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Executive Summary

This EIR/EIS does not make a recommendation regarding the approval or denial of the project.
It is purely informational in content, and will be used by the CPUC and BLM in considering
whether to approve the Proposed Project or any of the alternatives analyzed in this EIR/EIS.

ES.1 Background and Organization

ES.1.1 Background

The Sunrise Powerlink Project (SRPL) is a proposal by San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E
or “the Applicant”) to construct a 150-mile transmission line from SDG&E’s Imperial Valley Sub-
station near El Centro, Imperial County, to SDG&E’s Pefiasquitos Substation near Interstate 805, in
coastal San Diego (see Figure ES-1).

On November 2, 2005, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) filed with the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) a Right-of-Way (ROW) Grant application. On December 14, 2005, SDG&E sub-
mitted to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) an application (A.06-08-010) for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN), and subsequently, on August 4, 2006, sub-
mitted an amended application accompanied by its Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) for
the Sunrise Powerlink (SRPL) Transmission Line Project (Proposed Project or SRPL Project). The Pro-
posed Project primarily consists of new electric transmission lines between the Imperial Valley Sub-
station and the western portion of SDG&E’s service area in San Diego and a new substation in central
San Diego County, along with other system upgrades and modifications.

In January 2008, a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS)
was issued jointly by two agencies, the CPUC as Lead Agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM as federal Lead Agency under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Draft EIR/EIS provided information about the
environmental setting and impacts of the Proposed Project and 27 alternatives, as well as connected
actions and future foreseeable projects. A 90-day public comment period on the Draft EIR/EIS ended
on April 11, 2008.

As discussed below, this EIR/EIS evaluates a number of projects that are so closely related to the
Proposed Project as to be considered part of the project for purposes of CEQA and NEPA analysis.
One of these is a Sempra Generation (Sempra) wind project in northern Mexico’s La Rumorosa area
(with associated transmission and substation improvements in the U.S.). On December 18, 2007, just
prior to publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, Sempra submitted an Application for a Presidential Permit
(APP) to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for the wind project. Whereas the Draft EIR/EIS had
assumed the wind project would generate approximately 250 MW based on an existing Power Purchase
Agreement between Sempra and Southern California Edison (SCE), Sempra’s application disclosed a
much larger project that could generate approximately 1,250 MW. Additionally, an Addendum to the
APP filed on March 19, 2008 added construction of a new 230 kV transmission line to the project.

In response to this new information, CPUC and BLM issued a Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS in July 2008 to address: (1) new and revised analysis of the La Rumorosa Wind Project in
Mexico and associated transmission/substation upgrades in the U.S.; (2) description and analysis of several
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transmission line route revisions; (3) revision of components of the Environmentally Superior Alternatives
for northern and southern transmission line routes. A 45-day public comment period on the Recirculated/
Supplemental Draft ended on August 25, 2008.

Both the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS informed the public
about the project and its impacts, and provided information to meet the needs of local, State, and fed-
eral permitting agencies required to consider the project proposed by SDG&E. The Final EIR/EIS will
be used by the CPUC in conducting the proceeding to determine whether to grant SDG&E’s requested
CPCN for the project and by the BLM to determine whether to grant SDG&E a ROW Grant on BLM-
administered land in its Record of Decision and whether to amend its land use plan.

The Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS take into account and reflects
scoping comments, information, and points of concern offered by government officials and agencies,
nongovernmental organizations, and members of the public. This input was gathered during an
extensive public involvement and outreach process that is detailed in Section ES.4.

The Draft EIR/EIS, Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS, and the Final EIR/EIS presents an
evaluation of the environmental impacts that would result from construction and operation of SDG&E’s
proposed Sunrise Powerlink Project. They present recommended mitigation measures that, if adopted, would
avoid or minimize many of the significant environmental impacts identified. In accordance with CEQA
and NEPA requirements, the Draft and Final EIR/EIS also identifies alternatives to the Proposed
Project (including the No Project Alternative). These are alternatives that could avoid or minimize sig-
nificant environmental impacts associated with the project as proposed by SDG&E, while meeting
most, if not all, of the project objectives.

ES.1.2 Contents of the Final EIR/EIS

The Final EIR/EIS consists of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS, as revised in response to comments received on these documents. Additionally, it consists of all
comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supple-
mental Draft EIS, as well as responses of the Lead Agencies to significant environmental points raised
in these comments. Complete lists of all persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the
Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS are presented in Section 1 of the
Final EIR/EIS. Section 2 presents comprehensive “General Responses” to issues raised numerous times
in comments made by multiple commenters. The comments and responses to comments received on the
Draft EIR/EIS are presented in Section 3;the comments and responses to comments received on the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS are presented in Section 4.

