on BLM land,
Forest land, and private property. This reroute and its ground-disturbing components shall avoid
Back Country Non-Motorized land use zones of the Cleveland National Forest, while also
minimizing towers and disturbance on private property. SDG&E shall submit a memo to the
CPUC for review and approval that documents its attempts to fine-tune the location of the BCD
Alternative Revision, as well as the submittal of final construction plans for review and approval
at least 120 days prior to the start of construction.

The following discussion is meant to meet the requirement of submitting a memo as discussed in the
measure above.

While WR-2a calls for avoiding BCNM areas, it also calls for minimizing impacts to private landowners.
“Minimization” also is the term used in the effectiveness criteria cited in the MMCRP for WR-2a. The
effectiveness criterion for WR-2a is that the reroute “minimizes impacts to [BCNM] zones and
towers/disturbance on private lands.”

In order to comply with WR-2a, SDG&E had several meetings and telephone conferences with the CPUC
and USFS to discuss alternatives to the BCD route that would avoid the JAM property. On November 6,
2008, a meeting was held with the USFS to discuss three alternatives. Two of the alternatives were
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eliminated because of impacts to sensitive resources and riparian areas, leaving one alternative that
shifted the route south of the JAM property, spanning the BCNM land use zone completely. However, in
November 2008, the site was surveyed and due to span lengths and structure types, SDG&E was unable
to span the BCNM because of the topography of the area. Therefore, it was concluded that in order to
avoid the JAM property and other sensitive resources, one structure, currently known as EP142, would
be located in the BCNM land use zone. The impact would occur at the northern edge of a narrow strip
of land designated as BCNM. CNF land use designations on either side of the area allow for some
motorized use, within specific limitation. To minimize disturbance on the BCNM area, SDG&E
eliminated access roads and designated EP142 for helicopter construction and maintenance. See
PMR15 for details.

On December 10, 2008 and then again on January 8, 2009, the current JAM re-route shown on PMR
Figure 15 was reviewed with representatives from the USFS, and it was agreed that the route minimized
impacts to private lands and BCNM land, in compliance with the effectiveness criteria of MMCRP
measure WR-2a, because BCNM could not be avoided altogether by any suitable solution. As the Final
EIR/EIS disclosed, an amendment to the CNF Forest Plan would be required to allow for the proposed
use. The impact in PMR15 is the only Project impact to a BCNM area.

3.3.6.3 SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

The Final EIR/EIS included an analysis of residential structures within 1000 feet of the ROW and
associated features of the various routes comprising the FESSR and other alternatives. To address
MMCRP measure N-1a, which requires implementation of best management practices for noise and the
implementation of various noise-supression techniques, and to examine changes in noise impacts under
the modified Project, Investigative Science and Engineering, Inc. (ISE) prepared a draft Estimated
Acoustic Impact Potential study [ISE 2010].

The initial phase of the study considered baseline acoustic conditions and identified areas where the
Project could increase the ambient background noise level above the Community Noise Equivalence
Level (CNEL) to the point of being discernable or creating adverse conditions to sensitive receptor areas.
Forty areas were identified (see ISE 2010).

As part of the study, ISE identified sensitive receptors within one-quarter mile of all Project impact areas
(including access roads) in PMRS5 through PMR40. This inventory supplements information already
available on sensitive receptors within PMR1 through PMR5 and PMR41 through PMR44. The ISE
analysis focused on residential, commercial, and industrial sites as identified using aerial imagery and
parcel information. Table 3-16 indicates the number of these sensitive receptor types per PMR unit,
together with the Project features within one-quarter mile of the receptors.

Based on the updated inventory and information from the Final EIR/EIS, the modified Project and FESSR
are similar in their potential for impacts to sensitive receptors and would be subject to the same impact
avoidance and minimization measures. There are locations where the modified Project is closer or
farther away from individual receptors, but there are no new significant impacts associated with the
modified Project.
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TABLE 3-16. SENSITIVE RECEPTORS (NOISE) WITHIN PMR6 THROUGH PMR40

3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR Unit | Receptor Type Noise Source Number
6 SF RESIDENTIAL | SPL TSAP 1
7 None None 0
8 INDUSTRIAL SPL PP SAAR 1

SF RESIDENTIAL | CY P

9 None None 0

COMMERCIAL SPL TSAP PP EAR 1

10 EAR 2

SF RESIDENTIAL | SPL 3

SPL PP 1

COMMERCIAL SPL TSAP PP 1

1 EAR 3

SF RESIDENTIAL | SPL EAR SAAR PP 1

TAR SAAR 5

12 None None 0

13 SF RESIDENTIAL | SPL PP SAAR 1

14 None None 0

15 None None 0

16 None None 0

SPL 1

17 SF RESIDENTIAL | SPL TSAP PP 1

SPL TSAP PP EAR 3

18 SF RESIDENTIAL | PP TAR SAAR 1

19 None None 0

cY 1

SPL 2

SPL PP SAAR 10

20 SF RESIDENTIAL SPL PP TAR SAAR 4

SPL PP TSAP 1

SPL TSAP PP 3

SPL TSAP PP SAAR 5

TAR SAAR 1

TSAP PP SAAR 1

SPL 1

SPL PP 1

21 SF RESIDENTIAL | SPL PP EAR PP 1

SPL TSAP PP 2

SPL TSAP PP EAR 2

22 SF RESIDENTIAL | PP 1

23 None None 0

24 None None 0

COMMERCIAL EAR SAAR 1

EAR SAAR 2

25 PP TAR SAAR 1
SF RESIDENTIAL

SPL PP 1

SPL TSAP PP 1

26 SF RESIDENTIAL | TSAP PP 4

27 COMMERCIAL PP TAR SAAR 1

SPL PP TAR SAAR 1

SF RESIDENTIAL | PP SAAR 1

3-48 | Page

Project Modification Report

05.14.10



3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Project Modification

05.14.10

PMR Unit

Receptor Type

Noise Source

Number

PP TAR SAAR

1

28

COMMERCIAL

SPL

SF RESIDENTIAL

SPL TSAP PP SAAR

TSAP PP SAAR

29

None

None

30

None

None

31

None

None

O(OC|O|FR ||k

32

SF RESIDENTIAL

SPL

SPL PP SAAR

SPL PP TAR SAAR

0 [~

SPL SAAR

SPLTAR SAAR

33

COMMERCIAL

SPL

114

SPLCY

INDUSTRIAL

SPL

MF RESIDENTIAL

SPL

110

SF RESIDENTIAL

CY

258

SAAR SPL

SPL

756

SPL CY

SPL SAAR

34

COMMERCIAL

SPL

SF RESIDENTIAL

cYPp

-

SPL

w
(%]

SPL EAR SAAR TAR

SPL PP SAAR

SPL PP TAR SAAR

SPL SAAR

SPL TSAP PP

TSAP CY

TSAP PP

35

COMMERCIAL

CY TAR SAAR

SF RESIDENTIAL

CcY

CY TAR SAAR

EAR SAAR TAR

PP TAR EAR

SPL

SPL PP TAR EAR

SPL TSAP

SPL TSAP PP

TAR SAAR

TSAP PP

36

SF RESIDENTIAL

EAR

SPL

SPL EAR

SPL PP TAR EAR

SPL TSAP

SPL TSAP PP

TSAP PP

37

SF RESIDENTIAL

SPL

N[(N[wlRr|[R|lw|Rr|N|[R[U|N|R|R|(R[R[R|[D|R|IN|R[R[B[R|N|R |~
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PMR Unit | Receptor Type Noise Source Number
38 COMMERCIAL SPL TSAP PP 1
SPL 1
SF RESIDENTIAL
SPL TSAP PP 1
COMMERCIAL SPL 1
SPL 2
SPL PP 1
39 SPL PP SAAR 4
SF RESIDENTIAL
SPL PP TAR SAAR 5
TAR 1
TAR SAAR 3
SPL 32
40 SF RESIDENTIAL
SPL PP SAAR 28
Total 1522
Codes

SF = Single Family

MF = Multi Family

TSAP = Tower Staging Access Pads
CY = construction yards

PP = permanent pads

TAR = temp access roads

EAR = existing access roads to be improved

AAR = Sunrise alignment access roads

SPL = Sunrise power link alignment itself
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3.3.6.4 REGIONAL HABITAT CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

Appendix 80 in the Final EIR/EIS addressed comments regarding the effects of the FESSR and other
alternatives on the approved and draft regional habitat conservation programs in San Diego County and
adjacent areas. The appendix provided an estimation of the FESSR’s (and other alternatives') impacts to
the different components of approved and draft regional programs, including impacts to already
preserved lands. Table 3-17 indicates the impact estimates for the FESSR from Appendix 80 and the
corresponding estimates under the modified Project. Estimated impacts of the modified Project within
the East San Diego County MSCP planning area also are included for informational purposes. The East
County MSCP is still in early planning stages; however, the County has developed a map identifying focus
planning areas and a list of potentially covered species.

The Project is not covered by or subject to the City and County Multiple Species Conservation Plans
(MSCPs), which apply to land uses under City and County jurisdiction. As with water districts and several
private entities in the San Diego region, SDG&E has its own MSCP for its existing facilities and proposes
to develop a comparable plan for SRPL operations and maintenance. SDG&E is mitigating for the
impacts to the MSCP areas via the mitigation requirements and ratios applied to sensitive communities
and special status species. In identifying potential mitigation lands for the Project’s species and habitat
impacts, SDG&E has identified lands that would augment existing preserves and build out the preserve
systems of the regional programs.

As shown in Table 3-17, impacts to existing regional conservation programs under either the FESSR or
the modified Project are extremely minor and not significant. The modified Project further reduces
these impacts by 55 percent from 115.1 acres to 63.89 acres.

TABLE 3-17. IMPACTS TO REGIONAL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS UNDER THE FESSR AND MODIFIED PROJECT
BASED ON EIR/EIS AND PMR DATABASES

Estimated Impacts (acres)
Regional Conservation Program FESSR Modified Project
Perm. Temp. Total Perm. | Temp. Total
City of San Diego MHPA 4.1 2.6 6.7 3.67 2.13 5.80
City of San Diego San Vicente Cornerstone Lands 5.5 1.8 7.3 1.38 1.66 3.04
City of Poway San Vicente Cornerstone Lands 0 0 0 - - --
South San Diego County Hardline Preserve 3.6 0.6 4.2 0.35 0.02 0.37
South San Diego County Pre-approved Mitigation Area 52.7 33.8 86.5 16.65 28.84 45.49
North San Diego County Draft Preserve (Draft) 0 0 0 0 0 0
North San Diego County Pre-approved Mitigation Area 0 0 0 0 0 0
MCAS Miramar (Integrated Resources Management Plan) 5.2 5.2 10.4 3.50 5.69 9.19
Other (not in Appendix 80)
Poway Subarea (All) - - - 0.78 0 0.78
Helix Water District Subarea (All) -- - - 0 0.24 0.24
East County MSCP Planning Area -- - - | 177.77 306.61 | 484.38
Project Modification Report Page|3-51

05.14.10




Sunrise Powerlink 3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

3.3.7 PusLIc SAFETY/FIRE HAZARDS

In the Final EIR/EIS, the public safety and fire risks of the FESSR were evaluated using GIS modeling to
identify fire hazard areas and estimate the number of homes at risk and the miles of fire containment
conflict. As part of the modification process, SDG&E reviewed the modified Project against the FESSR.
The review determined that modifications in 38 of the PMR units resulted in no change to fire impacts.
For the modifications involving tower alignment, 31 had an adjustment to the route centerline of less
than .25 miles and 6 had adjustments between .25 and .85 miles. The modifications with less than .25
miles show no substantial change in fire impacts, particularly with the number of homes at risk and the
miles of fire containment conflict. Two of the six modifications of greater than .25 miles move the route
further away from homes resulting in a reduced fire impact. The modified Project would be subject to
the same public safety requirements as the FESSR. The modified Project would not result in any new
significant public safety or fire hazard impacts.

3.3.8 IMPACTS TO TRAFFIC/TRANSPORTATION

The modified Project would entail a different mix of vehicles and use of some local roads than the FESSR
but would have traffic impacts similar to those of the FESSR. Based on a Traffic Study prepared by KOA,
there are three locations, all in Link 5, where traffic impacts would require mitigation via preparation
and implementation of traffic control plans and related measures. The intersection analysis for
locations along Link 5 indicates that these three locations would operate with poor levels of service and
vehicular delay exceeding the significance standards to cause a potentially significant traffic impact. All
of these locations are located along SR-67.

The first location is the signalized intersection of SR-67 and Scripps Poway Parkway. Scripps Poway
Parkway currently carries heavy eastbound traffic volumes during the PM peak hour (between 4:00 p.m.
to 6:00 p.m.). The vast majority of this eastbound traffic either turns left towards Ramona or right
towards Lakeside at the intersection with SR-67. In addition, SR-67 also carries significant northbound
and southbound traffic volumes at this location. Under existing conditions, the intersection provides
dual left-turn lanes on the SR-67 northbound approach and one-and-one-half left-turn lanes (an
exclusive left-turn lane and a shared left-turn/through travel lane) on the Scripps Poway Parkway
eastbound approach. These two movements experience the heaviest left-turn traffic volumes.
Measures that will be employed to lessen the degree of impact include shifting some of the traffic
demand associated with the project from peak to non-peak hours, encouraging the use of carpools or
multiple-occupant vehicles to transport employees, or taking alternative routes so that peak-hour trips
can avoid this intersection.

The second location is the signalized intersection of SR-67 and Willow Road which is an existing T
intersection with SR-67 carrying substantial northbound and southbound traffic volumes. Under the
existing condition the intersection provides a single northbound and southbound through lane, an
exclusive northbound right-turn lane, one southbound left-turn lane and a shared left through right lane
on Willow Road. The temporary project related construction traffic will be added to the northbound and
southbound through movements currently experiencing long delays in the peak hours. By limiting the
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amount of delivery trips during peak hours or by rerouting project trips that would use this intersection,
project impacts would be avoided.

The third location is the signalized intersection of Willow Road and Wildcat Canyon which is an existing
all-way stop controlled intersection. Under the existing condition the intersection provides a single lane
on each approach. The temporary project related construction traffic will be added to the northbound,
southbound, eastbound and westbound approaches currently experiencing delays in the peak hours. By
limiting the amount of delivery trips during peak hours or by rerouting project trips that would use this
intersection, project impacts would be avoided.

As noted, the impacts at these locations would be mitigated through measures identified in the MMCRP.
The modified Project would not result in new significant traffic impacts.

3.3.9 ImMPACTS TO VISUAL RESOURCES

This subsection addresses the overall visual effects of the modified Project in relation to the FESSR,
including the potential effects of structure lighting on sensitive resources such as the Palomar Mountain
Astronomical Observatory.

The modified Project would reduce skylining of the FESSR in several locations including 10 towers near
the Desert Tower in Link 1, several towers in El Monte Valley and at the I-8 crossing near La Posta Road.
Additionally, the modified Project substantially increases construction by helicopter thereby reducing
access road construction land scarring compared with the FESSR. There are some locations where the
modified Project would have greater visual impacts than the FESSR (See Section 4). However, the visual
impacts in these locations do not differ in type or scale from those considered in the Final EIR/EIS.

The visual impacts of infrared lighting on structures are inconsequential because the lighting is not
visible to humans without night vision equipment. The additional requirement for marker balls on spans
between structures will result in increased visual impacts; however, the additional lighting and marker
balls are required for safety reasons based on structure height and line location. In sum, while some
degree of visual impact is reduced by the modified Project, visual resources will continue to be
significant and not mitigable as discussed in the Final EIS/EIR.

IR lighting installed on the Project structures also would not produce any sky glow and therefore should
not negatively impact the astronomical research being conducted at Palomar Mountain with visible light
telescopes (200-inch Hale Telescope, 48-inch Samuel Oschin Telescope, 60-inch Telescope, Palomar
Testbed Interferometer, Planet Search Telescope, 18-inch Schmidt Telescope, and the 24-inch
Telescope). The lattice towers of the Project are located over 35 miles south of the observatory, and
both of the IR cameras developed for the 200-inch Hale telescope (the Wide-field Infrared Camera which
produces panoramic surveys and the Palomar High Angular Resolution Observer (PHARO) Camera)
would be focusing on visible areas of sky above the horizon. The highest SRPL Project tower, at
approximately 5,628 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) would appear barely at the horizon line from the
observatory platform at 5,700 feet AMSL and would not interfere with IR astronomical observations on
Palomar Mountain. Most of the lighted structures are well below this elevation. Note that the Earth’s
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atmosphere is also known to both emit and absorb IR, which is why high elevation peaks in dry areas are
selected for IR astronomical research (Rieke 2009).

Specific actions have been and will continue to be taken to minimize the visible disturbance of the
Sunrise Powerlink on the naturally established scenery of the Forest. The end result of these actions will
be presented in the Scenery Conservation Plan which will present the final direction to best achieve the
spirit and intent of the Scenic Integrity Objectives of the Cleveland National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan.

3.3.10 ImPACTS TO WATER RESOURCES

The modified Project would result in fewer impacts to federal and state jurisdictional waters than the
FESSR. The modified Project also potentially would result in less use of surface water than the FESSR
and, because of the reduction in total ground disturbance, less overall water use.

3.3.10.1 FEDERAL AND STATE JURISDICTIONAL WATERS

No impacts to federal or state wetlands or any perennial stream would result from the modified Project.
Estimated impacts to ephemeral streams, dry washes, and streambeds are discussed below.

Basis for the Estimates

The Final EIR/EIS concluded that direct and/or indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters and possibly
wetlands (i.e., areas regulated by the ACOE and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and/or
CDFG) could occur from construction of the FESSR, and that those impacts would likely be Class Il, given
the required mitigation measures (See Final EIR/EIS Sections E.1.2, E.2.2, and E.4.2 describing Impact B-2
and the associated mitigation measures). This conclusion was based on vegetation mapping conducted
for the FESSR, which identified the following often jurisdictional vegetation communities: Sonoran wash
scrub, mesquite bosque, mule fat scrub, southern willow scrub, southern cottonwood willow riparian
forest, southern riparian forest, and southern coast live oak riparian woodland. The Final EIR/EIS
explained that specific impacts to jurisdictional areas would be defined when a final route was selected
that included project-specific features and final engineering, Based on that route, a formal jurisdictional
delineation would be conducted to define the precise presence and extent of waters and wetlands and
thereby determine the exact impacts so that SDG&E could apply for appropriate permits from the ACOE,
RWQCB, and CDFG prior to construction (See Final EIR/EIS Sections E.1.2, E.2.2, and E.4.2 describing
Impact B-2).