Due to the size of the document, the Final EIR/EIS includes both paper and electronic components,
divided as follows:

Printed Components

Notice of Availability
o Executive Summary
e Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS®

Some comments included lengthy attachments, which are included on the DVD but are not printed in order to
save paper. Section 1 of this Final EIR/EIS includes a listing of all comments and identifies those that are
printed and those included only on DVD.
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Responses to Comments

All maps and graphics that have been changed since their initial publication in the Draft or Recir-
culated/Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.

Components Included on DVD

The DVD includes all components that are printed (see list above), as well as the following items.

The complete text of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS,
with all Appendices and modifications as required based on comments. Modifications to these doc-
uments are indicated with strikeeut (for eliminated text) and underlined text (showing new text added).

All graphics that were printed in Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS and have not been modified are included on the DVD.

Certain new or revised appendices are provided on DVD only. This includes:
e Biology Appendix 8M: Management Indicator Species Reports

e Biology Appendix 8P: Consolidated Matrix of Impacts

e Biology Appendix 8Q: Riparian Conservation Area Reports

e Biology Appendix 8R: 2008 Survey Results Summary

e Appendix 14: Viewshed Analysis Report

ES.1.3 Changes to the Draft EIR/EIS and Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS

In response to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS, numerous changes have been made in this Final EIR/EIS. The following information has been
added or revised in this Final EIR/EIS:

BLM identifies its Agency Preferred Alternative (see Section ES.2.2).

Segments of several transmission line route alternatives have been modified in order to reduce or
avoid certain impacts. Section ES.6.5 lists the revisions and shows where each segment is described
and analyzed.

Components of the environmentally superior transmission line route alternatives have been modified
to incorporate certain route revisions. Section ES.2 (Summary of Final EIR/EIS Conclusions)
includes a description of the changes for each alternative. Section ES.7 (Comparison of Proposed
Project and Retained Alternatives to Determine Overall Environmentally Superior Alternatives)
explains which route revisions are incorporated into environmentally superior routes.

Changes have been made to the text of many mitigation measures in response to comments. Changes
are made in Section D where the full text of most measures first appears, in the mitigation moni-
toring tables at the end of each part of Section D, and in Appendix 12, which presents all mitigation
measures and shows changes made since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS using strikeeut and
underline.
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ES.2 Summary of Final EIR/EIS Conclusions

The CPUC identified the Environmentally Superior Alternative, as required by CEQA Guidelines
15126.6(e)2, in the Draft EIR/EIS and in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. That
conclusion is reiterated in Section ES.2.1. In Section ES.2.2, the BLM identifies its Agency Preferred
Alternative, as required by BLM Manual 1790-1, Ch. V(B)(4)(c) and Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA, Sec. 1502.14(e).

ES.2.1 CPUC Environmentally Superior Alternative

This Final EIR/EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of SDG&E’s Proposed Project as well as
alternatives that were developed as a result of public and agency input during the scoping process. The
EIR/EIS presents an analysis for the Proposed Project and 27 alternatives to the Proposed Project,
including 18 alternative route segments along the Proposed Project route, four routes following portions
of the existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL), two non-wires alternatives, two alternatives including com-
ponents of the Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage (LEAPS) Project, and the No Project/No Action
alternative. As documented in detail in the Alternatives Screening Report (see Appendix 1 to the Draft
EIR/EIS), 70 additional alternatives were also considered but eliminated from detailed consideration.

The CEQA/NEPA criteria used to determine whether to include alternatives for analysis in the EIR/EIS
were based on the following three factors: (1) meeting most project objectives; (2) reducing significant
effects of the Proposed Project; and (3) being potentially feasible in terms of possible legal, regulatory or
technical constraints. After an alternative was retained for analysis, the process used for comparison of
alternatives was based solely on the environmental impacts of each alternative as defined in the EIR/EIS.
The ranking of alternatives did not re-consider the extent to which each alternative met the original screen-
ing criteria.

The results of the comparisons of transmission and generation alternatives are presented below. The
overall Environmentally Superior Alternative is listed first and the lowest ranked alternative is listed
eighth. Additional information on these conclusions and how they were reached is presented in Section
ES.6 of this Executive Summary and in greater detail in Section H of the Draft EIR/EIS, which has
been updated in this Final EIR/EIS. The ranking is based only on the level of environmental effects as
determined in the EIR/EIS analysis. Note that while the numbers of significant, unmitigable impacts
presented for each alternative below are informative, they do not explain the relative extent and scale of
impacts so they cannot be used alone to compare alternatives. The highest ranked transmission alterna-
tive that provides direct access to renewable resources in the Imperial Valley is the southern route iden-
tified as the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route (made up of portions of the Interstate 8
Alternative, BCD Alternative with BCD South Option, the Modified Route D Alternative, and several
smaller route revisions) which avoids Anza-Borrego Desert State Park and areas along the Interstate 8
Alternative.