As directed by the Final EIR/EIS, the jurisdictional delineation has been completed, and the total
estimated project impacts to all jurisdictional waters, wetlands, and dry washes have been calculated for
this PMR with a very high degree of precision. Where the Final EIR/EIS used a model based on existing
vegetation mapping as a proxy to determine the potential Project impacts to jurisdictional resources
(explained above), the calculations in the PMR are the result of a multi-stage delineation and Project
design process that began in January 2009, extended through January 2010, and included:
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1. Creation of project specific delineation protocols for waters of the US, waters of the State,
wetlands, and USFS RCAs;

2. Completion of a two-day training course for all Project delineators in the protocols including
office and field workshops;

3. Completion of field delineations and collection of data per the Project protocols;

4. Review of collected data and redesign of selected Project components to minimize impacts;
and

5. Field verification of Project redesigns and jurisdictional feature avoidance.

Beginning in January 2009, WRA identified potential jurisdictional features within and adjacent to the
Project ROW utilizing a GIS hydrologic model that was created based on available topographic
information for the project area. This model was verified and further enhanced through high-resolution
aerial photograph interpretation. The enhanced model of potential waters, wetlands, and/or dry wash
locations was then overlaid with the proposed project designs (February 2009). Any modeled
jurisdictional feature within 100 feet of a permanent or temporary impact area for the Project was
included in a survey list. From March through May 2009, field delineations of all potential jurisdictional
impact areas on the list utilizing the Project specific delineation protocols for waters of the US, waters of
the State, wetlands, and RCAs were conducted by trained delineators from ICF International, Inc. and
Merkel Associates, Inc.

The efficacy of the WRA hydrologic model was verified during the field delineation work, and due to
limits of the model associated with the desert portion of the project where topographic contours were
less pronounced, a 100 percent coverage delineation of the desert portion of the project ROW
(approximately mileposts 0 through 23) was completed. The model was confirmed to be highly accurate
in the inland valleys, mountains, and coastal slope portions of the Project ROW so additional delineation
work was not required outside of impact areas from mileposts 23 through 117. At each stream or dry
wash, both OHWM data for determining the limits of ACOE jurisdiction and top of bank (TOB) data for
determining the limits of SWRCB and CDFG jurisdiction were collected. If riparian vegetation was
present, the limits of the riparian canopy were delineated to determine the extents of CDFG jurisdiction.
If wetlands were present, the boundaries were recorded and ACOE Arid West data forms were
completed. USFS RCA limits were calculated with GIS by WRA after field data collection was completed
utilizing the stream and riparian vegetation data. Note that only the ACOE jurisdictional streams, dry
washes, and wetland data were presented in the Final Preliminary JD Report referenced above.

After the initial data collection process for the Project ROW was completed, the digital data were
compiled by WRA in June 2009 and overlaid with the Project engineering design data. This data review
facilitated an analysis of impacts to jurisdictional resources and dictated a redesign of selected portions
of the Project ROW to minimize overall impacts to (ephemeral and intermittent) stream channels and
desert dry washes, and avoid impacts to wetlands and perennial streams. The Project redesign during
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the summer of 2009 included several general and specific measures implemented by SDG&E design
engineers that were intended to minimize overall impacts to jurisdictional resources including:

1. Reducing the area of temporary construction and maintenance pads for structures by half; the
pads for most structures were reduced from 200 by 400 feet to 200 by 200 feet to minimize
temporary impacts.

2. Eliminating new access roads and utilizing existing roads and short “spur” roads to structures
whenever possible to minimize permanent impacts.

3. Relocating and/or reshaping construction yards and pull sites to avoid streams and dry washes
whenever possible to minimize temporary impacts. In addition, several proposed construction
yards were abandoned as they were determined to occur entirely or partially within wetlands.

4. Designing conventional structures to be helicopter constructed and serviced when conventional
access would require crossing RCAs, wetlands, or streams to minimize permanent and/or
temporary impacts.

5. Relocating structures laterally within the ROW to avoid permanent impacts to streams, dry
washes, and riparian vegetation whenever possible.

The resulting modified project alignment was field verified with SDG&E engineering, survey, and
delineation crews from August through November 2009. In addition, supplemental delineation data
were collected during this period in areas where the Project ROW had been rerouted to maintain
avoidance of other sensitive biological resources (State- and Federally-listed species, rare plants) that
were identified during the 2009 survey season or to comply with MMCRP measure L-2b. The same field
data collection and Project redesign process were completed for the reroute portions of the Project
ROW and minor Project design refinements that have been made through April 2010 to reduce Project
impacts to jurisdictional resources. The result in 2010 is a modified Project design that avoids impacts
to wetlands and perennial streams, and significantly minimizes impacts to ephemeral streams, dry
washes, and RCAs.

Waters of the US

Two calculations of impacts to waters of the US are provided in this section. One from the PJD, based
on the configuration of the modified Project in February 2010; and one calculated based on the
modified Project as presented in this PMR. The latter was generated using the database compiled for
the PJD and the shapefiles for the current configuration of the modified Project.

As presented in the PJD, total impacts to jurisdictional waters of the US are estimated at 12.52 acres,
consisting of 3.56 acres of permanent and 8.96 acres of temporary impacts. As calculated for the
modified Project as described in this PMR, total impacts to jurisdictional waters of the US are estimated
at 11.02 acres, consisting of 3.77 acres of permanent and 7.25 acres of temporary impacts. The PMR
estimate includes 0.24 acre of permanent impacts that will result from major and minor access road
improvements that were not included in the PJD report, and 0.03 acre of permanent impact reductions
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that occurred due to engineering design changes since the PJD was submitted. The PMR estimate also
includes Project engineering changes completed since the PJD was submitted that further reduced
temporary impacts to federal jurisdiction within dry washes by 1.71 acres. These changes are being
coordinated with the ACOE for purposes of the final JD for the project.

All impacts are based upon the limits of Federal jurisdiction, or Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM)
within streams and dry washes. Note that there are no permanent or temporary impacts to federal
wetlands resulting from the Project.

Table 3-18 provides the estimated federal wetland and stream impacts of the FESSR and modified
Project as calculated by SDG&E based on the PMR database (including the PJD). Due to the low level of
impacts for each jurisdictional area crossing as shown in the PJD, it is anticipated that Nationwide Permit
12 could be utilized for project authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

TABLE 3-18. ESTIMATED IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE US BASED ON THE PMR DATABASE

FESSR (acres) Modified Project (acres)
PMR Unit
Permanent | Temporary Total Permanent | Temporary Total
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 3.0466 6.6001 9.6467 0.7830 2.2872 3.0701
3 1.5536 9.3658 | 10.9194 0.8152 1.1209 1.9361
4 7.3335 7.9760 | 15.3095 1.1404 2.0651 3.2055
5 1.5578 5.1948 6.7527 0.5087 1.2403 1.7490
6 0.0137 0.0560 | 0.0697 0.0006 0.0603 | 0.0609
7 0.0088 0.0070 | 0.0159 0.0027 0.1179 | 0.1205
8 0.1747 0.4370 0.6116 0.0790 0.2011 0.2801
9 0.0070 0.0001 0.0070 0 0 0
10 0 0 0 0 0.0163 0.0163
11 0.0834 24.2729 | 24.3563 0.0010 0.0075 0.0086
12 0.0143 0.1321 | 0.1463 0.0019 0.0065 | 0.0084
13 0 0.1339 | 0.1339 0 0.0365 | 0.0365
14 0.0168 0.0356 | 0.0523 0.1215 0.0199 | 0.1414
15 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 0.0038 0.0772 0.0810 0.0392 0.0002 0.394
17 0.0383 0.0080 0.0463 0.0133 0.0015 0.0148
18 0 22.8146 | 22.8146 0 0 0
19 0 0 0 0.0231 0| 0.0231
20 0.0062 0.0030 | 0.0091 0.0097 0.0068 | 0.0165
21 0.1941 0.0807 0.2748 0.0002 0.0152 0.0155
22 0 0 0 0.0001 0 0.0001
23 0.0296 0 0.0296 0.0080 0.0030 0.0110
24 0.0009 0 0.0009 0.0013 0 0.0013
Project Modification Report Page|3-57

05.14.10



Sunrise Powerlink 3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

FESSR (acres) Modified Project (acres)
PMR Unit
Permanent | Temporary Total Permanent | Temporary Total
25 0.0098 0.1065 | 0.1163 0.0032 0| 0.0032
26 0.0012 0.0042 | 0.0054 0.0002 0 | 0.0002
27 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 0.0012 0.0110 0.0122 0 0.0001 0.0001
29 0.2923 0.7190 1.0113 0.1815 0 0.1815
30 0 0 0 0 0 0
31 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 0.0080 0.0311 | 0.0392 0.0158 0.0246 0.405
33 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 0.0263 0.8764 | 0.9027 0.0118 0.0013 | 0.0130
35 0.0364 0.0135 0.0499 0.0089 0.0004 0.0092
36 0.0299 0.0059 0.0358 0.0013 0.0135 0.0148
37 0 1.2414 1.2414 0 0.0008 0.0008
38 0.0017 0.0036 0.0053 0 0 0
39 0.0009 0 | 0.0009 0 0 0
40 0 0 0 0 0 0
41 0 0 0 0 0 0
42 0 0 0 0 0 0
43 0 0 0 0 0 0
44 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 14.4906 80.2074 | 94.6980 3.7717 7.2469 | 11.0186

State Waters

Two calculations of impacts to State waters are provided in this subsection. One from the Section 1602
Streambed Alternation Agreement (SAA) submitted to CDFG in January 2010; and one calculated based
on the modified Project as presented in this PMR. The latter was generated using the database
compiled for the SAA and the shapefiles for the current configuration of the modified Project.

As stated in the 1602 SAA permit, project impacts to waters of the State are estimated at 13.47 acres,
consisting of 3.96 acres of permanent and 9.51 acres of temporary impacts. As summarized in this
report, impacts to jurisdictional waters of the State are estimated at 12.01 acres, consisting of 4.14 acres
of permanent and 7.87 acres of temporary impacts. The PMR includes 0.24 acre of permanent impacts
that will result from major and minor access road improvements that were not included in the 1602
SAA, and 0.06 acre of permanent impact reductions that occurred due to engineering design changes
since the 1602 SAA application was submitted. The PMR also includes Project engineering changes
completed since the 1602 SAA application was submitted that reduced temporary impacts to state
jurisdiction within dry washes by 1.64 acres. Note that there are no permanent or temporary impacts to
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state wetlands resulting from the Project. Table 3-19 presents the estimate impacts of both the FESSR
and modified Project on State waters.

3.3.10.2 WATER USE

Geosyntec performed a Water Resources Availability Study of Non-Groundwater Sources (Water Study)
to identify feasible water sources for the construction of the Project [Geosyntec, 2010]. The Water
Study concluded that sufficient supplies of surface water, reclaimed water, and potable water are
available to construct the Project.

The conclusions from the Water Study are based on an approximate average daily demand of 300,000
gallons per day for construction water for a period of approximately 18 to 24 months and total water
usage of approximately 575 acre-feet. Several sources were identified as each being feasible
contributors of more than 300,000 gallons per day; no single source would be utilized for the entire
project demands for construction water thereby further reducing individual source-specific water
demands. Water use will be greatly reduced in those areas identified for helicopter-only construction,
as opposed to conventional construction, such as on USFS lands where approximately 75% of the
structures will be installed by helicopter.

The Water Study determined that sufficient supplies of surface water, reclaimed water, and potable
water would be available to meet Project demand. The following non-groundwater sources could each
provide greater than 300,000 gallons of water per day for construction needs: City of San Diego
reclaimed, potable, and raw surface water; Padre Dam Municipal Water District reclaimed and potable
water; Lakeside Water District potable water; Imperial Irrigation District (11D) raw surface water; and
Seeley County Water District (SCWD) potable water.

TABLE 3-19. ESTIMATED IMPACTS TO STATE WATERS BASED ON THE PMR DATABASE

SR FESSR as in Final EIR/EIS Modified Project
Perm. Temp. Total Perm. Temp. Total
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 3.0753 6.6780 9.7533 0.8064 2.3413 3.1477
3 1.5575 9.3661 10.9236 0.8152 1.1209 1.9362
4 7.7611 8.8666 16.6277 1.1998 2.2470 3.4468
5 1.5655 5.2294 6.7949 0.5225 1.3077 1.8302
6 0.0222 0.0788 0.1010 0.0041 0.0669 0.0709
7 0.0156 0.0118 0.0274 0.0027 0.1210 0.1237
8 0.2951 0.6992 0.9942 0.0999 0.3243 0.4241
9 0.0173 0.0004 0.0177 0 0 0
10 0 0 0 0 0.0807 0.0807
11 0.0856 24.2733 24.3589 0.0020 0.0225 0.0245
12 0.0267 0.2195 0.2462 0.0040 0.0115 0.0155
13 0 0.4878 0.4878 0 0.0853 0.0853
14 0.0315 0.0548 0.0863 0.2392 0.0302 0.2694
15 0 0 0 0 0 0
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SR FESSR as in Final EIR/EIS Modified Project
Perm. Temp. Total Perm. Temp. Total
16 0.0038 0.2866 0.2904 0.0693 0.0004 0.0697
17 0.0559 0.0107 0.0666 0.0179 0.0020 0.0199
18 0 22.8431 22.8431 0 0 0
19 0 0 0 0.0231 0 0.0231
20 0.0139 0.0056 0.0195 0.0215 0.0086 0.0302
21 0.1960 0.0873 0.2834 0.0004 0.0224 0.0228
22 0 0 0 0.0003 0 0.0003
23 0.0338 0 0.0338 0.0112 0.0078 0.0191
24 0.0018 0 0.0018 0.0027 0 0.0027
25 0.0140 0.1546 0.1686 0.0051 0 0.0051
26 0.0036 0.0069 0.0105 0.0002 0 0.0002
27 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 0.0016 0.0298 0.0314 0 0.0005 0.0005
29 0.3766 0.8500 1.2266 0.2280 0 0.2280
30 0 0 0 0 0 0
31 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 0.0095 0.0384 0.0479 0.0245 0.0304 0.0549
33 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 0.0499 1.2621 1.3120 0.0265 0.0014 0.0279
35 0.0799 0.0135 0.0934 0.0092 0.0007 0.0099
36 0.0882 0.0059 0.0941 0.0010 0.0375 0.0384
37 0 1.2414 1.2414 0 0.0008 0.0008
38 0.0017 0.0036 0.0053 0 0 0
39 0.0018 0 0.0018 0 0 0
40 0 0 0 0 0 0
41 0 0 0 0 0 0
42 0 0 0 0 0 0
43 0 0 0 0 0 0
44 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 15.3855 82.8051 98.1906 4.1368 7.8718 12.0086

As noted, no single water source would be used for the entire project. Instead, a spatial balance of
various water sources would be used to prevent depletion of any one source. SDG&E will work closely
with the appropriate underlying land management agencies, such as USFS, to ensure the proposed
construction water source(s) is appropriate.

Based on the Water Study, the majority of the water for construction of the Sunrise Powerlink can be
supplied by reclaimed water purveyors in San Diego County, which would minimize impacts to local
potable water supply. Using reclaimed water is consistent with MMCRP Measure S-3B directing SDG&E
to use reclaimed water where possible: “To the extent feasible, SDG&E shall coordinate with local water
districts in advance in order to efficiently obtain reclaimed or potable water for delivery to the
construction sites and to meet any restrictions imposed by them.”
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As detailed in Section 2.1 of the Water Study (Regulatory Compliance for Use of Reclaimed Water),
SDG&E’s use of reclaimed water would be conducted in full compliance with state law.

SDG&E has initiated the application process for obtaining reclaimed water from the City of San Diego
and the Padre Dam Municipal Water District (PDMWD). SDG&E’s current plan for water use in San
Diego County is to utilize the reclaimed water from the City of San Diego as the primary source with a
backup reclaimed water source being PDMWD reclaimed water, and a backup surface water source
being the City of San Diego raw reservoir water. The current plan for water use in Imperial County is
Imperial Irrigation District (IID) raw canal water.

Additional transport of reclaimed water would be required to distribute the water to construction sites
across San Diego County from the reclaimed water sources located in the western portion of San Diego
County. Therefore, supplemental evaluations, summaries of which are provided below, have been
conducted to assess potential impacts to air quality, traffic, and noise related to the trucking of
reclaimed water.

Related Air Quality Considerations

To address Sunrise Mitigation Measures AQ-1a, AQ-1h, and AQ-4a, Bluescape Environmental prepared a
draft memorandum entitled Air Quality Impacts from the Water Use Plan for the Final Environmentally
Superior Southern Route [Bluescape, 2010] (See Attachment C). The memorandum conservatively
assumed the “worst case scenario” transport of reclaimed water in heavy-duty diesel combustion trucks
from the most distant reclaimed water source from the construction areas, the City of San Diego’s North
City Treatment Plant. The memorandum concludes that project air emissions from on-road truck fuel
combustion associated with the trucking of reclaimed water is not expected to result in new impacts,
nor the need to revise previous air quality impact analyses. Because the total heavy-duty truck trips
were conservatively overestimated for the CPUC-approved June 2009 Construction Emissions
Monitoring Plan for the project, the transportation of reclaimed water does not cause the need to
update the project air quality impact analysis, and does not create an additional significant
environmental impact.

Related Traffic Impact Considerations

To address Sunrise Mitigation Measure T-9a, KOA Corporation prepared the Traffic Impact Study
performed as part of the Construction Transportation Management Plan [KOA, 2010]. The Traffic
Impact Study considered construction worker commuter trips, equipment deliveries, material hauling,
and reclaimed water deliveries from the “worst case scenario” source location. The Traffic Impact Study
indicated that construction of the Sunrise Powerlink will result in a temporary increase in traffic volumes
on regional and local roadways that provide access to individual construction sites. Six areas were
identified with potential to create traffic impacts. Recommendations for mitigation were provided,
including submittal of additional traffic control plans for approval by local agencies prior to commencing
construction activities, employee shuttling, and the restriction of peak-time deliveries. The executive
summary for this report concludes that the presented mitigation measures will adequately address
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identified impacts to traffic associated with the water transportation required for construction of the
Sunrise Powerlink, and no additional significant environmental impacts are created.

Related Noise Impact Considerations

To address Sunrise Mitigation Measure N-1a, Investigative Science and Engineering, Inc. (ISE) prepared a
Power Haulage Estimated Acoustic Impact Potential study [ISE, 2010] (See Attachment B). The study
utilized a two-tiered approach using data provided by the KOA Traffic Impact Study [KOA 2010]. The
initial phase of the study considered baseline acoustic conditions along roadways anticipated for “worst
case scenario” transportation use during construction, compared to acoustic conditions associated with
the sum of existing and predicted project traffic conditions. The comparison identified 40 potential
candidate areas where the proposed project action could increase the ambient background noise level
above the Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL) to the point of being discernable or creating
adverse conditions to sensitive receptor areas. However, the second phase of the assessment utilized
Geographic Information System (GIS) methods to ascertain whether or not the identified candidate
areas would impact sensitive receptor areas. The study concluded that examination of each of the
identified candidate areas did not identify any sensitive receptors likely to be exposed to increased noise
associated with transportation of reclaimed water for the construction of the Sunrise Powerlink.
Therefore, mitigation of increased noise will not be necessary for the transportation of reclaimed water
during the construction of the Sunrise Powerlink, and no significant environmental impacts were
identified.