The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS evaluated several transmission line route revisions
along the Proposed Project and alternative routes. Some of those revisions are included in the environ-
mentally superior routes described below; where they are included, the revision segments are listed.
Descriptions and maps of most of the route revisions are presented in Section 3 of the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS; other revisions with no new impacts are documented in revisions to the
Draft EIR/EIS text.
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Overall Environmentally Superior Alternative

1.

New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative

Description: One baseload and four peaking gas-fired power plants with fossil fuel-fired distributed
generation facilities (about 800 MW) plus San Diego County renewable generation (about 200 MW
of wind, solar photovoltaics, biomass/biogas; see Figure ES-2).

Rationale for Ranking: Has 32 significant, unmitigable impacts but gas-fired generation would be
concentrated at already disturbed sites and/or undeveloped sites in close proximity to existing
transmission lines and natural gas pipelines and reclaimed water sources; only 11 miles of new
transmission line. No effects on state parks or National Forest System lands. With smaller
renewable components (with 150 acres of permanent habitat loss), ground disturbance and
significant impacts to recreation areas and visual resources are reduced in comparison to the New
In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative.

Environmental Ranking of other Transmission Projects and Alternatives

2.

New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative

Description: 1,000 MW of wind, solar thermal, solar photovoltaics, and biomass/biogas in San
Diego County (see Figure ES-2).

Rationale for Ranking: Has 34 significant, unmitigable impacts resulting from substantial ground
disturbance and visual impacts in and adjacent to recreation areas. No effects on National Forest
System lands; visual impact of hypothetical Borrego Springs solar thermal facility would indirectly
affect surrounding Anza-Borrego Desert State Park wilderness areas. Requires 47 miles of new
transmission lines (with 1,600 acres of permanent habitat loss).

LEAPS Transmission-Only Alternative

Description: 32 miles of new 500 kV transmission line primarily on National Forest land in
Riverside and Orange Counties; 51-mile upgraded 230 kV line in existing corridor; new substation,
switching station (see Figure ES-3). Meets two of three major project objectives; it does not provide
direct access to the transmission grid for new renewable resources in the Imperial Valley.

Rationale for Ranking: Shortest transmission alternative. Has 31 significant, unmitigable impacts to
visual resources, recreation, land use, and historic facilities. Substantially greater wildfire risk than
non-wires alternatives. Highly visible in Cleveland National Forest, through northern Lake
Elsinore, and at crossings of Interstate 15. Much shorter length of new transmission line compared
to other transmission alternatives results in reduced impacts when compared to other transmission
alternatives in biological and cultural resources, air and water quality, and visual resources.

Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route (SWPL) Alternative

Description: Interstate 8 Alternative with BCD Alternative and BCD South Option Revisions,
Modified Route D Alternative (and three route optionsz). 123 miles total (114.5 miles overhead; 8.3
miles underground; see Figure ES-4). Meets all major project objectives including reliability with
respect to fire risk and collocation with SDG&E’s existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL), and
allows for future transmission system expansion. Would encourage development of renewable
generation in Imperial Valley with additional impacts.

Route options originally defined include BCD South Option and Chocolate Canyon Option. In the Final
EIR/EIS the Star Valley Option is replaced by the Star Valley Option Revision, which would be required only
if underground segment in eastern Alpine Boulevard is found to be infeasible.
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Modifications Since Draft EIR/EIS: Elimination of Interstate 8 Alternative segment passing through
Campo Reservation and replacement of that segment with the BCD Alternative Revision and BCD
South Option Revision. Replacement of Star Valley Option with eastern end of underground
segment in Alpine Boulevard if deemed feasible. Incorporates five route revisions along the
Interstate 8 Alternative and three revisions that encompass much of the Modified Route D
Alternative. See detailed discussion in Section ES.7.2.

Rationale for Ranking: Substantially shorter (17.5 miles shorter) than Final Environmentally
Superior Northern Route Alternative (or Proposed Project); avoids Anza-Borrego Desert State Park
and cultural resources of regional concern; crosses 19.2 miles of National Forest land but within
acceptable land use zones and proposed Section 368° utility corridor. Collocated with existing 500
kV Southwest Powerlink for only 36 miles, in area of low fire risk. Overall more significant,
unmitigable impacts (41) than the Environmentally Superior Northern Route (37) as a result of
substantial visual impact analysis required by the USDA Forest Service.

5. Final Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alternative

Description: Proposed Project (75 miles) plus 8 alternatives (64 miles) replacing proposed
segments, with 88 miles overhead and 53 miles of underground 230 kV transmission line (see
Figure ES-3) for total of 141 miles. Meets all major project objectives. Would encourage
development of renewable generation in Imperial Valley with additional impacts.

Modifications Since Draft EIR/EIS: Incorporates N6 Private Lands Revision, BLM Gifted Lands
Reroute, the northern portion of the SDG&E Santa Ysabel Partial Underground Alternative
Revision only if the Santa Ysabel All Underground Alternative is found to be infeasible, and the
Coastal Link System Upgrades Alternative Revision.

Rationale for Ranking: Has 37 significant, unmitigable impacts. Requires extensive undergrounding
to minimize visual impacts in scenic areas. Located underground through Anza-Borrego Desert
State Park, requiring extended construction time and higher cost. Future transmission system
expansion would likely require overhead transmission lines through the Park.

6. Proposed Project

Description: Route defined by SDG&E: 150 miles total (141 miles overhead; 9 miles underground
230 kV). One new substation; 4 substation upgrades; reconductor segment (see Figure ES-1). Meets
all major project objectives. Would encourage development of renewable generation in Imperial
Valley, with additional impacts.

Rationale for Ranking: Has 52 significant, unmitigable impacts. Greatest overall length of new
transmission. New 500 kV line creates numerous direct impacts within Anza-Borrego Desert State
Park including de-designation of State Wilderness, degradation of views and recreational
opportunities, and impacts on Traditional Cultural Properties. Severe visual effects in Santa Ysabel
Valley.

7. SDG&E’s “Enhanced Northern Route” Alternative

Description: Route defined by SDG&E as its preferred route in comments on the Draft EIR/EIS:
148.6 miles total (139 miles overhead; 10 miles underground 230 kV). Follows Overhead 500 kV
ABDSP within Existing 100-Foot ROW Alternative Revision within Anza-Borrego Desert State
Park. Meets all major project objectives. Would encourage development of renewable generation in

Energy Policy Act of 2005, Section 368, required designation of federal energy corridors. This alternative
includes a corridor identified in West-wide Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS, published by the
Department of Energy in November 2007.
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Imperial Valley, with additional impacts. Would have greater impacts to the Park than Proposed
Project due to the increased number and height of towers. Eliminates direct effect on State
Wilderness. Incorporates five route revisions.

Rationale for Ranking: Has 44 significant, unmitigable impacts.* About one mile shorter than
Proposed Project (148.6 miles). New 500 kV line would not require de-designation of State
Wilderness but creates numerous direct impacts within Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, results in
degradation of views and recreational opportunities, and more severe impacts on cultural resources
and Traditional Cultural Properties than the Proposed Project within ABDSP. West of ABDSP, this
alternative includes the CNF Alternative and the Oak Hollow Road Alternative; other than these
differences within and adjacent to ABDSP, impacts would be the same as those of the Proposed
Project.

8. LEAPS Generation and Transmission Alternative

Description: 32 miles of new 500 kV transmission line primarily on National Forest land in
Riverside and Orange Counties; 51-mile upgraded 230 kV line; new substation, switching station.
New powerhouse, pumping/generation turbines, and reservoir. Meets two of three major project
objectives; does not provide direct access to the transmission grid for new renewable resources in
the Imperial Valley.

Rationale for Ranking: Has 44 significant, unmitigable impacts. Generation facilities affect Forest
land and City of Lake Elsinore, including residences and a school. Tailrace structure crosses
Willard Fault; risk of dam and dike failure. Generation component causes loss of public access to
over 100 acres of Forest land.

No Project/No Action Alternative. The No Project/No Action Alternative scenario includes a menu of
likely development actions (with both generation and transmission components) that are considered to
be more likely to occur in the absence of the Proposed Project. Most of these actions are also
components of the alternatives ranked first, second, and third in the list above. The No Project/No
Action Alternative would have fewer impacts than those of the Proposed Project, the Southern Route
Alternative, and the LEAPS Generation and Transmission Alternative, and impacts equivalent to the
alternatives ranked first, second, and third above. Only about 1,000 MW of in-basin generation or
transmission import capacity would be required to replace the Proposed Project, so any one of the three
top ranked alternatives would provide adequate resources. However, they may or may not all meet all
three major project objectives, including provision of direct access to the transmission grid for new
renewable resources in the Imperial Valley.

CPUC Process After Final EIR/EIS. CEQA requires that the CPUC provide written responses to
public agency comments at least 10 days prior to certifying the EIR (Public Resource Code 21092.5(a)).
This is accomplished by sending the Final EIR/EIS to all agencies that commented.