Water Use Summary

In compliance with MMCRP measure S-3b, SDG&E proposes to utilize reclaimed water for the majority
of the construction along the project alignment. The Water Study has identified ample sources of
reclaimed water, and SDG&E will abide by all procedural and regulatory requirements for this use.
Finally, the proposed transportation of reclaimed water for the construction of Sunrise Powerlink will
not create additional significant impacts to air quality, traffic, noise, or water use.

3.4 LITERATURE CITED

Avian Power line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 2006. Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on
Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006. Edison Electric Institute, APLIC, and California Energy
Commission. Washington, D.C. And Sacramento, California.

Bluescape Environmental, 2010. Memorandum — Air Quality Impacts from the Final Water use
Plan, Sunrise Powerlink, Southern California, prepared for San Diego Gas & Electric
Company, March 17, 2010 (See Attachment C).

Briscoe, A.D. and L. Chittka. 2001. The Evolution of Color Vision in Insects. Annual Review of
Entomology. 46:471-510.

3-62 | Page Project Modification Report
05.14.10



3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

California Energy Commission. 2007. California Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from
Wind Energy Development. Final Committee Report. CEC -700-2007-008-CTF.

California Institute of Technology (Caltech).October 15, 2002. Press Release. Accessed at
http://media.caltech.edu/press_releases/12301.

Drewitt, A.L. and Langston, R.H.W., 2008. Collision Effects of Wind-power Generators and Other
Obstacles on Birds. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1134(1 The Year in Ecology
and Conservation Biology 2008), pp. 233-266.

Gehring J., P. Kerlinger, and A.M. Manville Il. 2009. Communication Towers, Lights, and Birds:
Successful Methods of Reducing the Frequency of Avian Collisions. Ecological Applications: 19(2),
2009, pp 505-514.

Geosyntec, 2010. Water Resources Availability Study, Non-Groundwater Sources, Sunrise Powerlink,
Southern California, prepared for San Diego Gas & Electric Company, April 23, 2010.

Horn, J.W., E.B. Arnett and T.H. Kunz. 2006. Behavioral Response of Bats to Operating Wind Turbines.
Journal of Wildlife Management, 72(1), pp. 123 -132.

ISE, 2010. Sunrise Powerlink Powered Haulage Estimated Acoustical Impact Potential, Southern
California, prepared for San Diego Gas & Electric Company, April 15, 2010 (See Attachment C).

KOA Corporation, 2010. Traffic Impact Study Report, Sunrise Powerlink, Southern California, prepared
for San Diego Gas & Electric Company, April 23, 2010.

Stokes, Drew. 2010. Personal Communication with Karen Wilson at SDG&E. San Diego Museum of
Natural History.

Zeigler H.P. and H.J. Bischof Eds. 1993. Vision, Brain, and Behavior in Birds. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
439 pp.

Project Modification Report Page|3-63
05.14.10


http://media.caltech.edu/press_releases/12301�

Sunrise Powerlink 3. Project-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

3-64 | Page Project Modification Report
05.14.10



-
S0

A& Sermpra Energy umy’ SSUNRISE
4. UNIT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON

This section describes the modifications made to the FESSR within each of the 44 PMR units and
evaluates and compares the environmental effects of the modified Project with those of the FESSR as
analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS. In the evaluation and comparison of effects, the primary focus is on
impacts to biological, cultural, visual, and water resources. Other effects also are addressed, with
varying levels of details depending on the issues within the PMR unit. Where the effects of the modified
Project would be substantially the same as those of the FESSR, that point is noted.

For each PMR unit, the evaluation and comparison of impacts is presented on a form and table. The
form identifies the location of the PMR unit, describes the details and purpose of the modification, and
provides an assessment of the impacts associated with the modification in relation to the effects of the
FESSR in that same area. The table includes the quantified impact estimates for the FESSR and modified
Project for the PMR unit. Estimates on the forms and tables are based on the PMR database and the
EIR/EIS database where available at the PMR unit level. The purpose of evaluating and comparing
impacts in each PMR unit is to identify the changes made to the FESSR in greater detail and examine
whether impacts would decrease, increase, or remain substantially the same along that portion of the
alignment. The unit-level analysis augments the Project-level assessment in Section 3 with information
about changes in specific locations.

Table 4-1 summarizes the unit-level analysis in terms of total ground disturbance in each PMR unit
under the FESSR and modified Project and the changes in environmental effects that would result from
the modifications. Changes in effects are identified as eliminated (E), reduced (R), increased (I), no
substantial change (NSC), or a combination of these categories. “NSC” also is used when the quantified
impacts would be the same for the FESSR and modified Project. “E” is reserved for instances where a
modification avoids all impacts to a resource that would have been affected by the FESSR in that
location. For example, the modification avoids all impacts to cultural resources or all impacts to special
status species. Combinations indicate where there is a mix of R, I, and NSC effects described on the PMR
form. For example, there may be a decrease in permanent impacts and increase in temporary impacts
to sensitive vegetation communities. The entry on Table 4-1 would be R/I or I/R, depending on whether
the decrease or increase is the more notable change.

As indicated in Table 4-1, there are 16 PMR units where impacts have been eliminated to at least one
resource category, mainly instances where changes were made to avoid waters of the US and State
waters. There are 28 PMR units where impacts to at least two resource categories (i.e., sensitive
vegetation, cultural resources, visual, etc.) are reduced (R); there are four PMR units where impacts
increase to at least two resource categories. These counts exclude combination impacts that include a
reduction or increase. None of the modifications would result in new significant impacts within a PMR
unit.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE 4-1. SUMMARY OF UNIT-LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION AND COMPARISON

Total Ground
Disturbance

Changes to the Effects of the FESSR Resulting from the Modification

06 (%)
PMR Unit 9 - S |
Structures/Yards 2 = 3 3w
.% ™ | 4 ﬁ 35 ° Summary Conclusion/Notes
2 |25 |29 |3L| & |2t
< = £e 228|553 ] o5
2 | 8 |Ep|2E|58| 3 |88
b 2 8> | §F |0ex S =4
PMR1. . _ _ NSC NSC NSC NSC NSC Ad.ds. storage fa.cmty within
Imperial Valley Substation existing substation.
PMR2
EP363-1 to EP333 240.82 | 58.03 R R R NSC R Reduces impacts
IV Sub Yard, Dunaway Road Yard
PMR3 with the exception of a g
EP333 to EP324 55.92 | 32.92 | R/ R R | Nsc | R ception ofa sl
Plaster City Yard temporary increase in
impacts to desert scrub.
PMR4 Coordination with quarry
100.21 | 29.71 ivities initi
EP324 to EP301 R R R NSC R activities |n.|t|ated for FESSR
would continue.
PMR5 Coordination with quarry
EP301 to EP276-1 69.89 | 49.04 |R/NSC R R/NSC | NSC R activities initiated for FESSR
(BLM) S2 Yard would continue.
PMRG6 Reduces size of construction
EP276-1to EP255-1 5635 1 2048 R R R NSC/R R arduand associated ir'r:I acts
AER Yard ¥ P
PMR?7 Temporary impacts to dry
10.42 | 16.36 i
EP255-1 to EP252-1 R/l R/I R NSC | NSC/I washesf PBS hablt‘at, and
waters increase slightly.
PMR8 The yard responsible for the
EP252-1 to EP239-1 impact increases replaces
36.67 | 55.90
Jacumba Airport Yard R/ /R R I/NSC E one in PMR9 eliminated to
Jacumba Valley Ranch Yard avoid Quino impacts.
PMR9 Avoids impacts to rare plants.
59.09 7.59 i i i
EP239-1 to EP229-1 R R R NSC/R E Avoids conflict with Nature
Conservancy lands.
PMR10
19.84 4.49 : L
EP229-1 to EP221A R/NSC R NSC/R | NSC Slight reduction in impacts
PMR11 Reduction in waters of US
48.17 5.49
EP221A to EP219-1 R NSC E NSC R impacts.
PMR12
44,12 18.74 i ini
EP219-1 to EP206-1 R NSC |NSC/R | NSC R Reductions in impacts
PMR13 Increase in temporary
EP206-1 to EP196-1 52.11 |106.60 R NSC/R | NSC R impacts to Jacumba milk-
Rough Acres Yard vetch
PMR14
EP196-1 to EP170 62.10 | 68.59 |I/NSC | NSC/I | NSC NSC No substantial change
McCain Valley Yard
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Sunrise Powerlink

Total Ground
Disturbance

Changes to the Effects of the FESSR Resulting from the Modification

‘6 w
PMR Unit 9 - g | =
Structures/Yards < 2 3 S v
3 oo |8 o § %S © | Summary Conclusion/Notes
2 SR |2, 58| & | ng
-3 = 2o |22 |53 = 5 g
o = w> |vwn | O S =&
PMR15 RCA impacts reduced.
31.26 10.97 i i
EP170 to EP141 R R E R/NSC | NSC |Inconsistency with BCNM
Zone.
PMR16 Avoids impacts to rare plants
EP141 to EP122 28.09 | 4939 I INSC/R|I/NSC | R [o o a'cots ncrease plants-
Thing Valley Yard P )
PMR17
75.52 11.67 i .
EP122 to EP108-2 R R R R/NSC R RCA impacts reduced
PMR18
70.78 15.62 i .
EP108-2 to EP99-2 R I/R NSC NSC E RCA impacts reduced
PMR19
0.44 2.36 i .
EP105.2 I/NSC | NSC NSC | I/NSC |No substantial change
PMR20
EP99-2 to EP79 103.77 | 66.43 R NSC NSC NSC | NSC/I |RCA impacts avoided.
Bartlett/Hauser Creek Yard
PMR21
19.87 6.79 i i .
EP79 to EPG7 R R NSC/R | I/NSC R RCA impacts avoided
PMR22
10.62 6.72 i i .
EP67 to EP62A-1 R R NSC NSC E RCA impacts avoided
PMR23
EP62A-1 to EP47-2 67.79 | 41.41 R R R R/NSC R RCA impacts increase.
Kreutzkamp Yard
PMR24 Size and impacts of
EPA7-2 to EP39-1 1728 | 704 | R | Nsc | NsC |R/NsC | E mp
construction yard reduced
Barrett Canyon Yard
PMR25 Reduction in impacts to rare
EP39-1 to EP22-1 51.86 | 35.01 | R/ R E NSC R lants. RCA im F;cts mixed
SWAT Training Facility Yard plants. P :
PMR26 Impacts to rare plants
18.11 4.58 i i
EP22-1 to EP12-3 R E/NSC | NSC NSC |E/NSC |avoided. RCA impacts
reduced.
PMR27
17.02 4.58 i i
EP12-3 to PO-1 R R NSC NSC NSC |RCA impacts avoided.
PMR28
17.47 6.50 i i
EP9-1 to EP1-3 R R NSC NSC E RCA impacts increase
PMR29 Reduction in impacts to rare
Suncrest Substation 181.63 | 86.47 R NSC |R/NSC | NSC R . P .
. plants. RCA impacts avoided.
Wilson Yard
PMR30 Impacts to rare plants
4.79 0.87
CP109-1 to CP106-1 R NSC |E/NSC | NsC NSC avoided
PMR31
14.30 4.74 i i
CP106-1 to CP9S-1 R E/NSC E NSC/R | NSC |RCA impacts avoided
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Total Ground

. Changes to the Effects of the FESSR Resulting from the Modification
Disturbance

‘6 v
PMR Unit 9 - g | =
Structures/Yards 2 2 3 2 .
3 oo |8 o ﬁ %S © | Summary Conclusion/Notes
2 |25 |29 |EE| 2 |ntE
-3 = 2o (0O | 3 = 5
7] ° w O o 'O 2 0 3 23
0 = s¥ (28|58 2 |S:
o = w> |vwn | O S =&
PMR32
4,58 6.20 i
CP98-1 to CPI5-1 I/NSC | I/NSC | NSC NSC | I/NSC |No substantial change
PMR33
CP95-1 to CP88-1/CP87-1 0.00 38.94 NSC NSC | I/NSC | No substantial change
Alpine HQ, Alpine Yards
PMR34 Reduction in impacts to rare
CP88-1/CP87-1 to CP64-2 77.38 | 3155 | R R R | Nsc | R 1 1mp
plants. RCA impacts reduced.
Hartung Yard
PMR35 Impacts to rare plants
28.51 6.51
CP64-2 to CP53-1 R R E NSC R avoided
PMR36 Slight increase in temporar
CP53-1 to CP44-1 2891 | 2925 | IR I Nsc | R 8 porary
. effects
Helix Yard
PMR37 Hansen Aggregate has access
22.05 3.54
CP44-1 to CP37-2 R R NSC NSC E for mining operations.
PMR38

40.30 2.83 jonini
CP37-2 to CP31-2 R NSC NSC | NSC/I E Modest reduction in impacts

PMR39

12.01 9.56 i
CP31-2 to CP12-1 R R NSC/R | NSC NSC |No substantial change

PMR40
CP12-1to CP3 4.24 23.56 | NSC | NSC |Increase in impacts
Stowe/Kirkham Yard

PMR41

11.03 0.30 i
CP3 to CP1A R NSC NSC NSC NSC |No substantial change

PMR42

0.00 2.91 ignifi
Sycamore — Pomerado I/NSC | NSC NSC | NSC/lI | NSC |No significant change

PMR43

. 0.00 1.70 | I/NSC | NSC |NSC NSC/l | NSC |No substantial change
Sycamore — Elliott

PMR44

. 0.00 1.59 |I/NSC | NSC NSC NSC NSC |No substantial change
Sycamore — Scripps

Codes

E = All impacts to a resource category eliminated

| = Increase in Impacts

NSC = No substantial change in impacts; also applies to no change in quantified impacts.
R = Reduction in Impacts
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Sunrise Powerlink

PMR1. Imperial Valley Substation

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MPO

1 None 1 MS01 to MS02

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would add a steel storage structure in the existing substation. Minor ground disturbance and

associated effects would occur on already disturbed lands. No new significant impacts would result from the

modified Project.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Construct a pre-engineered steel building, approximately 60 feet wide by 120 feet long by
30 feet high in the southeastern portion of the substation, adjacent to the 500kV south
bus.

Primary Reason

Increase and improve onsite storage capacity for parts, equipment, and emergency
supplies for use during and after construction.

Other
Considerations

Reduce the vehicle miles and greenhouse gas emissions associated with travel to and from
the closest existing storage facility (Miguel Substation in Bonita, California).

MMCRP Measures

AQ-4a and 4b.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

Vehicle miles and greenhouse gas emissions from trips made by maintenance crews
potentially would be reduced. Emissions from use of construction equipment would
increase marginally at the substation. The increase would not exceed the emissions
identified for the FESSR in Imperial County as calculated and approved in the Sunrise
Construction Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010.

Biological Resources
Rare Plants
Vegetation Impacts
Species Impacts

RCAs

No rare plants are known to occur in the substation yard.

No sensitive vegetation occurs in the substation yard.

No special status species are known to occur in the substation yard.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

Records indicate two cultural sites and three isolated finds occur within the substation
area. However, the comprehensive inventory of cultural resources potentially affected
by the Project found no evidence of these resources in the impact area. No impacts to
cultural resources are expected, subject to final confirmation during pre-construction
review.

Geology/Minerals

The modification entails minor ground disturbance in an already disturbed area. There
are no slope stability, erosion control, or mineral resource issues associated with the
activity.

Land Use

No change in landownership or existing land uses is required or would occur under the
modification. There are no sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the substation.

Project Modification
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR1. Imperial Valley Substation

Noise

Installation of the building and truck traffic to and from the facility would not result in
increased noise levels that would exceed the levels identified in connection with Project
construction.

Public Safety/Hazards

Storage of equipment and materials would be subject to the same public safety and
hazard control measures that would apply to the FESSR. The FESSR and PMR1 are in
close enough proximity that there would be no change to fire/fuels analysis or modeling
results.

The modification would result in a slight increase in truck traffic to this location than
would have occurred without the storage facility, and there would be a corresponding

Traffic . ) . . . .
decrease in truck traffic to other storage sites. This provides an overall reduction on
transportation and traffic impacts.

Visual The proposed modification would not noticeably change overall impacts on visual

isua

resources along this route segment.

Water Resource
Waters of US

State Waters

Water Use

No impacts.

No impacts.

The modification would not increase the need for or use of water for construction or
operations and maintenance at this location.

4-6 | Page
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TABLE PMR1

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to modified Project or FESSR in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
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PMR2. EP363-1 to EP333 (Dunaway Road)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)
IV Sub
MPO to MP9.7 1 2 MSO01 to MS11
Dunaway Road

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the ROW to the southwest to avoid sensitive resources and accommodate the
Tessera Solar (Stirling Energy) transmission line crossing, relocate and reduce the size of two construction yards,
and eliminate a yard near MP5. The modification would reduce FESSR impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities, flat tailed horned lizard, cultural resources, waters of the US, and State waters in the PRM unit.
Other effects of the modification would be substantially the same as those of the FESSR. No new significant
impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Reroute

e  ROW shifted to accommodate the Stirling Energy transmission line crossing
with the SWPL and SRPL transmissions lines.
e  Two structures moved out of dry washes.
e  Work areas shifted and access changed to avoid cultural resources.
e New access road eliminated.
e Number and size of wire stringing sites reduced.
e Guard structures added at road crossings.
Modification

IV Sub Construction Yard

e Yard relocated northwest of Imperial Valley Substation to accommodate
flight path.

e Size of yard reduced from 26.36 acres to 4.96 acres.

Dunaway Road Construction Yard
e  Size of construction yard reduced from 30.69 to 9.93 acres.

Other
e  Eliminate construction yard near MP5.

e Accommodate Stirling Energy transmission line crossing.

e Accommodate flight path (cannot fly steel over the 500-kV line).

Primary Reason e Reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation and species, cultural resources, and dry

washes

e Reduce ground disturbance

Other Considerations Adjust for improved engineering design and constructability.
MMCRP Measures B-1a, C-1a and 1b, GEO-APM-5, PU-APM-1, and WQ-APM-2
4-8 | Page Project Modification Report
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR2. EP363-1 to EP333 (Dunaway Road)

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR2 below.

No rare plants would be affected by the modified Project or FESSR.

The modification would reduce FESSR impacts to desert scrub and non-vegetated
channels and would eliminate impacts to riparian scrub in this location.

The modification would reduce FESSR impacts to flat tailed horned lizard habitat in this
location.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 62 cultural sites and 35 isolated finds in this PMR unit, most of which were
identified in the surveys for the EIR/EIS. Of these resources, 19 would be affected by
the FESSR and modified Project and an additional 23 would be affected by the FESSR.
The modified Project shifted work areas at two structures and access roads to five
structures to avoid cultural resources. Impacts under the modified Project would be
reduced. See Table PMR2 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The proposed modification and FESSR would occur on BLM lands. The modification
would reduce the total area of federal land affected by the Project in this location.
There are no sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the FESSR or modified Project. The

Land Use . - o .
construction yard is in close proximity to the Dunaway OHV Staging Area and
appropriate coordination with the Recreation Officer is in process in an effort to reduce
impacts to recreationists utilizing this area.
Noise No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.
The modification would not noticeably change the overall impacts of the FESSR on
visual resources, although the reduction in ground disturbance would reduce long-term
Visual visible land scarring. Because it would still be prominently visible to OHV recreationists

accessing the Yuha Desert south of I-8, the Dunaway Yard would have similar
temporary visual effects as the FESSR yard.