The CPUC will determine the adequacy of the Final EIR/EIS, and if adequate, will certify the doc-
ument as compliant with CEQA. The CPUC will issue a Proposed Decision on the Sunrise Powerlink
Project, which will be announced and published concurrent with a scheduled CPUC Meeting. Each
Commissioner may draft an Alternate Decision presenting differing conclusions or opinions. All five
Commissioners will then vote on the Proposed Decision and any Alternate Decisions at a meeting of the

* The SDG&E Enhanced Northern Route has fewer significant unmitigable impacts than the Proposed Project

only because fewer key viewpoints were established for visual resources analysis. Most of the viewpoints
established for the Proposed Project within Anza-Borrego Desert State Park would also apply to this
alternative.
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full Commission. If the project or an alternative is approved, the CPUC will adopt a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program to require monitoring of adopted mitigation measures and definition
of mitigation monitoring procedures.

Within 30 days after the decision is issued by the CPUC, parties can apply for rehearing. For further
information on the CPUC’s decision-making process, call the CPUC Public Advisor at (866) 849-8390
or (415) 703-2074 or email public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov.

ES.2.2 BLM Agency Preferred Alternative and Proposed Plan Amendment

In the Draft EIR/EIS, the CPUC identified the Environmentally Superior Alternative, as required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) and (e)(2). That determination is confirmed in the Final EIR/EIS
in Section ES.2 above. BLM's Agency Preferred alternative was not identified in the Draft EIS, but is
identified in the Final EIS in accordance with BLM planning regulations (BLM Manual 1790-1, Ch.

V(B)(4)(©)).

Based on a careful review of the resource data in the Final EIR/EIS, full consideration of all public
comments received, and a determination of which alternative best meets the agency project objectives,
the BLM's Agency Preferred Alternative is the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route (SWPL)
Alternative. This alternative is described in Section ES.2.4 and depicted on Figure ES-4, including the
BCD/BCD South Option Reroute, except and unless easements can be secured by SDG&E for the Inter-
state 8 Alternative between McCain Valley Road and the eastern end of the Modified Route D Alterna-
tive in place of the BCD/BCD South Option Reroute. In either configuration (the Interstate 8/Modified
Route D or the Interstate 8§/ BCD/BCD South), the BLM's Agency Preferred alternative would achieve
all three CPUC and BLM project objectives and most SDG&E project objectives described in Section
ES.3.2 below.

The Interstate 8 Alternative west of McCain Valley Road is shorter in length, located in a less remote
area, and would result in fewer significant, unmitigable impacts to biological resources, recreation, and
visual resources than would the BCD/BCD South Option Reroute. Because SDG&E may not be able to
secure easements for the Interstate 8 Alternative between McCain Valley Road and the eastern end of
the Modified Route D Alternative, BLM proposes to amend the existing land use plan for Eastern San
Diego County to provide a one-time exception to the plan requirement that new gas, electric, and water
transmission facilities and cables for interstate communication be allowed only within designated
corridors. The proposed plan amendment would apply to the public lands along the BCD/BCD South
Option Reroute portion of the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route (SWPL) Alternative.

BLM Process After Final EIR/EIS. As described in Draft EIR/EIS Section A.6.2, the BLM's deci-
sion regarding the approval of any route and plan amendment would be made in a Record of Decision
to be issued in late 2008 or early 2009. The Final EIR/EIS and Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment
will be available for review for 30 calendar days from the date the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) publishes the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.
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Figure ES-1. Proposed Project with Connected Actions and Future System Expansions
CLICK HERE TO VIEW

October 2008 ES-9 Final EIR/EIS



Sunrise Powerlink Project
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Figure ES-2. Components of New In-Area All-Source and Renewable Generation Alternatives
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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Figure ES-3. LEAPS Project Alternatives
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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Figure ES-4. Final Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alternative and Final
Environmentally Superior Southern Route Alternative
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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BLM regulations (43 CFR 1610.5-2) state that individuals and entities who participated in the planning
process and have an interest that may be adversely affected by the approval of the proposed land use plan
amendment may protest such approval. Protests are specific to the proposed land use plan amendment.
Protests must be filed within the 30-day public availability period. E-mail and faxed protests will not be
accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also provides the original letter by either regular or
overnight mail postmarked by the close of the protest period. Under these conditions, the BLM will consider
the e-mail or faxed protest as an advance copy and it will receive full consideration. If you wish to provide
the BLM with such advance notification, please direct faxed protests to the attention of the BLM protest
coordinator at 202-452-5112, and e-mails to Brenda_Hudgens-Williams@blm.gov. All protests, includ-
ing the follow-up letter (if e-mailing or faxing) must be in writing and mailed to the following address:

e Regular Mail: Director (210), Attention: Brenda Williams, P.O. Box 66538, Washington, DC 20035.

e Overnight Mail: Director (210), Attention: Brenda Williams, 1620 L Street, NW, Suite 1075, Washington,
DC 20036.