Water Resources
Waters of US

State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR2 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduction
because of the reduced ground disturbance.

Project Modification
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR2

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent  Temporary Total
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 21.85 101.50 123.35
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.44 1.03 1.47
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 8.49 106.54 115.03
Riparian Scrubs 0.36 0.61 0.97
FESSR Total 31.14 209.68 240.82
Permanent  Temporary Total
. Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 8.33 33.58 41.91
Mpcr):;:cetd Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.26 0.60 0.86
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 5.18 10.08 15.26
Mod Proj Total 13.77 44.25 58.03
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Flat Tailed Horned Lizard BLM Management Area 22.26 103.25 12551
Distribution Area 8.88 12.96 21.84
Modified Project Flat Tailed Horned Lizard BLM Management Area 954 36.87 46.41
Distribution Area 4.23 7.38 11.61
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural resource Inventory FESSR Mpfgjlgcetd
Habitation Site IMP-269 1 1
IMP-2085 1 1
Lithic Scatter IMP-8740 ! !
IMP-8744 1 1
IMP-8824 1 1
Lithic Scatter/Ceramic Scatter IMP-8665 1 1
Lithic Scatter/Mining IMP-8741 1 1
Lithic Scatter/Rock Carin IMP-8739 1 1
Pending id AGH-5 1 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter IMP-1015/4348 1 .
IMP-3784/3785/4340/4341/4344 1 1
10B-8 1 1
IMP-2304 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter IMP-8737 1 1
IMP-8766 1 1
IMP-8793 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Historic Refuse IMP-3773 1 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR2

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Trail IMP-3762
Prehistoric Rock Feature BW-50
IMP-3766
IMP-8666
IMP-8669
IMP-8767

Prehistoric Habitation IMP-8697
Prehistoric Isolate (Debitage) IMP-3767
IMP-2086
IMP-2303
IMP-2372
IMP-3749
IMP-3755
IMP-3756/3757
IMP-3768
IMP-8731
IMP-8743
IMP-8868
IMP-2074A
IMP-2074B
Temporary Camp IMP-4349
BS-S-40
IMP-3774
IMP-3775
IMP-8742

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, Trail

Pending Id

R R R RRRP RIPR R R R RRRRRRPRRRPRR R R R|R|R

Total

N
w

19

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 3.05 6.60 9.66
Modified Project 0.78 2.29 3.07

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 3.08 6.68 9.75
Modified Project 0.81 234 3.15
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR3. EP333 to EP324 (Plaster City)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP9.7 to MP12.7

1 Plaster City 3 MS11 to MS14

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the northeast to avoid sensitive resources and relocate and reduce
the size of the Plaster City construction yard. The modification would reduce FESSR impacts to dry washes, flat
tailed horned lizard habitat, cultural resources, waters of the US, and State waters in this PRM unit. There would
be an increase in temporary impacts to desert scrub habitat. Other effects of the modification would be
substantially the same as those of the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute
e ROW shifted to avoid cultural resources, a wetland, and a dry wash.
e Size of temporary work areas reduced at all structures.
o Number of wire stringing sites reduced.
e New access road parallel to SWPL eliminated
e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Plaster City Construction Yard

e  Construction yard moved from near EP329-1 to north of Evan Hewes Highway
80 and EP330-1

e  Yard size reduced from 30.13 acres to 20.27 acres.

Primary Reason

Reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation, cultural resources, and dry washes.

Other Considerations

Protect desert pavement.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, B-7b, Bio-APM-1, Cl1-a and —b, G-2a, GEO-APM-5, WQ-APM-1, and WQ-APM-2

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR3 below.

No rare plants would be affected by the modified Project or FESSR.

The modified Project would have more temporary impacts to desert scrub than the
FESSR but would reduce permanent and temporary impacts to dry washes.

Neither the FESSR nor the modified Project affect the FTHL Management Area; the
modified Project would reduce impacts to flat tailed horned lizard outside the
Management Area.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR3. EP333 to EP324 (Plaster City)

Cultural Resources

There are 6 cultural sites and 5 isolated finds in this PMR unit. The FESSR would affect
7 resources, and the modified Project would affect 1 resource. Under the modified
Project, EP333 through SP324 were shifted and spur roads were designed to avoid
cultural resources. Both the FESSR and modified Project potentially would affect a
prehistoric lithic scatter. If possible, an Environmentally Sensitive Area would be
established around this site and as many sites as possible in close proximity to
construction activities. If a site could not be avoided by direct ground impacts,
eligibility evaluations would be completed. Sites that are found to be eligible for
nomination to the National Register would require additional mitigation prior to the
initiation of ground disturbance. See Table PMR3 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modified Project reduces total impacts to BLM lands and eliminates impacts to
private lands in this location. There are no sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the
FESSR or modified Project impact areas in PMR3. The construction yard is in proximity

Land Use of the Plaster City West OHV Staging Area and appropriate coordination with the
Recreation Officer is in process in an effort to reduce impacts to recreationists utilizing
this area.

Noise No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.
The modification would not noticeably change the overall visual impacts of the FESSR
in this PMR unit. There would be some reduction in long-term visible land scarring
Visual because of the reduced ground disturbance. The modification to the Plaster City
isua

Construction Yard would reduce temporary view blockage of the Coyote and Fish Creek
Mountains to the northwest but cause temporary view blockage of the Fish Creek
Mountains to the north and from of the Plaster City West OHV Staging Area.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR3 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduction
because of the reduced ground disturbance.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR3

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent  Temporary Total
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 4.25 16.58 20.83
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.06 0.05 0.11
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 7.59 27.40 34.98
FESSR Total 11.89 44.03 55.92
. Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 2.59 24.05 26.64
MP::;:;d Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.03 0.03 0.06
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 3.15 3.07 6.22
Mod Proj Total 5.77 27.15 32.92

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Flat Tailed Horned Lizard Distribution Area 11.89 44.03 55.92
Modified Project Flat Tailed Horned Lizard Distribution Area 5.77 27.15 32.92

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR MP(::J'I:cetd
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter IMP-4237 1 1
Historic Road IMP-7886 1
Historic Trail Fages-De Anza Trail 1
Historic Trail IMP-3396 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter IMP-8705 1
Pending Id IMP-8706 !
SU-29 1
Total 7 1
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 1.55 9.37 10.92
Modified Project 0.82 1.12 1.94
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 1.56 9.37 10.92
Modified Project 0.82 1.12 1.94
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR4. EP324 to EP301 (Pyramid Mining)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP12.7 to MP19.1 1 None 4 MS14 to MS20

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would make minor shifts in the alignment to the south to improve construction and engineering
design, reduce the size of work areas, add TSAPs to support helicopter construction, and eliminate a yard south of
the ROW. FESSR impacts to desert scrubs, dry washes, flat tailed horned lizard, Peninsular bighorn sheep, cultural
resources, waters of the US, and State waters would be reduced. Coordination with quarry activities would
continue to ensure access to mineral resources. Other effects of the modification would be substantially the same

as the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

e ROW shifted south between EP318-1 and EP314 and between EP303-2 and EP301.
e  Work areas and access shifted to avoid cultural resources.

e Access roads to EP323-1 and EP324 eliminated to avoid impacts to dry washes.

e Two TSAPs added to support helicopter construction.

e Guard structures added at road crossings.

e  Yard south of ROW, between EP304-2 and EP303-2, eliminated.

Primary Reason

Reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation, cultural resources, and dry washes

Other Considerations

Improve construction and engineering design.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, C-1a and 1b, G-9a, GEO-APM-4, WQ-APM-1, and WQ-APM-2

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial change to the effects of
the FESSR

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

See Table PMR4 below.

Neither the modified Project nor the FESSR would affect rare plants in these locations.

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

The modification reduces FESSR impacts to desert scrub and dry washes in this unit.

Both the modification and FESSR would affect flat tailed horned lizard outside of the
FTHL Management Area and Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat; the modification
reduces the habitat impacts.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 14 cultural sites in PMR4, most of which were identified in the FESSR surveys.
The FESSR potentially would affect 12 sites; the modified Project potentially would
affect 2. The reduced impacts under the modification are from changes in the size and
location of work areas at three structures and the design of access to two structures.
Environmentally Sensitive exclusion areas would be established around as many
resources as possible prior to the initiation of ground disturbance. Sites that could not
be avoided of direct impacts would be evaluated for eligibility. Sites that are
determined eligible would require the completion of additional mitigation measures
prior to the initiation of ground disturbance. See Table PMR4 below.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR4. EP324 to EP301 (Pyramid Mining)

Geology/Mineral
Resources

The modification reduces ground disturbance and the associated slope stability and
erosion effects in this PMR unit. From structure EP302 to EP301, both the FESSR and the
modification would impinge on Pyramid Mining’s quarry operations on BLM lands.
SDG&E has met and coordinated with BLM and the Pyramid mining operators regarding
operations in and near the SRPL alighment since 2007. During an onsite meeting in
December 2008, SDG&E reviewed the current alignment with both parties and
discussed how the ongoing mining operations, their access, and/or their long-range
plans might be affected. The shared information resulted in SDG&E siting its access
roads, structures, wire stringing sites, and maintenance pads at locations that would
minimize impacts to the mining operations and the operators’ ability to access and
extract material. BLM played a critical role in these discussions, as the operators are
mining on BLM lands under mining contracts. SDG&E subsequently provided the
revised layout and grading plan to BLM in February 2009 for use in guiding the mining
operations. This coordination is a continuation of efforts initiated for the FESSR and is
the mitigation measure G-9a identified in the MMRCP for this circumstance. As
identified in MMCRP measure G-9a, SDG&E will continue to coordinate with BLM and
the appropriate mining operators to reach an agreement which would ensure the safe
operating rights of the Project and limit loss of mining rights to aggregate resources.
The modification reduces but does not eliminate effects on mineral resources and
would not result in a new significant impact.

Land Use

The modification reduces impacts to BLM lands from 100 to approximately 30 acres.
The modified Project is slightly closer to the nearest sensitive receptor which is
approximately 1225 feet from the alignment yielding no substantial changes to the
effects of the FESSR.

Noise

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change to effects of the FESSR. However, accommodation of mining
operations would entail additional safety and hazard considerations.

Traffic

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

The proposed modification would not noticeably change overall visual impacts but
would reduce long-term visible land scarring.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR4 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US in this unit.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters in this unit.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduction
because of the reduced ground disturbance.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR4

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent  Temporary Total
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 8.74 42.19 50.93
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 1.59 2.16 3.76
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 20.69 24.83 45.52
FESSR Total 31.03 69.18 | 100.21
. Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 3.50 7.42 | 10.92
MP::;::td Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.18 0.62 0.80
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 7.13 10.86 | 17.99
Mod Proj Total 10.81 18.90 | 29.71
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Flat Tailed Horned Lizard Distribution Area 31.02 69.18 100.21
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Occupied Habitat 8.64 12.15 20.79
Modified Flat Tailed Horned Lizard Distribution Area 10.81 18.90 29.71
Project Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Habitat 3.48 6.22 9.71
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR '\ﬂcr)g;:cid
Lithic Scatter IMP-8810 1 1
Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter BW-S-09 1 1
BW-41 1
IMP-3731 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter IMP-3736 1
IMP-8812 1
IMP-8844 1
Prehistoric Rock Feature and Artifact Sc IMP-8813 1
Prehistoric Isolate (Debitage) IMP-8838 1
IMP-3728 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter IMP-3734 1
IMP-3735 1
Total 12 2

Project
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR4
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 7.33 7.98 15.31
Modified Project 1.14 2.07 3.21

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 1,57 5.23 6.78
Modified Project 0.52 131 1.83
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMRS5. EP301 to EP276-1 (Sugarloaf)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheets

MP19.1 to MP24.2 1 (BLM) S2 5 MS20 to MS27

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the location of structures within the FESSR ROW, eliminate a new access road,
relocate a yard, and designate more structures for helicopter construction. FESSR permanent impacts to desert
scrubs, temporary impacts to dry washes, and permanent impacts to barefoot banded gecko, flat tailed horned
lizard, and Peninsular bighorn sheep would be reduced as well as impacts to cultural resources, waters of the US,
and streambeds. Other impacts would be substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant impacts would

result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute
e  Structures shifted within the FESSR ROW.
e Three structures added
e Seven structures changed from conventional to helicopter construction.
e New access road eliminated

(BLM) S2 Construction Yard

e Construction yard relocated from adjacent to ROW to north of County Road
S2

e Construction yard size increased from approximately 22 to 30 acres.

Primary Reason

Reduce impacts to cultural resources.

Other Considerations

Reduce ground disturbance and impacts to sensitive vegetation and dry washes.

Reduce visual resource and recreation area impacts.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, C-1a, C-1b and WQ-APM-2

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial change in the effects
of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

See Table PMR5 below.

Neither the modified Project nor FESSR affect rare plants in these locations,

Vegetation Impacts

Project Modification
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The modification would reduce permanent impacts to desert scrub and temporary
impacts to dry washes; temporary impacts to desert scrub and permanent impacts to
dry washes would be similar to the FESSR.
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMRS5. EP301 to EP276-1 (Sugarloaf)

Species Impacts

RCAs

The modification reduces or has impacts similar to the FESSR on barefoot banded
gecko, flat tailed horned lizard outside of FTHL Management Area, and Peninsular
bighorn sheep.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 12 cultural sites and 4 isolated finds in this location, which were identified in
the FESSR surveys. The FESSR potentially would affect 11 resources; the modified
Project potentially would affect 7. The modification reduces impacts by relocating
structures, and changing the construction methods near MP22 to helicopter to avoid
highly sensitive resources. There are seven sites with the potential for direct ground
impacts. Two are not identified as to type and there is one each identified as
prehistoric artifact scatter, prehistoric habitation, prehistoric habitation with trail,
prehistoric lithic scatter, and prehistoric lithic scatter with a trail. See Table PMR5
below.

Geology/Minerals

The FESSR route would have a pull site for the 500 kV transmission line in an existing
Amex sand and gravel pit at Ocotillo, thereby causing potential impacts to aggregate
extraction and mining operations. The PMR5 modification would cross both the Amex
and Calgrade aggregate pits, however, the line would span above the two pitsin a
straight line. If the mining operators are able to maintain safety parameters and mine
under the transmission line then substantially more aggregate would be available with
the PMR5 modification. As part of ensuring access, the minimum clearance to ground
between structures EP291 and EP302 would be 48.61 ft. The modification would
reduce but not eliminate the impacts associated with the FESSR. As required by
MMCRP measure G-9a coordination with quarry activities that was initiated for the
FESSR would continue. The modification would reduce ground disturbance and
the associated slope stability and erosion effects in this PMR unit. No new
significant impacts would result from the modification.

The FESSR and modified Project are located on public BLM lands and cross through a
portion of one private property parcel. The modification reduces permanent impacts

Land Use . . . .
to BLM lands; temporary impacts remain essentially the same. There are no sensitive
receptors within one-quarter mile of the modified Project or FESSR in this PMR unit.

Noise The modification would have increased noise from helicopters and decreased noise

from truck traffic.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change to effects of the FESSR. As in PMR4, accommodation of mining
operations would entail additional safety and hazard considerations.

Traffic No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.
The modification would have similar visual impacts as the FESSR, with a reduction in
long-term visible land scarring because of reduced ground disturbance. The

Visual concentration of yard activities in a larger construction yard in close proximity to

Imperial Highway (County Road S2) would slightly increase the temporary visual
impact on County Road S2.

Water Resources

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US. Water use impacts would
be similar to or less than the FESSR. See Table PMR5 below.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMRS5. EP301 to EP276-1 (Sugarloaf)

The modification would reduce permanent and temporary impacts to waters of the
Waters of US . .
US, mainly as a result of moving the yard.

State Waters | The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduction

Water Use because of the reduced ground disturbance.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR5

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 22.32 38.81 61.13
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.04 1.23 1.27
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 3.03 4.45 7.48
FESSR Total 25.40 44.49 69.89
. Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 6.82 40.07 46.90
MPS:;:;d Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.05 0.43 0.48
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.72 0.94 1.66
Mod Proj Total 7.59 41.45 49.04
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Barefoot Banded Gecko Suitable Habitat 6.06 6.06
FESSR Flat Tailed Horned Lizard Distribution Area 19.37 44.49 63.86
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Critical Habitat 0.12 0.12
USFWS Occupied Habitat 9.24 9.24
Barefoot Banded Gecko Suitable Habitat 2.05 2.05
Modified Flat Tailed Horned Lizard Distribution Area 5.54 41.45 46.99
Project ) . USFWS Critical Habitat 0.25 0.25
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep ) ]
USFWS Occupied Habitat 1.62 1.62

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR MP(r)ng:cetd
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter LMP-S-61/SPBB-S-7 1 1
Prehistoric Habitation IMP-4228 1 1
Prehistoric Habitation, Trail IMP-103/3710 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter BW-35 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, Trail IMP-3708 1 1
Prehistoric Habitation, Trial IMP-3710 1 1
SPSB-S-5 1 1
Pending Id IMP-334 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter BW-36 1
Historic IMP-3720H 1
SPSB-S-6 1
Total 11 7
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR5
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 1.56 5.19 6.75
Modified Project 0.51 1.24 1.75
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 1.57 5.23 6.79
Modified Project 0.52 131 1.83

Project Modification Report
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR6. EP276-1 to EP255-1 (Desert View Tower)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP24.2 to MP30.3 1 AER 6 MS27 to MS35

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment west, closer to Interstate 8 but at lower elevation to reduce visual
impacts from Desert View Tower. This is made possible by adding 3 towers to the modification. One construction
yard would be eliminated and another (AER) reduced in size. The modification would reduce impacts to a rare
plant, four sensitive vegetation communities, two listed species, cultural resources, waters of the US, and
streambeds. Other effects would be substantially the same as the FESSR. The modification would not result in any
new significant impacts.

Details and Purpose

Reroute

e ROW shifted on improved engineering design.

e  EP264-4 through EP258-2 moved west and lower in elevation to reduce direct
visual impacts.

e Construction accomplished via helicopter access for 18 structures.

e Temporary construction pad added for 3 conventional construction structures.
e One wire pull site eliminated.

Modification e New access road eliminated, replaced with spur roads from existing roads.
e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

AER Construction Yard

e  Size of construction yard reduced from 9.91 acres to 5 acres.

e Construction yard remains in the same location.

Other

e Yard at |-8 split and Old Highway 80 eliminated.

Reduce visual impacts of project as viewed from Desert View Tower, Old Highway 80,

Primary Reason
y and Interstate 8.

Reduce Impacts to listed species and sensitive vegetation types.
Other Considerations Reduce impacts to cultural resources.

Move structures to more level, stable terrain.

MMCRP Measures C-la and -1b, C-6a, C-6e, C-6f, GEO-APM-4, V-2a and VR-APM-6

Environmental Impact Discussion

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial changes to the effects
of the FESSR.

Air Quality
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR6. EP276-1 to EP255-1 (Desert View Tower)

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

The modification would reduce impacts to Wolf’s cholla.

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

The modification would reduce impacts to desert scrubs and dry washes and eliminate
impacts to chaparral and riparian scrub.

The modification would reduce impacts to two listed species: barefoot banded gecko
(state-listed) and Peninsular bighorn sheep (federally-listed).

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 31 cultural sites and 10 isolated finds in this unit. The FESSR would affect 18
sites; the modification would affect 5. Most of the modification is designed to reduce
impacts to two known cultural resources: Old Highway 80 and Desert View Tower.
Environmentally Sensitive Areas would be established around as many sites as possible.
At sites that cannot be avoided by direct impacts, eligibility evaluations would be
completed. Those sites that are found to be eligible for nomination to the National
Register would require additional mitigation prior to the initiation of ground
disturbance. See Table PMR6 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification reduces ground disturbance and the associated slope stability and
erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification reduces impacts to both federal (BLM) and private lands. The

Land Use modification would place a structure and TSAP closer to a single family residence
(sensitive receptor) than the FESSR. This is the only sensitive receptor in the PMR unit.
Noise from helicopter operations would increase, and noise from truck traffic would
Noise decrease. Noise impacts will be minimized and mitigated through the applicable

MMCRP measures as may be required. Otherwise substantially the same as the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR. However, there would be a
reduction in truck traffic.

Visual

The reroute from EP265 to EP258-1 moves the ROW closer to Interstate 8 and adds
three structures in this location. One portion of eastbound Interstate 8 will have direct
in-line view of the structures. Lattice structures would be closer to both Desert View
Tower and Interstate 8 but would be treated with a light- to medium-gray color to
blend in with the landscape. The proposed modification would generally be less
visually impacting to views from Desert Tower and Interstate 8 (I-8). The FESSR would
be situated higher on the ridge, with more occurrences of skylining. The modification
would tend to cause less skylining and be more frequently backdropped by the high-
contrast boulder slopes. The exception is the direct view from the short stretch of
eastbound I-8. The construction yard in this location was considered for an alternate
site south of Jade Mountain, however a suitable site could not be determined that
would avoid flight paths that cross over the top of the existing and adjacent 500kV
transmission line. Some visual impacts would be reduced but the effects of the FESSR
would not substantially change.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR6. EP276-1 to EP255-1 (Desert View Tower)

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR 6 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduction
because of the reduced ground disturbance.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR6
Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Wolf's cholla 51 51
Modified Project | Wolf's cholla | 6 | 6
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 1.94 1.94
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 22.60 29.62 52.22
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.01 0.05 0.07
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 1.40 0.63 2.03
Riparian Scrubs 0.02 0.07 0.09
FESSR Total 25.97 30.38 56.35
Modified Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 8.57 10.33 18.90
P?ojlelcet Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.06 0.06
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.94 0.58 1.52
Mod Proj Total 9.51 10.97 20.48
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Barefoot Banded Gecko Suitable Habitat 14.57 17.16 31.73
FESSR . . USFWS Critical Habitat 15.91 17.16 33.08
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep ) )
USFWS Occupied Habitat 10.06 13.21 23.27
Occupied Habitat
Barefoot Banded Gecko ] P ] 0.39 0.00 0.39
Modified Suitable Habitat 5.18 1.41 6.59
Project . . USFWS Critical Habitat 5.16 1.41 6.57
Peninsular Bighorn Sheep ) )
USFWS Occupied Habitat 4.35 9.56 13.91
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
. Modified
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR Project
Historic Road IMP-7886 1 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter IMP-4706 1 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter/Historic Refuse BW-28 1 1
BC-50
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling ! !
SDI-9188 1 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter BW-22 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling BW-29 1
Prehistoric Habitation IMP-2623 1
IMP-4716 1

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR6

IMP-4718 1

IMP-4724 1

Prehistoric Rock Feature IMP-4711 1

Prehistoric Trail IMP-4717 1

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling BC-51 1

Prehistoric Habitation SDI-9189 1

Prehistoric Isolate (Ground Stone) IMP-4745 1

Prehistoric Rock Feature IMP-4733 1

SDI-6120 1

Total 18 5
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.06 0.07
Modified Project 0.00 0.06 0.06
Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.02 0.08 0.10
Modified Project 0.00 0.07 0.07
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR7. EP255-1 to EP252-1 (Jade Mountain)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP30.2 to MP30.9 1 None 7 MS35

Summary and Conclusion

The modification relocates structures lower on the slopes of Jade Mountain and eliminates an access road. There
would be a reduction in impacts to desert scrubs and a slight increase in impacts to dry washes, Peninsular bighorn
sheep habitat, waters of the US, and streambeds. Effects on cultural resources would be reduced, and those on
visual and other resources would be substantially the same as for the FESSR. The modification would not result in
any new significant impacts.

Details and Purpose

Reroute

e Lowered structures on the slopes of Jade Mountain and eliminated the access

Modification

road to structures.

e Added one structure to accommodate reroute.

Primary Reason

Reduce visual impacts of structures on Jade Mountain.

Other Considerations

Reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation and dry washes.

Reduce ground disturbance.

MMCRP Measures

GEO-APM-5, B-1a, and C-1b.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR7 below.

No rare plants would be affected.

The modification would reduce impacts to desert scrub but result in a slight increase in
impacts to non-vegetated channels. The increase would not be a new significant
impact.

The modification would reduce permanent impacts and increase temporary impacts to
Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat. The increase would not be a new significant impact.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 4 cultural sites and one isolated find in this location; all of which are
previously recorded sites. The FESSR would affect all five; the modification would
affect two sites. Environmentally Sensitive Areas would be established to protect as
many sites as possible from direct impacts. Sites that cannot be avoided by impacts will
be evaluated for eligibility. Sites that are determined to be eligible for the National
Register will require additional mitigation prior to any ground disturbance. The
modification would reduce impacts to cultural resources but the impacts would remain
significant. See Table PMR7 below.

Geology/Minerals

No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR7. EP255-1 to EP252-1 (Jade Mountain)

The modification reduces impacts to private lands by eliminating the access road.

Land Use There are no sensitive receptors within one-quarter mile of the FESSR or modified
Project in this unit.
Noise No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.
The Jade Mountain modification would slightly reduce the impact on views from
Interstate 8 because the down-slope shift in alignment would eliminate the structure
skylining that would occur at the eastern-most structure on Jade Mountain. However,
Visual the modification would not measurably change the impact on views from Old Highway

80 because the reduction in structure skylining would be offset by the visibility of
additional structures. No new significant effects would result from the modification,
and the effects of the FESSR in this area would not be substantially changed.

Water Resources

Waters of US

State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR7 below.

The modification would increase temporary impacts to waters of the US by
approximately 0.10 acre. The increase would not be a new significant impact.

The modification would increase temporary impacts to State waters by approximately
0.10 acre. The increase would not be a new significant impact.

No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR7

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 4.13 5.52 9.65
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.02 0.01 0.03
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.61 0.13 0.74
FESSR Total 4,76 5.66 10.42
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 1.39 4.38 5.77
Modified
Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.00 0.12 0.12
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.04 0.42 0.46
Mod Proj Total 1.43 4,93 6.36
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Occupied Habitat 2.15 2.68 4.83
'\/F'f:gj':;d Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.71 4.25 4.96

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR IVIPc:;Ijl:cetd
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter SDI-7073/7083/8306 1 1
Prehistoric Habitation SDI-7074/7075/7076/15879 1 1
Prehistoric Hearth, Ceramic and Lithic Scatter SDI-6116A 1
Roasting Pit/Lithic Scatter/Ceramic Scatter SDI-6116B 1
Isolate, Core SDI-9170 1
Total 5 2
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.01 0.02
Modified Project 0.00 0.12 0.12
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.02 0.01 0.03
Modified Project 0.00 0.12 0.12
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMRS8. EP252-1 to EP239-1 (Jacumba)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)
MP30.9 to MP34.2 1 Jacumba Airport 8 MS35 to MS39
Jacumba Valley Ranch

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would adjust engineering design and constructability, and add a 34.51-acre construction yard to

replace a construction yard moved out of Quino habitat in PMR9. Permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation

would be reduced and temporary impacts would increase. Barefoot banded gecko would be affected along the

alighment. Impacts to cultural resources would be reduced, and impacts to visual resources would increase or

remain substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute
e  One wire pull site eliminated.
e Temporary construction pads reduced at all structures.
e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Jacumba Valley Ranch Construction Yard

e New 34.51-acre yard located south of Interstate 8, adjacent to EP242.
Replaces yard in PMR9 eliminated to avoid Quino.

Primary Reason

Improve engineering design and constructability and replace yard in PMR9

Other Considerations

Reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation and dry washes

Reduce impacts to cultural resources

MMCRP Measures

B-1, C-1a and 1b, Ag-1a, CR-APM-2, and GEO-APM-5.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial changes in the effects
of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

See Table PMRS8 below.

No impacts to rare plants would occur under the FESSR or modification.

The modification would reduce permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation types but
would increase temporary impacts to chaparral and desert scrub. The increase is
associated with the Jacumba Valley Ranch Yard, which replaces a 30-acre yard in desert
scrub in PMRO.

Species Impacts

The modification would result in impacts to one state listed species — barefoot banded
gecko. The FESSR would not affect gecko at this location, but impacts of the FESSR on
this gecko were considered in the Final EIR/EIS. SDG&E has submitted a 2081 Incidental
Take Permit Application to CDFG and is seeking authorization for take. The
modification reduces impacts to Quino occupied habitat by providing a feasible location
for a large construction yard along this portion of the route.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMRS8. EP252-1 to EP239-1 (Jacumba)

RCAs

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 30 cultural sites and 18 isolated finds in this location, most of which were
included in the Final EIR/EIS surveys. The FESSR would affect 25 sites; the modification
would affect 14. Under the FESSR and modification, Environmentally Sensitive Areas
would be established to the degree possible at sites to avoid direct ground disturbance.
At sites where avoidance could not be achieved, site eligibility evaluations would be
completed. Sites that are determined eligible for nomination to the National Register
would require additional mitigation prior to ground disturbance. The modification
would reduce but not eliminate the FESSR impacts. See Table PMR8 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce permanent ground disturbance but increase temporary
disturbance by approximately 24 acres. The effects of the increase, and of all ground
disturbance under the modification, would be addressed through the same erosion
control and slope stability measures that would apply to the FESSR. The modification
would not result in a new significant impact.

The modification would reduce use of BLM lands and increase use private lands for the
Project in this unit. There are two residential sensitive receptors within a quarter mile
of the construction yard and one industrial site sensitive receptor near an access road

Land Use . . L
and structure pad. The impacts to sensitive receptors would be minimized and
mitigated in the same ways that would apply to the FESSR. The modification would not
result in any new significant impacts.
The modification would introduce traffic and equipment noise at and along the access
Noise road to the airport and construction yard. The impacts would be minimized and

mitigated through the applicable MMCRP measures. The modification would not result
in a new significant impact.

Public Safety/Hazards

The Jacumba Valley Ranch site is within the area modeled for fire risks.

The modification would increase traffic on Old Highway 80 but would not cause

Traffic significant traffic impacts as determined in the Traffic Impact Study. Impacts would be
minimized through applicable MMCRP measures.
The visual impacts of the reroute and airport construction yard would be the same as
the FESSR. The Jacumba Valley Ranch Construction Yard would introduce industrial
Visual character into a landscape that lacks such characteristics and would be prominently

visible from Interstate 8. However, the visual impacts would be temporary. The
increase in visual impacts would not be a new significant impact.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMRS8 below.

The modification eliminates impacts to waters of the US in this unit.

The modification eliminated impacts to State waters in the unit.

The modification would increase water use in this unit because of the addition of the
yard, but would not increase the Project’s overall water use (the yard replaces one in
PMR9).

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR8

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 1.62 3.53 5.15
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 5.20 13.68 | 18.88
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.23 0.64 0.87
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 5.34 451 9.85
Woodlands and Forests 0.68 1.24 1.92
FESSR Total 13.08 23.59 36.67
Chaparrals 1.43 19.21 | 20.64
i Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 5.16 22.00 | 27.16
NFI’Cr)SjI:cetd Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.06 0.19 0.25
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 1.20 5.96 7.16
Woodlands and Forests 0.38 0.30 0.69
Mod Proj Total 8.23 47.67 | 55.90
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR None None 0 0 0
Nllcr):jzlcetd Barefoot Banded Gecko Suitable Habitat 3.22 3.12 6.34
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR '\ﬂcr)g;:cetd

Lithic Scatter SDI-7051 1 1

SDI-7052 1 1

Lithic Scatter/Ceramic Scatter SDI-19035 1 1

9C-3 1 1

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter SDI-11686 1 1

SDI-7059 1 1

SDI-7060 1 1

Prehistoric Habitation SDI-7074/7075/7076/15879 1 1

SDI-19281/SPED-S-12 1 1

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter SDI-7044/7046/7087/8432 1 1

SPED-S-11 1 1

Rock Shelter SDM-C-553 1 1

Temporary Camp SDI-7086 1 1

SDI-7087 1 1

Historic Refuse Scatter SDI-9160H 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR8
Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter SDI-19033 1
Prehistoric Habitation SDI-11687 1
Duplicate SDI-8432 1
Historic Refuse SDI-9167 1
Lithic Scatter SDI-11684 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SDI-6776 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Historic Refuse SDI-7053/9166 1
Artifact Scatter SDI-7044 1
Quarry, Quartz SDI-7046 1
Quarry, Andesite SDI-8430 1
Total 25 14
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.00 0.01
Modified Project 0.00 0.00 0.00
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.02 0.00 0.02
Modified Project 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR9. EP239-1 to EP229-1 (Quino)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP34.2 to MP36.6

1 None 9 MS-39 to MS-43

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the north and eliminate a construction yard to avoid Quino
checkerspot butterfly (Quino) habitat. It also would eliminate a new access road and designate additional
structures for helicopter construction. The modification would reduce ground disturbance by approximately 50

acres and would reduce FESSR impacts to rare plants, sensitive vegetation communities, Quino, and cultural

resources. It also would eliminate impacts to waters of the US and State waters in this unit. Other effects of the

modification would be substantially the same as those of the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from

the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute

e ROW shifted north to avoid Quino occupied habitat and designated critical
habitat.

e Length of spans on two private properties (Recht William Living Trust and
Jacumba LLC) reduced by approximately 500 feet each.

e One wire pull site eliminated and one relocated within ROW.
e Construction changed to helicopter access for 9 structures.

e New access road eliminated; replaced with tower staging/access pads for
accessing structures and utilization of existing roads.

e Size of temporary construction pads reduced at all structures.
e  Guard structures added at road crossing.

e Construction yard eliminated (replaced with yard in PMRS).

Primary Reason

Avoid impacts to the Jacumba Quino population.

Other Considerations

Minimize impacts to ephemeral streams.

Avoid agricultural underground irrigation system on private property.

MMCRP Measures

AG-1a, B-7i, C-1a and 1b, C-6e, GEO-APM-5, L2-b, CR-APM-2, and S-2a.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial changes to the effects
of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

See Table PMR9 below.

The modification avoids impacts to a few individuals of two rare plants. This is not a
substantial change to FESSR effects on rare plants.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR9. EP239-1 to EP229-1 (Quino)

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

The modification would reduce impacts chaparrals, desert scrubs, and non-vegetated
channels.

The modification would reduce impacts to Quino occupied and designated critical
habitat.

RCAs

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 18 cultural resource sites in this unit. The FESSR would affect 11; the
modified Project would affect 2. The modification results in direct avoidance of 8
archaeological sites. See Table PMR9 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification would reduce impacts to private lands, including conserved lands
owned by the Nature Conservancy, primarily through elimination of the construction
yard and access road and incorporation of helicopter construction. Although reduced,

Land Use . . . .
impacts to conserved lands would still occur. The modification also reduces impacts to
Jacumba Valley Ranch crop land and avoids impacts to an underground irrigation
system.
Noise No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

The ROW has been moved further away from homes in Jacumba and the SWPL,
reducing risk to homes and reducing containment conflict. Fire risk would remain the
same. No substantial change in effects to the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR, with some reduction in truck traffic
because of the increase in helicopter construction and relocation of construction yard.

Visual

The modification would reduce the impact on views from the community of Jacumba
and Old Highway 80 because the shift in alignment to the north would reduce (though
not eliminate) structure skylining at four structure locations visible from Jacumba and
the road. However, there would not be substantial change in overall visual impacts.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR9 below.

The modification would eliminate 0.01 acre of impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would eliminate 0.02 acre of impacts to State Waters.

No substantial change in effects, with some potential for a reduction in water use
because of the reduced ground disturbance.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR9
Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)
Permanent Temporary Total
Palmer's grappling hook
FESSR . grappiing 2 2
Sticky geraea 5 2 7
Modified Project | None | |
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 6.54 10.49 17.03
Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 2.77 34.23 37.01
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.02 0.00 0.02
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 2.29 1.59 3.88
Woodlands and Forests 0.24 0.92 1.16
FESSR Total 11.86 47.23 59.09
Chaparrals 3.69 2.33 6.03
Modified .
Project Desert Scrub and Dune Habitats 0.42 0.42
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.48 0.65 1.14
Mod Proj Total 4.17 341 7.59
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
USFWS Critical Habitat 8.20 10.80 19.01
FESSR Quino Checkerspot Butterfly . .
USFWS Occupied Habitat 11.05 44.29 55.33
ifi USFWS Critical Habitat 1.68 0.01 1.69
MOd_I led Quino Checkerspot Butterfly . )
Project USFWS Occupied Habitat 3.44 2.75 6.19

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

. Modified
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR Project
SDI-19303 1 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling
SDI-7030/7951/9153/19268 1 1
9C-14 1
Historic Mining 9C-9 1
SDI-19267 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 9C-13 1
9C-10 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter SDI-19302 1
SPED-S-10 1
SPED-S-9 1
Pending Id
SPSB-S-2 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR9
Total | 11 2
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.00 0.01
Modified Project 0.00 0.00 0.00

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.02 0.00 0.02
Modified Project 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR10. EP229-1 to EP221A (Bankhead Springs)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP36.6 to MP38.3

1 None 10 MS43 to MS46

Summary and Conclusion

This modification would shift the alignment to the north and change construction from conventional to helicopter

to avoid steep mountainsides containing large boulders and rocky outcrops. The modification would reduce

ground disturbance and impacts to chaparrals, woodlands, and Quino habitat. There would be increases in

temporary impacts to non-vegetated channels, waters of the US, and State waters. Other effects of the

modification would be substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from the

modification.
Details and Purpose
Reroute
e ROW shifted north.
e Two wire pull sites eliminated.
e Construction accomplished via helicopter access for 5 structures.
Modification

e New access road eliminated; replaced with tower staging/access pads for
accessing structures and utilization of existing roads.

e Number and size of temporary construction pads reduced.

e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Primary Reason

Avoid steep mountainsides containing large boulders and rocky outcrops.