Before including your phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your
protest, you should be aware that your entire protest— including your personal identifying information
— may be publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your protest to withhold your per-
sonal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

ES.3 Proposed Project and Project Objectives
ES.3.1 Description of the Proposed Project

Proposed Project. SDG&E proposes to construct a new 150-mile transmission line between Imperial and
San Diego Counties. It would consist of a new 91-mile, single-circuit 500 kilovolt (kV) overhead electric
transmission line between the existing Imperial Valley Substation (in Imperial County near the City of El
Centro) to a proposed new Central East Substation (in central San Diego County, southwest of the intersec-
tion of County Highways S22 and S2). Between the proposed new Central East Substation and SDG&E’s
existing Pefiasquitos Substation (in the City of San Diego), SDG&E would construct a new 59-mile 230
kV double-circuit and single-circuit transmission line, portions of which would be underground.

SDG&E has stated that a system goal for the Sunrise Powerlink Project is to bring a single 500 kV line
as close to the SDG&E load center as is reasonably practical, then use 230 kV lines to distribute the
power to major 230 kV load-serving substations within the San Diego load center.

Future Transmission System Expansion. The Central East Substation is designed to accommodate
four 230 kV and one 500 kV transmission lines, in addition to the two 230 kV circuits and one 500 kV
lines included as part of the Proposed Project. This EIR/EIS discloses the impacts of possible future
transmission lines for the benefit of decision-makers and the public. However, any future transmission
lines would require separate applications to the CPUC (and federal land agency, if applicable) and
separate CEQA/NEPA processes.

Connected Actions and Indirect Effects. Additionally, this EIR/EIS evaluates three projects that are
so closely related to the Proposed Project as to be considered part of the project for purposes of CEQA
and NEPA analysis. These projects are described in Section B.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and include: the
Stirling Energy Systems solar facility, the Esmeralda-San Felipe Geothermal Project (in the Truckhaven
Geothermal Leasing Area), and a 1,250 MW Sempra wind project in northern Mexico’s La Rumorosa
area (with associated transmission and substation improvements in the U.S.). Each of these projects
would be subject to separate environmental review but are evaluated here for the benefit of decision-
makers and the public. All of these projects are referred to as “connected actions” throughout the docu-
ment, except the La Rumorosa wind project, which is identified as an “indirect effect” of the Proposed
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Project because it would be primarily located outside of the United States.® Figure ES-1 illustrates the
general location of the Proposed Project, the Future Transmission System Expansion routes, and the
Connected Actions/Indirect Effect.

Components of the Proposed Project. The major components of the Proposed Project are described
below by link, as defined in SDG&E’s Application and PEA. Figure ES-1 shows the division of the
route into these five links and Figures ES-5 through ES-9 display photographs illustrative of each link.
Imperial Valley Link (Imperial County and easternmost San Diego County)

o Length and location: 60.9 miles from Imperial Valley Substation (west of El Centro) to the eastern
boundary of Anza-Borrego Desert State Park.

o Existing land ownership: Primarily private land (28.4 miles) and BLM land (31.4 miles).

o Existing land use: Agriculture (13.5 miles), open space and recreation (46.2 miles) and undevel-
oped private property.

e Number and type of towers proposed: 206 new 500 kV towers (average height of 160 feet)
¢ Right-of-way requirements: New 200-foot Right of Way (ROW); 49.4 miles of new access roads.
e Other Components: Upgrades to the existing SDG&E Imperial Valley Substation

Anza-Borrego Link (Anza-Borrego Desert State Park)
e Length and location: 22.6 miles entirely within Anza-Borrego Desert State Park boundaries.

o Existing land ownership: Nearly all under jurisdiction of California State Park and Recreation
Department; small segments of private land inholdings.

o Existing land use: Entirely recreational open space; direct effect on 50.2 acres of land designated
as State Wilderness.

e Number and type of towers proposed: 144 new structures including 127 new 500 kV towers (average
height of 130 feet); existing 92 kV (east of Narrows Substation) and 69 kV (west of Narrows
Substation) lines would be installed underground along SR78 or would be added to the 500 kV towers
as an “underbuild.” The existing wood poles would be removed.

o Right-of-way requirements: Follows an existing ROW within the Park, but would require that SDG&E
obtain at least an additional 50 feet of ROW from the State Park; 8 miles of new access roads.
Central Link (Central San Diego County)

o Length and location: 27.3 miles long (7.4 miles of 500 kV line; 19.9 miles of 230 kV line) in
communities of Ranchita and San Felipe.

o Existing land ownership: Major ownership is Vista Irrigation District (8.7 miles), private property
(11.1 miles), and SDG&E (0.1 miles).

o Existing land use: Primarily undeveloped open space and low-density residential (22 miles), agricul-
ture (5.1 miles), roads (0.3 miles), and park land (0.2 miles).