Other Considerations

Reduce impacts to sensitive vegetation.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, GEO-APM-4, GEO-APM-5, C-1a, C1-b, V-2d, CR-APM-2, and WQ-APM-2.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial change in effects of
the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR10 below.

The modification would have temporary impacts on sticky geraea; the FESSR would
not.

Impacts to chaparrals and woodlands would be reduced. There would be a small
increase in impacts to non-vegetated channels.

Impacts to Quino occupied and critical habitat would be reduced.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

Three sites in this unit were identified in the cultural resource inventory; one
subsequently has been determined to not be a site. The modified Project would avoid
a historic mining site affected by the FESSR. See Table PMR10 below.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR10. EP229-1 to EP221A (Bankhead Springs)

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification would reduce impacts to private lands in this location. There are

Land Use seven sensitive receptors (one commercial and six residential) within one-quarter mile
of impact areas.
No substantial change in effects of the FESSR, with an increase in noise from
Noise helicopters and a decrease in noise from truck traffic. Any impacts would be

minimized and mitigated through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR, with a reduction in traffic.

Visual

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR

Water Resources

Waters of US

State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR10 below.

The modification would result in minimal impacts to waters of the US; the FESSR would
not.

The modification would result in minimal impacts to State waters; the FESSR would
not.

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR, with the potential for reduced use in this
unit because of the reduction in ground disturbance.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR10

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR None 0 0 0
Modified Project Sticky geraea 25 | 25

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

Chaparrals 8.03 10.69 | 18.72

FESSR Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.04 0.07 0.10
Woodlands and Forests 0.33 0.69 1.02

FESSR Total 8.40 11.45 19.84

Chaparrals 2.48 1.49 3.97

Modified | Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.08 0.08
Project Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.28 0.14 0.43
Woodlands and Forests 0.01 0.01

Mod Proj Total 2.76 1.73 4.49

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

USFWS Critical Habitat . . .
FESSR Quino Checkerspot Butterfly . . 275 >13 788
USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.57 1.37 1.94

ifi USFWS Critical Habitat . . .
Mod.|f|ed Quino Checkerspot Butterfly . . 0.85 0.02 0.87
Project USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.39 0.39

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

. Modified
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR Project
Not a Site SPAP-S-14 1 1
Historic Mining SPED-S-21 1
Total 2 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR10

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 0.00 0.00

Modified Project 0.00 0.02 0.02
Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 0.00 0.00

Modified Project 0.00 0.08 0.08
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR11. EP221A to EP219-1 (Jackson-Gatlin)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP38.3 to MP39.2

1 None 11 MS46 to MS48

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alighment to the south to avoid coast live oak trees, existing structures on private

property, and non-vegetated channels. It also would eliminate the construction yard on Lansing Industry

properties, replacing it and one in PMR12 with a new yard in PMR13 (Rough Acres). Impacts to grasslands, waters

of the US, and State waters would be reduced; impacts to cultural resources would be avoided. Other effects of

the modification would be substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant impacts would result from the

modification.
Details and Purpose
Reroute
e ROW shifted south on the Jackson-Gatlin property to avoid spans over existing
buildings.
e ROW extended to the east on the Wuest property, closer to the parcel
boundary.
Modification e EP220-1 shifted west to avoid impacts to coast live oak trees from wire

sagging after construction.
e One wire pull site eliminated, one relocated off wetland north of EP220-1.
e  Access roads modified slightly.
e Guard structures added at road crossing.

e Construction yard eliminated (replaced with new yard in PMR13).

Primary Reason

Accommodate request from landowners (Jackson and Gatlin)

Other Considerations

Avoid coast live oak trees and non-vegetated channels.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, BIO-APM 16, BIO-APM-18, CR-APM-2, C-1a and 1b, and L-2b.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR11 below.

The modification would have slightly more permanent impacts on sticky geraea than
the FESSR.

The modification would reduce impacts to grasslands by approximately 14 acres;
impacts to chaparral, non-vegetated channels, and woodlands also would be reduced
by small amounts.

Neither the FESSR nor modified Project would affect special status species in this unit.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR11. EP221A to EP219-1 (Jackson-Gatlin)

Cultural Resources

There are 11 cultural sites and 1 isolated find in this unit, which was not included in the
surveys for the Final EIR/EIS. The FESSR would affect 2 of the sites; the modified
Project would not affect any. See Table PMR11 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification reduces land use conflicts on the Jackson-Gatlin property. There are

Land Use 10 sensitive receptors within one-quarter mile of impact areas: 1 commercial and 9
residential.
Noise No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Water Resources

Waters of US

State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR11 below.

The modification would avoid permanent impacts and reduce temporary impacts to
0.01 acre.

The modification would avoid permanent impacts and reduce temporary impacts to
0.02 acre.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduced
water use because of the reduction in ground disturbance.
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05.14.10

Report Page|4-45




Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR11

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
Desert beauty 5 5
FESSR Sticky geraea 16 16
Modified Project De.sert beauty 2 2
Sticky geraea 30 30
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 2.00 4.09 6.09
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.27 0.91 1.18
FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 0.08 14.14 | 14.23
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.01 0.12 0.13
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.14 25.63 | 25.76
Woodlands and Forests 0.77 0.77
FESSR Total 2.51 45.66 | 48.17
Chaparrals 1.79 2.95 4.74
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.14 0.14
Mod.ified Grasslands and Meadows 0.09 0.09
Project
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.00 0.02 0.02
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.44 0.05 0.49
Mod Proj Total 2.24 3.25 5.49

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project.

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR '\ﬁ?:;::td
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SDI-6904 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 9C-20 1
Total 2 0
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.08 24.27 24.36
Modified Project 0.00 0.01 0.01
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.09 24.27 24.36
Modified Project 0.00 0.02 0.02
PMR12. EP219-1 to EP206-1 (State Corrections)
Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR12. EP219-1 to EP206-1 (State Corrections)

MP39.2 to MP41.6

1 None 12

MS48 to MS50

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the north where it parallels I-8 and to the east to improve

engineering design. It also would eliminate a construction yard west of EP215, replacing it and the construction

yard from PMR11 with a new construction yard in PMR13 (Rough Acres). The modification would reduce ground

disturbance and impacts to chaparrals, coastal and montane scrubs, non-vegetated channels, waters of the US,

and State waters. Other effects would be substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant effects would

result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute
e  One structure eliminated.

e New access road eliminated, replaced with smaller spur access roads and use
of existing roads.

e Size of the temporary construction pads reduced.
e Guard structures added at road crossings.

e Eliminate yard west of EP215

Primary Reason

Improve engineering design

Other Considerations

Reduce ground disturbance and impacts to US and State waters.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, GEO-APM-5, T-1a, C-1a, C-1b, CR-APM-2, and WQ-APM-2.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR12 below.

The modification would affect more Jacumba milk-vetch and sticky geraea than the
FESSR.

The modification would reduce impacts to chaparrals, coastal and montane scrubs, and
non-vegetated channels. There would be a half-acre increase in temporary impacts to
non-vegetated channels.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect special status wildlife.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There are 4 cultural sites and 5 isolated finds in this PMR unit. The FESSR would affect
3; the modification would affect 2. See Table PMR12 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

Land Use

The modification would reduce impacts to private lands in this unit; there also would
be a small reduction in impacts to State lands. There are no sensitive receptors within
one-quarter mile of impact areas.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR12. EP219-1 to EP206-1 (State Corrections)

Noise

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR12 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduced
water use because of the reduction in ground disturbance.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR12

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total

Campo pea 1 1

FESSR Jacumba milk-vetch 25 3 28
Sticky geraea 33 46 79

Modified Project Jacumba milk-vetch 14 16 30
Sticky geraea 11 77 88

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 4.24 15.92 20.17
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 3.60 16.74 20.34
FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 0.40 0.40
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.03 0.22 0.25
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.67 1.42 2.09
Woodlands and Forests 0.87 0.87
FESSR Total 8.94 35.18 44.12
Chaparrals 1.77 6.79 8.55
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 2.50 5.04 7.54

Modified
Project Grasslands and Meadows 0.34 0.65 0.99
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.00 0.00 0.01
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 1.16 0.49 1.65
Mod Proj Total 5.76 12.97 18.74

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR '\;I(:gjl:cid
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SDI-4788 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter BC-8 1 1
Historic Mine/Structure BC-7 1
Total 3 2
Project Modification Report Page|4-49

05.14.10




Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR12

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.13 0.15
Modified Project 0.01 0.01 0.02

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.03 0.22 0.25
Modified Project 0.00 0.01 0.02
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR13. EP206-1 to EP196-1 (Rough Acres)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP41.6 to MP44.1 1

Rough Acres 13 MS50 to MS53

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment west of McCain Valley Road, eliminate two structures to accommodate
a request from a property owner, eliminate a construction yard below MP44, and add a new construction yard
(Rough Acres) west of EP205-6. The new construction yard would be a main staging area for construction of the
500kV line and would consolidate the functions of eliminated yards in PMR11, PMR12, and PMR13. The
modification would increase ground disturbance by approximately 50 acres and would increase temporary impacts
to Jacumba milk-vetch, chaparrals, coastal and montane scrubs, and visual resources. It would reduce impacts to
non-vegetated channels, riparian and woodland habitats, Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat, and US and State
waters. Other effects would be substantially the same as the FESSR. Although the modification would increase
certain effects, it would not result in new significant impacts.

Details and Purpose

Reroute
e ROW shifted west to make tangent, shorter access roads from existing roads.
e Two structures eliminated.

Modification e  One wire pull site eliminated.

e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Rough Acres Yard
e New 92.46-acre yard located west of McCain Valley Road.

Accommodate landowner request.
Primary Reason
Consolidate construction yard functions.

Other Considerations

Accommodate increased helicopter use

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, C-1a, C-1b, CR-APM-2, BIO-APM-18, L-2b, and WQ-APM-2.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

See Table PMR13 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to sticky geraea and increase impacts to
Jacumba milk-vetch. Approximately 400 more individual Jacumba milk-vetch plants
have been detected in the modification impact areas than in the FESSR's.

Rare Plants

Temporary impacts to chaparrals and coastal and montane scrubs would increase.

Vegetation Impacts L . i
g p Impacts to all other sensitive vegetation types would be reduced or eliminated.

Species Impacts | Impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat would be reduced.

RCAs

Not applicable to the FESSR or modification in this unit.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR13. EP206-1 to EP196-1 (Rough Acres)

Cultural Resources

There are 11 cultural resource sites and 15 isolated finds in this unit. The FESSR would
affect 6, and the modification would affect 5. The impacts of the modification would
be substantially the same as the FESSR. See Table PMR13 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would increase ground disturbance in this unit. Slope stability and
erosion control issues would be addressed through the same measures that apply to
the FESSR. Although ground disturbance would increase, the type and severity of
impacts would not be greater than that associated with construction yards in other
PMR units. There also would be a concomitant reduction in ground disturbance in
PMR11 and PMR12 where yards were eliminated.

Land Use

The modification would reduce impacts to federal (BLM) lands and eliminates impacts
to Tribal lands in this unit. The amount of private land used for the Project
substantially increases with the addition of the Rough Acres Yard. There is one
sensitive receptor (residential) within one-quarter mile of the impacts areas. Although
the modified construction yard is proposed in a new location, the land owner was
notified about the project during the EIR/EIS process regarding other project impacts
including the eliminated construction yards. The land owner has confirmed that the
landing strip is not in operation at this time and will not be adversely impacted by the
project use.

Noise

The modification would result in increased noise in the vicinity of the Rough Acres
Yards. The type and severity of the effects would not be greater than that associated
with the yards proposed for the FESSR in other PMR units. Any impacts would be
minimized and mitigated through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required.

Public Safety/Hazards

Although there are safety and hazard risks associated with the Rough Acres Yard, the
yard is located in a remote area and would not pose significant risks to adjacent
residences or businesses. Safety and hazard issues would be addressed in the same
way that applies to other yards under the FESSR or modified Project.

Traffic

Because the Rough Acres Construction Yard would be a main staging area for the
500kV line and would be larger than the eliminated yard, it would generate more
traffic than the FESSR construction yard(s). Effects of the increase would be minimized
and mitigated through traffic management measures as coordinated with the
appropriate jurisdictions.

Visual

Although the proposed modification would result in an increase in ground disturbance
(which would increase long-term visible land scarring), the consolidation of
construction yards from three to one would reduce the overall prominence of
construction yards along this route segment. The reroute would cause a greater
degree of view blockage of McCain Valley and ridges to the southwest and west when
viewed from southbound McCain Valley Road, but the modification and the FESSR
route would generally exhibit similar structure visibility and prominence. The effects of
the modification would be substantially the same as the FESSR.

4-52 | Page

Project Modification Report
05.14.10




4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR13. EP206-1 to EP196-1 (Rough Acres)

Water Resources See Table PMR13 below.

Waters of US | Impacts to waters of the US would be reduced.

State Waters | Impacts to State waters would be reduced.

Water use in the unit potentially would increase because of the increase in ground
Water Use | disturbance. However, there would be a concomitant reduction in uses in the units
where construction yards were eliminated.
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR13

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
Desert beauty 2 2
FESSR Jacumba milk-vetch 33 509 542
Sticky geraea 26 211 237
Desert beauty 1 1
Mo.dified Jacumba milk-vetch 13 928 941
Project
Sticky geraea 15 15
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 4.21 22.40 26.62
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.05 17.83 17.88
Grasslands and Meadows 1.38 1.38
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.49 0.49
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.10 0.79 0.88
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 2.52 2.52
Woodlands and Forests 2.34 2.34
FESSR Total 4.36 47.75 52.11
Chaparrals 4.30 49.54 53.83
- Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.47 28.42 28.89
Nllch:;:Cetd Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.05 0.05
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.06 22.59 22.65
Woodlands and Forests 1.18 1.18
Mod Proj Total 4.82 101.78 | 106.60
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.32 6.58 6.90
Mpfgjlzcetd Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Occupied Habitat 017 0.10 0.27
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR '\AP?:jl(feﬁd

SDI-19301 1 1

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SDI-4788 1 1

SPED-S-5 1 1

Prehistoric Habitation SDI-19001 1 1

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter BC-2/SPED-S-5 1 1

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter BC-1 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR13

Total | 6 5
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.00 0.13 0.15
Modified Project 0.00 0.04 0.04
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.00 0.49 0.49
Modified Project 0.00 0.09 0.09
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR14. EP196-1 to EP170 (McCain Valley)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP44.1 to MP50.4

1 McCain Valley 14 MS53 to MS60

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the east slightly and add temporary work areas to facilitate

construction. It also would slightly expand the McCain Valley construction yard identified in the FESSR. The

modification would reduce permanent impacts and increase temporary impacts to chaparrals. Impacts to US and

State waters also would increase. Other effects would be substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant

impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute

e Temporary work areas (200 feet by 200 feet) added to facilitate construction.
e  Structures shifted lower on the slopes and/or away from rock outcrops.

e Two wire pull sites relocated within the ROW.

e Construction accomplished via helicopter access for 3 structures.

e New access road eliminated and/or modified, some replaced with tower
staging/access pads, smaller spur access roads and use of existing roads.

e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

McCain Valley Construction Yard

e Construction yard resized to 32.93 acres.

Primary Reason

Improve engineering design.

Other Considerations

Reduce visual impacts.

MMCRP Measures

GEO-APM-4, GEO-APM-5, V-2a, V-2d, V-3a, V-63, C-1a, C-1b, and CR-APM-2.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial change to effects of
the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

See Table PMR14 below.

The FESSR and modification would affect the same rare plants; differences in impacts
are relatively small.

The modification would result in increased temporary impacts and reduced permanent
impacts to chaparrals. Impacts to other sensitive vegetation types would be similar to
the FESSR.

The modification would affect 0.14 acre of Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat; the FESSR
would not.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR14. EP196-1 to EP170 (McCain Valley)

RCAs | Not applicable to the FESSR or modification in this unit.

There are 17 cultural sites and 8 isolated finds in this unit. The FESSR would affect 12;

Cultural Resources the modification would affect 11. See Table PMR14 below.

Geology/Minerals No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

The construction yard would be moved slightly to the east, but would still remain on
BLM lands. Although this modification moves closer to one sensitive receptor their

Land Use . . . .
would still be greater than one quarter mile separation. No substantial change to the
effects of the FESSR.
Noise from helicopter operations would increase, and noise from truck traffic would
Noise decrease. Noise impacts will be minimized and mitigated through the applicable

MMCRP measures as may be required. No substantial change to the effects of the
FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.
Visual No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.
Water Resources See Table PMR14 below.

Waters of US | The modification would slightly increase impacts to waters of the US.

State Waters | The modification would slightly increase impacts to State waters.

Water Use | No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR14

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total

Desert beauty 2 1 3

FESSR Jacumba milk-vetch 15 8 23
Sticky geraea 64 3 67

Desert beauty 1 1 2

Modified Project Jacumba milk-vetch 2 14 16
Sticky geraea 40 12 52

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 21.61 37.48 | 59.09
FESSR Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 1.16 1.71 2.86
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.03 0.05 0.09
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.02 0.03 0.06
FESSR Total 22.82 39.28 62.10
Chaparrals 16.62 49.03 | 65.65
Modified | Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.91 0.64 1.55
Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.12 0.03 0.15
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 1.22 0.02 1.24
Mod Proj Total 18.87 49.72 | 68.59
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR None
Nllcr)s;:cetd Peninsular Bighorn Sheep USFWS Habitat 0.03 0.11 0.14

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

. Modified
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR Project
Historic Refuse SPED-S-18 1 1
BC-12
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter ! !
SDI-19293 1 1
Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter/Historic Refuse SPED-S-2 1 1
Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter/Historic Refuse SPED-S-3 1 1
L - SDI-19001 1 1
Prehistoric Habitation
SDI-19018 1 1
BC-5
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter ! !
SPBB-S-1 1 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR14

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter/Historic Refuse BC-6 1 1
Unknown SDI-19298 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SDI-19292
Total 12 11
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.02 0.04 0.05
Modified Project 0.12 0.02 0.14
Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.03 0.05 0.09
Modified Project 0.24 0.03 0.27
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR15. EP170 to EP141 (JAM)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP50.4 to MP53.4

1 None 15 MS60 to MS63

Summary and Conclusion

The modification is a result of the implementation of MMCRP measure WR-2a and would shift the alignment to the
south to avoid the JAM Investments private property, reduce the length of the ROW by 3,600 feet, eliminate five
structures, and designate 11 structures for helicopter construction (See Section 3.3.6 for more detail). A

construction yard north of EP142-1 would be eliminated. The modification would reduce ground disturbance,

eliminate impacts to grasslands and woodlands, avoid or reduce impacts to USFS suitable habitat for three listed

species, reduce impacts to RCAs in CNF, avoid impacts to cultural resources, and reduce some visual impacts.