® In Border Power Plant Working Group v. Department of Energy, 260 F.Supp.2d 997, 1017 (S.D.Cal. 2003), the
court found that analysis of Mexican power plants as “connected actions” is inappropriate if the permitting
federal agency does not have “independent jurisdiction over the non-federal action that was a potential effect
of the proposed action.” Because neither BLM nor CPUC have jurisdiction over the La Rumorosa wind project,
it is evaluated as an “indirect effect” of the Proposed Project rather than a “connected action.” Environmental impacts
that would result from the La Rumorosa wind project are disclosed in this EIR/EIS to the extent known or reason-
ably assumed.
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Number and type of towers proposed: Thirty-six new single-circuit 500 kV lattice towers would
average 160 feet tall, and 123 new double circuit 230 kV towers would average 120 feet tall. The 500
kV line would follow SDG&E’s existing 69 kV transmission line ROW through Grapevine Canyon
for approximately four miles, the existing 69 kV circuit would be removed from the wood poles
and attached (underbuilt) to the 500 kV structures through this segment.

Right-of-way requirements: New 200-300 foot ROW required; 36.4 miles of new access roads. The
Central Link would include portions of both the 500 kV and 230 kV transmission lines.

Other components: Central East Substation (106 acres of disturbance) to accommodate 500 kV and
230 kV transmission lines and 500/230 kV transformer banks. Relocation of existing 69 kV trans-
mission line (9 miles).

Inland Valley Link (West-Central San Diego County)

Length and location: 25.5 miles through the communities of Santa Ysabel and Ramona, and through
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar.

Existing land ownership: Approximate mileage as follows: SDG&E ROW (16.9 miles), BLM (1.2
miles), Department of Defense - Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar (0.7 miles), Vista Irri-
gation District [VID] 0.1 miles), San Diego County (1.1 miles), and private land (6.1 miles).

Existing land use: Undeveloped open space and low-density residential (13.1 miles), agricultural land (1
mile), recreation (7 miles) and public roadways (4.2 miles of underground segments).

Number and type of towers proposed: 123 new double circuit 230 kV towers (averaging 120 feet
tall); two cable poles (to transition from overhead to underground) at each end of underground segment.

Right-of-way requirements: 13 miles of new ROW (60-200 feet wide); nearly 8 miles of new access
roads.

Coastal Link (Western San Diego County)

Length and location: 13.6 miles with new towers in communities of Rancho Pefiasquitos and Torrey
Hill (City of San Diego).

Existing land ownership: SDG&E ROW (11.8 miles), private property (0.1 miles), City of San
Diego (1.4 miles), MCAS Miramar (0.3 miles).

Existing land use: Commercial (0.1 miles), existing corridor in open space and parks passing
through primarily residential areas (12 miles), and utilities and transportation (1.8 miles).

Number and type of towers proposed: new single circuit 230 kV line on 50 new double circuit towers
averaging 120 feet tall to support new single circuit 230 kV line (replacing existing H-frame structures).

Right-of-way requirements: Existing ROW except within Los Pefiasquitos Preserve; 0.4 miles of new
access roads.

Other components: Modifications to the existing Sycamore Canyon and Pefiasquitos Substations.

Other System Upgrades

Reconductoring® of the existing 69 kV transmission line between Sycamore Canyon and Elliot Substations.

Modifications to the San Luis Rey and South Bay Substations would occur within existing fence lines.

6

Reconductoring is the installation of new, higher capacity wires (conductors) generally on existing towers. Some
new towers would be required when existing towers cannot support the greater weight of the new conductors.
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Figure ES-5. Photographs lllustrating Imperial Valley Link
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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Figure ES-6. Photographs lllustrating Anza-Borrego Link
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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Figure ES-7. Photographs lllustrating Central Link
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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Figure ES-8. Photographs lllustrating Inland Valley Link
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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Figure ES-9. Photographs lllustrating Coastal Link
CLICK HERE TO VIEW
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ES.3.2 SDG&E’s Proposed Purpose and Need and Project Objectives

SDG&E states in its Application and PEA that it developed the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project
for three major reasons (1) to bring renewable energy resources to San Diego County from Imperial
County by providing transmission access to remote areas that have the potential for significant
development of renewable energy sources; (2) to improve electric reliability within the San Diego area
by providing additional transmission during peak loading and for the region’s growing economy; and
(3) to reduce congestion and power supply costs of delivering electricity to ratepayers (SDG&E, 2006a).