There would be a small increase in impacts to chaparral. Shifting the alignment south would place one helicopter-
constructed structure in a CNF Back Country Non-Motorized Zone, and as disclosed in the Final EIR/EIS, the use in
that area would be inconsistent with the CNF Land Management Plan and would require a plan amendment. No

new significant effects would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute

e ROW shifted south to avoid private properties, and sensitive vegetation and
species.

e  Construction accomplished via helicopter access for 11 structures.
e 5structures eliminated; Length of ROW reduced by 3,600 feet.
e  Wire pull sites relocated due to alignment shift.

e  Construction yard on JAM property north of EP142-1 eliminated.

Primary Reason

Comply with MMCRP measure WR-2a.
Avoid the JAM Investments, Inc. property.

Other Considerations

Avoid coast live oak woodland on USFS land.
Reduce impacts to suitable habitat for special status species.

Address inconsistency with allowed uses in CNF Back County Non-Motorized Zone.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, BIO-APM-18, L-2b, WR-2a, C1-a, C-1b, CR-APM-2, B-7 and GEO-APM-5.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial change in effects of
the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

See Table PMR15 below.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect rare plants in this unit.

The modification would eliminate impacts to grasslands and woodlands and would
result in a small increase in temporary impacts to chaparrals.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR15. EP170 to EP141 (JAM)

Species Impacts

The modification would avoid USFS modeled habitat for Laguna Mountains skipper and
San Bernardino bluegrass and reduce impacts to USFS modeled habitat for arroyo toad.

RCAs

The modification would eliminate temporary impacts and reduce permanent impacts
to RCAs in CNF.

Cultural Resources

There are 12 cultural sites and 1 isolated find in this unit. The FESSR would affect 3,
and the modification would not affect any. See Table PMR15 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification would eliminate impacts to private lands and increase impacts to
BLM lands. The modification would place a helicopter-constructed structure in a CNF
Back County Non-Motorized Zone. As indicated in the Final EIR/EIS, that use would be

L . . .
and Use inconsistent with the CNF Land Management Plan, and an amendment to the Land
Management Plan would be required to allow the use. See section 3.3.6 for additional
details.
Noise No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR. Any impacts would be minimized

and mitigated through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required.

Public Safety/Hazards

The ROW has been moved further away from the JAM ranch and reducing risk to
homes.

Traffic

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

The proposed modification would reduce the visual impact along this route segment.
By diverging from McCain Valley Road sooner, views from the road would be
somewhat less impacted at the northern extent of this segment. Also, by turning the
line sooner, the route would be kept further to the south from Cottonwood
Campground. However, structures would still be prominently visible from the
campground as the route ascends and crosses Tecate Divide. There would not be a
substantial change in the overall visual effects of the FESSR in this unit. Specific actions
have been and will continue to be taken to minimize the visible disturbance of the
Sunrise Powerlink on the naturally established scenery of the Forest. The end result of
these actions including the appropriate coloration of structures will be presented in the
Scenery Conservation Plan which will present the final direction to best achieve the
spirit and intent of the Scenic Integrity Objectives of the Cleveland National Forest
Land Management Plan.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR15 below.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect waters of the US.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect State waters.

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduced water
use because of the reduction in ground disturbance.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR15

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 5.74 3.57 9.31
FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 2.93 18.28 21.21
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.00 0.25 0.25
Woodlands and Forests 0.49 0.49
FESSR Total 9.17 27.09 31.26
'\f)f;':'cetd Chaparrals 5.25 5.72 10.97
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Arroyo Toad USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.44 1.09 1.53
FESSR Laguna Mountains Skipper USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.01 0.01
San Bernardino Bluegrass USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.01 0.01
'\’F',‘::j'i';d Arroyo Toad USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.27 000 | 027
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 0.44 1.09 1.53
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 0.44 1.09 1.53
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 0.27 0.27
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR “g?:;:gd
Pending Id SPAP-S-12 1
Historic Homestead SDI-19116 1
Ceramic Sherds SDI-19291 1
Total 3 0

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR16. EP141 to EP122 (Thing Valley)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP53.4 to MP57.9 2 Thing Valley 16 MS63 to MS68

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the west, eliminate a new access road, make improvements to an
existing road in CNF, add two structures, and add a 21.64-acre construction yard (Thing Valley) to replace
eliminated construction yards in this unit, PMR15, and PMR17. The modification would result in greater impacts to
sensitive vegetation types, USFS modeled habitat for two listed species, RCAs, permanent impacts to US and State
waters, and visual resources in CNF. However, the impacts would be similar in type and severity to those analyzed
in the Final EIR/EIS for the FESSR. There also would be concomitant reductions in impacts in PMR16. The
modification would not result in new significant impacts.

Details and Purpose

Reroute
e ROW shifted to the west to avoid a cultural site and part of an RCA.
e Two structures added.
e 9 structures designated for helicopter construction

e New access road eliminated; replaced with tower staging/access pads, smaller
spur access roads, or use of existing roads.

Modification e  Existing road to be improved.
e  One new wire pull site added and one wire pull site relocated within the ROW.
e Temporary work areas increased in size at 3 structures.
e  Guard structures added at road crossings.
Thing Valley Construction Yard
e New 21.64-acre construction yard located south of EP131.
Primary Reason Avoid a steep hillside.

Reduce impacts to USFS lands without roads.
Accommodate landowner and USFS requests.
Other Considerations
Avoid cultural resource site.

Reduce impacts to RCAs.

B-1a, BIO-APM-18, L-2b, GEO-APM-4, GEO-APM-5, C-1a and 1b, CR-APM-2, and WQ-

MMCRP Measures APM-1.

Environmental Impact Discussion

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
Air Quality identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial change in effects of
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR16. EP141 to EP122 (Thing Valley)

the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

See Table PMR16 below.

The modification avoids impacts to the sticky geraea affected by the FESSR in this unit.

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

The modification would increase temporary impacts to chaparrals, mainly in
connection with the new construction yard. There would be relatively small increases
in impacts to woodlands and non-vegetated channels and a new impact (0.03 acre) to
riparian forests and woodlands.

The modification would increase impacts to USFS modeled habitat for arroyo toad and
southwestern willow flycatcher in CNF.

The modification would result in increased impacts to RCAs in CNF, at a total of 9.23
acres. Approximately 7.8 acres of those impacts would result from improvements to
an existing road that currently is and would continue to be used for other purposes.

Cultural Resources

There are 6 cultural sites and 4 isolated finds in this unit. The FESSR would affect 2
sites; the modification would affect 1. See Table PMR16 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would increase ground disturbance. Slope stability and erosion
control would be addressed through the same measures that would apply to the
FESSR.

The modification would affect more acres in CNF than would the FESSR. No private
lands would be affected by the modification (including the Thing Valley Construction
Yard). As a result of this modification there are two residential sensitive receptors

Land Use within a quarter mile, however they are located at the interface boundary between
this PMR unit and the next, PMR17. Therefore, these sensitive receptors are
addressed in more detail as part of PMR17 and included as such in Table 3-16 of
Section 3.

Noise No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

The addition of Thing Valley Construction Yard would result in an increase in visual
impacts by introducing a large construction yard with industrial character into a
landscape presently lacking such character. The Thing Valley Construction Yard would
be more prominently visible (intersection of Thing Valley Road and Thing Rich Road)
than the eliminated construction yard on JAM property north of EP142-1 or the
eliminated construction yard in the unit. However, the elimination of the construction
yard on the JAM property avoids significant biological resource impacts, and the visual
impacts would be temporary and similar in type and scale as the visual impacts
analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS. Specific actions have been and will continue to be taken
to minimize the visible disturbance of the Sunrise Powerlink on the naturally
established scenery of the Forest. The end result of these actions including the
appropriate coloration of structures will be presented in the Scenery Conservation Plan
which will present the final direction to best achieve the spirit and intent of the Scenic
Integrity Objectives of the Cleveland National Forest Land Management Plan.

4-64 | Page

Project Modification Report
05.14.10




4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR16. EP141 to EP122 (Thing Valley)

Water Resources See Table PMR16 below.

The modification eliminates temporary and adds minor permanent impacts to US

Waters of US
waters.

The modification eliminates temporary and adds minor permanent impacts to State
waters.

State Waters

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR, with some potential for increased water

Water Use . . .
use because of the increase in ground disturbance.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR16

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Sticky geraea 0 26 26
Modified Project None | 0 | 0 | 0
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
Chaparrals 8.67 14.80 23.47
FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.00 0.29 0.29
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.11 3.62 3.72
Woodlands and Forests 0.03 0.57 0.60
FESSR Total 8.82 19.27 28.09
Chaparrals 8.28 29.55 37.83
» Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.06 0.00 0.06
“g‘:;':cetd Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 9.81 0.13 9.94
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.03 0.03
Woodlands and Forests 0.44 1.09 1.53
Mod Proj Total 18.61 30.78 49.39
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Arroyo Toad USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.72 0.72
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.13 0.13
USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 0.23 0.23
Modified Arroyo Toad ] o
Project USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 2.55 0.01 2.56
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 3.05 0.01 3.05
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 0.77 0.77
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 1.29 1.29
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 9.06 0.17 9.23
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR Mpcr):jl:cetd
Historic Road SPAP-S-5 1 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter BC-18 1
Total 2 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR16

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 0.08 0.08

Modified Project 0.05 0.00 0.05
Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 0.29 0.29

Modified Project 0.07 0.00 0.07
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR17. EP122 to EP108-2 (La Posta)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP57.9 to MP61

2 None 17 MS68 to MS71

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the east until the I-8 crossing and then northwesterly to reduce

visual impacts and would eliminate a construction yard north of EP115-1. Impacts to sensitive vegetation,

potential habitat for two listed species, RCAs, cultural resources, visual resources, and US and State waters would

be reduced. The modification in this unit would reduce impacts to the types of resources affected by increased

impacts in PMR16. No new significant impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute

e EP114-2,EP115-1, and EP116-1 moved to side slopes and EP120-4 and EP120A
moved immediately north of Interstate 8 to minimize visual impacts.

e EP109-1 and EP110-2 relocated north to avoid cultural resource sites.

e Long access road eliminated; replaced with spurs off La Posta Truck Trail.
e Two wire pull sites eliminated.

e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

e  Construction yard north of EP115 eliminated.

Primary Reason

Reduce visual impacts.

Reduce impacts to CNF .

Other Considerations

Accommodate landowner requests.
Reduce ground disturbance.

Offset increased impacts in PMR16.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, B-1l, C-1a and 1b, L-2b, V-1a, V-2d, CR-APM-2, V-68a, and WQ-APM-1.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR17 below.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect rare plants in this unit.

The modification would reduce or eliminate impacts to sensitive vegetation types
affected by the FESSR.

The modifications would reduce impacts to USFS-identified habitat in CNF for arroyo
toad and southwestern willow flycatcher; there would be an 0.16-acre impact to
proposed critical habitat for arroyo toad.

The modification would substantially reduce but not eliminate impacts to RCAs on
USFS-owned land.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR17. EP122 to EP108-2 (La Posta)

Cultural Resources

There are 11 cultural sites and 3 isolated finds in this unit. The FESSR would affect 6
sites; the modification would affect 2. See Table PMR17 below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification would eliminate impacts on BLM land, reduce impacts to CNF, and

Land Use limit impacts to private lands to under one acre. There are six sensitive residential
receptors within one-quarter mile of impact areas.
Noise No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR. Noise impacts will be minimized

and mitigated through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.
The modification would reduce structure prominence, view blockage and skylining.
However, the reduction would not substantially change the overall visual effects of the
FESSR in this unit. Specific actions have been and will continue to be taken to minimize
Visual the visible disturbance of the Sunrise Powerlink on the naturally established scenery of
isua

the Forest. The end result of these actions including the appropriate coloration of
structures will be presented in the Scenery Conservation Plan which will present the
final direction to best achieve the spirit and intent of the Scenic Integrity Objectives of
the Cleveland National Forest Land Management Plan.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR17 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to US waters.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduced
water use because of the reduction in ground disturbance.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR17

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary | Total
Chaparrals 14.74 25.60 | 40.34
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 2.62 17.93 | 20.55
FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 3.44 10.33 | 13.76
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.06 0.01 0.06
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.26 0.47 0.73
Woodlands and Forests 0.08 0.08
FESSR Total 21.19 54.33 | 75.52
Chaparrals 4.66 2.96 7.62
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 1.18 0.85 2.03
Grasslands and Meadows 0.25 1.24 1.49
Modified
Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.00 0.00
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.46 0.01 0.48
Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.00 0.00
Woodlands and Forests 0.05 0.00 0.05
Mod Proj Total 6.60 5.07 | 11.67
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary | Total
FESSR Arroyo Toad USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 1.99 5.37 7.37
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 4.51 14.19 | 18.70
USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 0.44 0.44
Modified Arroyo Toad
Project USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat 0.16 0.16
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.58 0.73 1.31
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 5.36 15.23 20.59
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 7.18 15.90 23.08
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 2.02 1.00 3.03
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Type ID in Cultural Resource Inventory FESSR MPS;I:cetd
Old Highway 80 37-024023 1 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SPNB-S-2/SPMD-S-1 1 1
Historic Rock Feature SPBB-S-8 1
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter BC-30/SPNB-I-4 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling BW-72 1
Prehistoric Habitation SDI-9522 1
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR17

Total | 6 2
Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.04 0.01 0.05
Modified Project 0.01 0.00 0.01
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.06 0.01 0.07
Modified Project 0.02 0.00 0.02
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR18. EP108-2 to EP99-2 (Lenac)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)
18
MP61 to MP63 2 None See MS 72 and MS71 to MS75
MS72A for
eliminated yards.

Summary and Conclusion

The area covered by this modification excludes EP105-2, which is in PMR19. The PMR18 modification would shift
the alignment to the east at the request of a landowner (Lenac), eliminate an access road through the McQuaide

property, reduce structure height as requested by the Department of Defense, and eliminate two yards on USFS

and Tulloch properties. The modification would reduce ground disturbance and impacts to sensitive vegetation,
USFS-identified habitat for arroyo toad and Quino. There would be a 2-acre increase in impacts to critical habitat
for Quino. Impacts to US and State waters would be eliminated, and impacts to RCAs in CNF would be reduced to
0.12 acre. Cameron Truck Trail will be utilized for access to the structures in this PMR unit. Drivability and
accessibility of the road will be maintained throughout construction. No new significant impacts would result from

the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute

e  Structure height reduced to avoid skylining and impacts to helicopter
operations per the request by the Department of Defense.

e Eliminated one wire pull site outside of the ROW.

e Access road through the McQuaide property eliminated.

e Access spur roads from Cameron Truck Trail shifted (see PMR unit 19).
e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

e  Construction yards on USFS and Tulloch properties eliminated (see MS72 and
MS72A for location of eliminated yards).

Primary Reason

Accommodate landowner and DOD requests.

Reduce ground disturbance.

Other Considerations

Consolidate construction yard functions.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, V-68a, C-1a, C-1b, and L-2b.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

4-72 | Page

See Table PMR18 below.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect rare plants in this unit.

Impacts to all sensitive vegetation types affected by the FESSR would be reduced or
eliminated.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR18. EP108-2 to EP99-2 (Lenac)

Species Impacts

Impacts to USFS-identified arroyo toad habitat in CNF would be eliminated. Impacts to
Quino critical habitat would increase to approximately 3.5 acres.

RCAs

Impacts to RCAs in CNF would be reduced to 0.12-acre.

Cultural Resources

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect the one cultural resource site in
this unit.

Geology/Minerals

Ground disturbance and the associated slope stability and erosion issues would be
reduced.

The modification reduces conflicts with private lands and reduces acres of impacts to
CNF. The reroute was determined in coordination with Department of Defense and
would be slightly further east, closer to the LaPosta Mountain Warfare Training Facility.

Land Use . Sy . .
However, structure height was reduced to avoid impacts to helicopter operations as
requested by the Department of Defense. There is one residential sensitive receptor
within one-quarter mile of impact areas.

Noise No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR. Noise impacts will be minimized and

mitigated through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

All existing roads will be maintained in a drivable condition throughout construction.
Appropriate traffic management plans will be implemented in coordination with the
governing jurisdiction and/or land managing agency. No substantial change in the
effects of the FESSR, with local reductions in traffic because of the elimination of yards.

Visual

The alignment modification would move several structures further to the east, away
from residences and Cameron Truck Trail (beneficial visual change). However, several
of the structures would still partially skyline (extend above the horizon). Long term land
scarring and temporary visual impacts would be reduced by the decrease in ground
disturbance and elimination of the two yards. Specific actions have been and will
continue to be taken to minimize the visible disturbance of the Sunrise Powerlink on
the naturally established scenery of the Forest. The end result of these actions
including the appropriate coloration of structures will be presented in the Scenery
Conservation Plan which will present the final direction to best achieve the spirit and
intent of the Scenic Integrity Objectives of the Cleveland National Forest Land
Management Plan.

Water Resources
Waters of US

State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR18 below.

Impacts to US waters would be eliminated

Impacts to State waters would be eliminated

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduced use
because of the reduction in ground disturbance.

Project Modification

05.14.10

Report Page|4-73




Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR18

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary | Total
Chaparrals 9.56 17.09 | 26.65
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.17 0.17
FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 1.03 32.12 | 33.14
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.04 0.04
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 1.57 1.57
Woodlands and Forests 9.21 9.21
FESSR Total 12.32 58.46 | 70.78
Modified | Chaparrals 5.07 10.36 | 15.42
Projecct | Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.13 0.07 0.20
Mod Proj Total 5.19 10.43 | 15.62

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Arroyo Toad USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 0.08 13.07 13.15
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Critical Habitat 0.51 1.00 1.51
Nll(::jzlcetd Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Critical Habitat 191 1.56 3.47

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 0.08 13.52 13.60
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 0.14 14.82 14.97
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 0.12 0.12

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 22.81 22.81
Modified Project 0.00 0.00 0.00

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 22.84 22.82
Modified Project 0.00 0.00 0.00
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR19. EP105-2 (Rees)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP61.2

2 None 19 MS73

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would relocate the access road to EP105-2 at the request of the landowner (Rees) to spur off of
Cameron Truck Trail, west of the structure and south of the originally proposed road. The modification would
increase the impacts of the access road to chaparrals and add small impacts to non-vegetated channels, proposed
critical habitat for arroyo toad, and US and State waters. All impacts would occur on the Rees property. No new
significant impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Access road to EP105-2 shifted south.

Primary Reason

Accommodate landowner request.

Other Considerations

None

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, L-2b, C-1a, and WQ-APM-2.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants
Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR19 below.

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect rare plants.

The modification increase impacts to chaparrals and adds a small impact (0.02 acre) to
non-vegetated channels.

The modification adds a small impact (0.23 acre) to Quino critical habitat.

Not applicable to the FESSR or modification in this unit.

Cultural Resources

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect cultural resources (no resources in
either ROW).

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

Land Use

All impacts would occur on private property with the concurrence of the owner.

Noise

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters
Water Use

See Table PMR19 below.

The modification would add a small impact to waters of the US.

The modification would add a small impact to State waters.

No substantial change in effects of the FESSR.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR19

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

No impacts from the FESSR or modification.

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR Chaparrals 0.44 0.44
Modified | Chaparrals 2.26 0.07 2.33
Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.02 0.02
Mod Proj Total 2.28 0.07 2.36

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

Permanent Temporary | Total
FESSR None
Modifi
P(::jlelcetd Arroyo Toad USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat 0.23 0.23

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Not applicable to FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

No impacts from the FESSR or modification (no resources in either ROW).

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 0.00 0.00
Modified Project 0.02 0.00 0.02

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR 0.00 0.00 0.00
Modified Project 0.02 0.00 0.02
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR20. EP99-2 to EP79 (Bartlett)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)
MP63-MP67.4 2 Bart"étrte/;fuser 20 MS75 to MS80

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment to the east and add temporary work areas to improve engineering
design and facilitate construction. It also would reduce the Bartlett/Hauser Creek yard. The modification would
reduce impacts to sticky geraea, chaparrals, grasslands, and woodlands and eliminate impacts to riparian forest
and RCAs. The modification would result in slightly higher temporary impacts to coastal and montane scrubs and
would add relatively small (0.02 and 0.03 acre) impacts to US and State waters. Other effects would be
substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant effects would result.

Details and Purpose

Reroute
e Temporary construction pads added for 6 of the structures.
e Three wire pulling sites were eliminated.
e Over one mile of access roads have been eliminated.
e Construction accomplished via helicopter access for 5 structures.

e Over one mile of new access road eliminated, replaced with tower

Modification staging/access pads, smaller spur access roads, or use of existing roads.

e One wood pole between EP90 and EP91, evaluated for replacement to steel
poles because of proximity to the ROW.

e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Bartlett/Hauser Creek

e Size of yard reduced to 28.57 acres.

e Yard remains in the same location.

Primary Reason

Improve engineering design and constructability (increase structure stability).

Other Considerations

Reduce number and length of access roads.

Reduce ground disturbance and impacts to RCAs

MMCRP Measures

F-2b, C-1a, V-2d, and GEO-APM-5

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

The increased use of helicopters would not exceed the fuel-use cap or emissions
identified for the FESSR or as calculated and approved in the Sunrise Construction
Emissions Monitoring Plan (CEMP) January 2010. No substantial changes in the effects
of the FESSR.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR20. EP99-2 to EP79 (Bartlett)

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

See Table PMR20 below.

Impacts to sticky geraea would be reduced.

Impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would be reduced or eliminated, except
for a minor increase in temporary Impacts to coastal and montane scrubs.

Species Impacts

RCAs

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect special status wildlife.

Impacts to RCAs would be eliminated.

Cultural Resources

Neither the FESSR nor the modification would affect cultural resources (no resources
in either ROW).

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification eliminates access road and wire pull site impacts to USFS lands and

Land Use increases total acres of impacts on BLM lands. Impacts to private lands are reduced.
There are 28 residential sensitive receptors within one-quarter mile of impact areas.
Noise from helicopter operations would increase, and noise from truck traffic would

Noise decrease. Noise impacts will be minimized and mitigated through the applicable

MMCRP measures as may be required. No substantial change in the effects of the
FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters
Water Use

See Table PMR20 below.

The modification would slightly increase impacts to waters of the US by 0.01 acre.

The modification would slightly increase impacts to State waters by 0.01 acre.

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR20

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Sticky geraea 105 31 136
Modified Project Sticky geraea | 4 | 31 | 35

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

Chaparrals 15.09 19.77 34.86

Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.74 7.81 8.55

Grasslands and Meadows 1.10 16.00 17.10

FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.01 0.01 0.02
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed

Habitat 0.08 42.69 42.77

Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.11 0.11

Woodlands and Forests 0.37 0.37

FESSR Total 17.02 86.75 103.77

Chaparrals 12.00 11.99 23.98

Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.74 8.30 9.03

Modified Grasslands and Meadows 1.09 2.62 3.71

Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.01 0.01 0.02
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed

Habitat 0.53 29.02 29.55

Woodlands and Forests 0.14 0.14

Mod Proj Total 14.37 52.07 66.43

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 0.09 0.09
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 0.09 0.09
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 0.00 0.00 0.00

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR20

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.00 0.01
Modified Project 0.01 0.01 0.02

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.01 0.00 0.01
Modified Project 0.02 0.01 0.03
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR21. EP79 to EP67 (Pacific Crest Trail)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP67.4 to MP70.6 2 None 21 MS80 to MS83

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would move the ROW south to be off of CNF generally following Option A as identified in the
Final EIR/EIS and approved by the BLM in their Record of Decision (Section |, page 4) and would adjust structure
locations, eliminate four wire string areas, and identify road improvements within the adjusted ROW. The
modification would reduce impacts to chaparrals, non-vegetated channels, riparian and woodland vegetation, and
US and State waters. There would be a small increase in temporary impacts to coastal and montane scrub. The
modification would reduce impacts to Quino occupied habitat and entail small impacts (0.15 acre) to proposed
critical habitat for arroyo toad. Other effects would be substantially the same as the FESSR. No new significant
impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Reroute

e Shifted ROW south, off of CNF.
Modification e Adjusted location of structures and work areas within the ROW.
e Identified improvements to existing roads.

e Eliminated 4 wire string areas.

Primary Reason Further reduce impacts of PCT Option A on sensitive resources and CNF.

Other Considerations Integrate improved engineering design.

MMCRP Measures B-1a, C-1a, C-1a and 1b, F-2b, CR-APM-2, and WR-2b

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources See Table PMR21 below.

Rare Plants | The modification would affect three sticky geraea; the FESSR would not.

The modification would reduce impacts to chaparrals, non-vegetated channels, riparian
Vegetation Impacts | forest, and woodlands. There would be a small increase in temporary impacts to
coastal and montane scrubs.

The modification would eliminate impacts to least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow
Species Impacts | flycatcher habitat and reduce impacts to Quino occupied habitat. The modification
would add an impact (0.15 acre) to proposed critical habitat for arroyo toad.

RCAs | The modification would avoid impacts to RCAs in this unit.

There are 3 cultural resource sites and 3 isolated finds in this unit. The FESSR would

Cultural Resources affect the 3 sites; the modification would affect 2 sites. See Table PMR21 below.

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability

Geology/Minerals L
gy/ and erosion impacts.
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR21. EP79 to EP67 (Pacific Crest Trail)

Land Use and Recreation

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR. In compliance with MMCRP
measure WR-2b, consultations are occurring with the USFS, BLM and Pacific Crest Trail
Assosiation to determine possible mitigation reroutes to reduce the number of times
the alignment crosses the Pacific Crest Trail. There are 6 sensitive residential receptors
within 1000 feet of the impact areas (7 within one-quarter mile).

Noise

Noise impacts will be minimized and mitigated with consideration of the sensitive
receptors through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required. No
substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial changes to the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

The modification would have the same visual effects as the FESSR.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters
Water Use

See Table PMR21 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial changes in the effects of the FESSR.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR21

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total

FESSR None

Modified Project | Sticky geraea 3 | 3

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary | Total

Chaparrals 5.75 11.34 | 17.09

Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.21 0.35 0.56

FESSR Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.02 0.03 0.06
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.49 0.76 1.25

Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.16 0.33 0.49

Woodlands and Forests 0.28 0.15 0.43

FESSR Total 6.92 12.95 | 19.87

Chaparralsfs 3.07 1.59 4.66

Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.12 1.41 1.53

Modified Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.02 0.02
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.44 0.08 0.52

Riparian Forests and Woodlands 0.03 0.01 0.04

Woodlands and Forests 0.02 0.02

Mod Proj Total 3.66 3.13 6.79

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 0.24 0.24

Least Bell’s Vireo USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.19 0.19

FESSR USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.21 0.21

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Occupied Habitat 1.33 3.87 5.19

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher USFS Suitable Habitat in CNF 0.43 0.43

o Arroyo Toad USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat 0.15 0.15

'\g?g;:cetd Least Bell’s Vireo USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.01 0.01

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.83 1.56 2.38

Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 0.60 0.60
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 0.73 0.52 1.25
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 0 0 0
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR21

Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)

Resource Category Cultural Resource Inventory ID FESSR Modified Project

Prehistoric Bedrock Milling >DI-10040 ! 1

SDI-4724 1 1

Prehistoric Isolate (Debitage/Ceramic) SPNB-S-1 1 1

Total 3 2

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.19 0.08 0.27
Modified Project 0.00 0.02 0.02
Impacts to State Waters (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.20 0.09 0.28
Modified Project 0.00 0.02 0.02
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

Sunrise Powerlink

PMR22. EP67 to EP62A-1 (Long Potrero)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP70.6 to MP72.2

2 None 22 MS82 to MS85

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the structures east within the FESSR alignment and remove some structures and

access roads to improve engineering design and constructability. The modification would reduce impacts to

chaparrals and occupied Quino habitat, avoid impacts to RCAs, increase temporary impacts to Tecate tarplant and
grasslands, and entail impacts to proposed critical habitat for arroyo toad. Other effects would be substantially
the same as for the FESSR. No new significant effects would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute
e Three structures eliminated.
e Access to structures will be via existing roads.

e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Primary Reason

Improved engineering design and constructability.

Other Considerations

Minimize creation of new roads and maximize use of existing roads.

Avoid impacts to oak trees.

MMCRP Measures

GEO-APM-4, GEO-APM-5, CR-APM-2, F-2b, V-2d, C-1a and C-1b.

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources

Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts

Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR22 below.

The modification would affect more Tecate tarplant than the FESSR.

The modification would reduce impacts to chaparrals, eliminate impacts to woodlands,
and increase temporary impacts to grasslands.

The modification would reduce impacts to occupied Quino habitat, eliminate impacts
to USFS modeled occupied habitat for arroyo toad, and entail impacts to proposed
critical habitat for arroyo toad.

The modification would avoid impacts to RCAs.

Cultural Resources

The modification would have the same effects as the FESSR. See Table PMR22 below.

Geology/Minerals

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

The modification avoids impacts to CNF and reduces impacts to BLM and private lands.

Land Use . . . o\ o .
There is one residential sensitive receptor within 1000 feet of impacts areas.
Noise impacts will be minimized and mitigated with consideration of the sensitive
Noise receptors through the applicable MMCRP measures as may be required. No substantial

change to the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.

Project Modification
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Sunrise Powerlink 4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR22. EP67 to EP62A-1 (Long Potrero)

Traffic No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.
Visual No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.
Water Resources See Table PMR22 below.

Waters of US | Neither the modification nor the FESSR would affect US waters.

State Waters | Neither the modification nor the FESSR would affect State waters.

Water Use | No substantial change to the effects of the FESSR.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR22

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Tecate tarplant 26 26
Modified Project | Tecate tarplant 43 | 43

Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total

Chaparrals 2.46 6.71 9.17

Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.00 0.09 0.09

FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 0.25 0.43 0.68
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.11 0.24 0.35
Woodlands and Forests 0.32 0.32

FESSR Total 3.15 7.47 10.62

Chaparrals 1.18 4.46 5.64

Modified | Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.06 0.06
Project Grasslands and Meadows 0.08 0.84 0.92
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 0.10 0.00 0.10

Mod Proj Total 1.36 5.36 6.72

Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Arroyo Toad USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 0.66 0.66
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Occupied Habitat 2.10 7.47 9.58
USFS Occupied Habitat in CNF 0.00 0.00
Modified Arroyo Toad
Project USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat 0.63 5.36 5.99
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Occupied Habitat 0.90 5.36 6.27
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data) 0.66 0.66
FESSR (2010 RCA data) 0.66 0.66
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 0.00 0.00
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
Resource Category Cultural Resource Inventory Number FESSR Modified Project
Bedrock Milling SPMD-S-2 1 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling SDI-19279 1 1
Total 2 2
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR22

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.

Impacts to State Waters (acres)

No impacts from FESSR or modified Project in this unit.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR23. EP62A-1 to EP47-2 (Potrero)

Mileposts Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP72.2 to MP75.3 2 Kreutzkamp 23 MS85 to MS88

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would shift the alignment approximately 2,000 to 4,000 feet north, shorten the alignhment by
aprpoximately 0.34 acre, reduce road impacts, and eliminate four wire stringing sites. No change would be made
to the Kreutzkamp Construction Yard. The modification would reduce total ground disturbance, reduce impacts to
chaparrals, eliminate impacts to other sensitive vegetation types, and reduce impacts to occupied Quino habitat,
cultural resources, and US and State waters. There would a 0.09-acre impact to a RCA in CNF. No new significant
impacts would result from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Reroute

e ROW moved north, shifting a portion of the ROW off of Back Country Land
Trust property and eliminating a wire pull site on the property.

e Span across the Kreutzkamp property reduced by approximately 4700 feet.
Modification e Road improvements minimized.
e 4 wire pull sites eliminated, and 2 wire pull sites relocated within the ROW.

e Guard structures added at road crossings.

Kreutzkamp Construction Yard

e No change (same location and same size -- 30.62 acres)

Primary Reason

Improve engineering design and constructability

Other Considerations

Reduce impacts to Back Country Trust property

Reduce road-related impacts

MMCRP Measures

B-1a,F-2b, C-1a, C-1b, V-2d, GEO-APM-4, GEO-APM-5, L-2b, WQ-APM-1, and WQ-APM-

2

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality No substantial change in effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources See Table PMR23 below.

Rare Plants | The modification would affect fewer Tecate tarplants than the FESSR.

The modification would reduce impacts to chaparrals and eliminate impacts to other

Vegetation Impacts L. .
g p sensitive vegetation types.

Species Impacts | The modification would reduce impacts to occupied Quino habitat.

RCAs | The modification would entail impacts to 0.09 acre of an RCA.
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

PMR23. EP62A-1 to EP47-2 (Potrero)

Cultural Resources

As a result of the Class Ill survey effort, cultural resources have been identified that are
in addition to those identified in the Final EIR/EIS. The FESSR route has more resources
in the survey corridor (ten archaeological resources), and seven of those would be in
areas of direct impact. The modified ROW has six archaeological resources in the sur-
vey corridor, four of which would be in areas of direct impact. See Table PMR23
below.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion impacts. Geotechnical studies for this area have been conducted and have
been considered in the design of the project foundations and access roads.

The modification would reduce impacts to BLM, USFS, and Back Country Trust lands

Land Use and would shorten the length of the span over the Kreutzkamp property. There are no
sensitive receptors within one-quarter mile of impact areas.
Noise No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Public Safety/Hazards

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Traffic

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Visual

The modification would reduce the visual impact along this route segment by reducing
the extent of visible ground disturbance between EP62A-1 and EP47-2 and reducing
temporary visual impacts by eliminating four wire stringing sites. Specific actions have
been and will continue to be taken to minimize the visible disturbance of the Sunrise
Powerlink on the naturally established scenery of the Forest. The end result of these
actions including the appropriate coloration of structures will be presented in the
Scenery Conservation Plan which will present the final direction to best achieve the
spirit and intent of the Scenic Integrity Objectives of the Cleveland National Forest
Land Management Plan.

Water Resources
Waters of US
State Waters

Water Use

See Table PMR23 below.

The modification would reduce impacts to waters of the US.

The modification would reduce impacts to State waters.

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR, with some potential for reduced
water use because of the reduction in ground disturbance.
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

TABLE PMR23

Impacts to Rare Plants (number of individuals detected in impact areas)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Tecate tarplant 10 10
Modified Project | Tecate tarplant | 4 | 4
Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Total Ground Disturbance (acres)
Chaparrals 11.78 18.17 29.95
Coastal and Montane Scrub Habitats 0.42 0.42
FESSR Grasslands and Meadows 0.52 1.85 2.38
Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.01 0.01
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 4.12 30.91 35.02
Woodlands and Forests 0.00 0.00
FESSR Total 16.43 51.35 67.79
- Chaparrals 3.77 2.10 5.87
Modified
Project Herbaceous Wetlands, Freshwater, and Streams 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-native Vegetation, Developed Areas, and Disturbed Habitat 1.37 34.16 35.53
Mod Proj Total 5.14 36.27 41.41
Impacts to Special Status Species (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Occupied Habitat 8.49 10.41 18.90
Nll(::jzlcetd Quino Checkerspot Butterfly USFWS Occupied Habitat 250 0.02 252
Impacts to RCAs in CNF (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR (2008 RCA data)
FESSR (2010 RCA data)
Modified Project (2010 RCA data) 0.09 0.09
Impacts to Cultural Resources (number of sites potentially affected)
FESSR Modified Project
Prehistoric Habitation with Bedrock Milling SDI-8440 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter SDI-8442 1 1
Prehistoric Lithic Scatter sDI-17999 !
SDI-19280 1
Prehistoric Bedrock Milling BW-113 1
Pending Id LD-S-1 1
Bedrock Milling with Artifacts SDI-17998 1
Total 7 2
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Sunrise Powerlink

4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison

TABLE PMR23

Impacts to Waters of the US (acres)

Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.03 0.03
Modified Project 0.01 0.00 0.01
Impacts to State Waters (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total
FESSR 0.03 0.03
0.01 0.01 0.02

Modified Project
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4. Unit-level Impact Evaluation and Comparison Sunrise Powerlink

PMR24. EP47-2 to EP39-1 (Barrett Lake)

Mileposts

Link Yard(s) PMR Figure Mapbook Sheet(s)

MP75.3 to MP78.1

2 Barrett Canyon 24 MS88 to MS91

Summary and Conclusion

The modification would eliminate eight structures by increasing the span length between structures. Access would

be removed and replaced with tower staging/access pads and two temporary work areas would increase in size.

The Barrett Canyon construction yard would be expanded to 1.59 acres. No new significant impacts would result

from the modification.

Details and Purpose

Modification

Reroute

e  Eight structures eliminated.

e Two wire pull sites eliminated.

e TSAPs added at EP45-1 and EP44.

e Temporary work areas around two structures increased in size.
e  Guard structures added at road crossings.

Barrett Canyon Construction Yard

e  Construction yard expanded to 1.59 acres within ROW in the same location.

Primary Reason

Improve engineering design.

Other Considerations

Reduce visual impacts.

MMCRP Measures

B-1a, GEO-APM-4, GEO-APM-5, V-1a, V-2d, C-1a, C-1b and WQ-APM-1

Environmental Impact Discussion

Air Quality

No substantial change in the effects of the FESSR.

Biological Resources
Rare Plants

Vegetation Impacts
Species Impacts

RCAs

See Table PMR24 below.

The modification would avoid impacts to Dean’s milk-vetch, slightly increase
permanent and reduce temporary impacts to San Diego sunflower.

The modification would reduce impacts to chaparrals.

Neither the modification nor the FESSR would affect special status wildlife in this unit.

Not applicable to the modification or the FESSR in this unit.

Cultural Resources

There is one cultural resource site and one isolated find in this unit. Neither the
modification nor the FESSR would affect the site.

Geology/Minerals

The modification would reduce ground disturbance and the associated slope stability
and erosion effects in this PMR unit.

The modification reduces impacts to BLM and City of San Diego lands. There are no

Land Use . . . - . .
resi