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project

According to SDG&E’s application, the SRPL Project is needed to:

e Maintain Reliability. The Sunrise Powerlink Project will enable the San Diego transmission
system to satisfy the reliability requirements of the California Independent System Operator
(“CAISO”).

e Promote Renewable Energy. The Sunrise Powerlink Project will provide California consumers
more economical access to the renewable resources in Imperial Valley, encourage the development
of these resources, and provide access for wind resource development in southeastern San Diego
County.

o Reduce Energy Costs. In addition to maintaining grid reliability and improving access to renew-
able energy resources, this cost-effective project will provide savings for California electricity cus-
tomers under normal operating conditions. Savings would result from access to lower cost sources
of power in the desert southwest and reduced reliance on older, less-efficient in-area generation.

SDG&E’s Project Objectives

As stated by SDG&E (in PEA Section 3.1), the eight objectives for building the SRPL are to:
1. Ensure that SDG&E’s transmission system satisfies reliability criteria.

2. Provide transmission facilities with a voltage level and transfer capability that (a) allows for
prudent system expandability to meet both anticipated short-term (2010) and long-term (2015
and beyond) load growth and (b) supports regional expansion of the electric grid.

3. Provide transmission capability for Imperial Valley renewable resources for SDG&E customers
to assist in meeting or exceeding California’s 20% renewable energy source mandate by 2010
and the Governor’s proposed goal of 33% by 2020.

4. Reduce the above-market costs associated with maintaining reliability in the San Diego area
while mitigating the potential exercise of local market power, particularly the costs associated
with older generators such as the South Bay and Encina Power Plants.

5. Improve regional transmission system infrastructure.

6. Obtain electricity generated by diverse fuel sources and decrease the dependence on increasingly
scarce and costly natural gas.

7. Avoid, to the extent feasible, the taking and relocation of homes, businesses or industries, in the
siting of the transmission line, substation and associated facilities.

8. Minimize the need for new or expanded transmission line ROW.
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CPUC and BLM Project Objectives

Having taken into consideration the eight objectives set forth by SDG&E above, the CPUC and BLM
identified the following three basic project objectives:

o Basic Project Objective 1: to maintain reliability in the delivery of power to the San Diego region;
o Basic Project Objective 2: to reduce the cost of energy in the region; and

e Basic Project Objective 3: to accommodate the delivery of renewable energy to meet State and
federal renewable energy goals from geothermal and solar resources in the Imperial Valley and
wind and other sources in San Diego County.

ES.4 Summary of Public Involvement Activities

During preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the
CPUC and BLM implemented an extensive public participation process for the proposed Sunrise
Powerlink Project. Section ES.4.1 summarizes the outreach efforts and public meetings and Section
ES.4.2 summarizes major concerns described identified by the public and agencies during the public
scoping periods.

A total of 860 people attended the meetings during the October 2006 and February 2007 scoping periods.
Nearly 1,300 scoping comments were submitted (written and oral) between October 2006 and October
2007.

ES.4.1 Notices, Meetings, and Consultation

Notices, meetings, and consultations that occurred as part of the Draft EIR/EIS and Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS scoping and public information process are summarized below.

Scoping Process: August 2006 to November 2007

e August 2006. The NEPA scoping process began with the BLM’s publication of the Notice of Intent
(NOI) to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register on August 31, 2006. A copy of the NOI was made
available on the project website.

e September 2006. The CEQA 30-day scoping process for the Sunrise Powerlink Project began with the
CPUC’s issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on September 15, 2006. The CPUC
mailed over 6,600 copies of the NOP to public agencies and members of the general public,
including 236 representatives of over 65 different agencies, 52 environmental groups, 64 tribal
government representatives, and 41 elected officials.

e October 2006. In October 2006, the CPUC and BLM held a total of seven public scoping meetings to
collect input for the scope and content of the EIR/EIS and for alternatives and mitigation measures
to consider. Newspaper advertisements appeared in 11 local and regional newspapers between
September 15 and 22, 2006.

e November 2006. Approximately 323 comments on the NOP were received from public, private, and
tribal agencies and from members of the public. In November 2006, Part One of the Scoping Report
was issued and 284 copies of the Scoping Report were distributed to agencies, parties on the CPUC’s
Service List, and individuals who requested copies. The Scoping Report was available for review at
26 repositories, on the Internet, and by mail.
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January 2007. A notice was distributed announcing the preliminary identification of alternatives to
analyze in the EIR/EIS, the EIR/EIS publication schedule, and a second round of public meetings.
This notice was sent to over 12,000 individuals and agency representatives. Announcements appeared
in eight newspapers between January 20 and February 2, 2007. In February 2007, the CPUC and
BLM held eight additional public scoping meetings to collect input on alternatives.

March 2007. Approximately 445 comments on the preliminary selection of alternatives were received
from public, private, and tribal agencies and from members of the public. In March 2007, Part Two
of the Scoping Report was issued and 430 printed copies of the Scoping Report were distributed to
agencies, parties on the CPUC’s Service List, and individuals who requested copies. The Scoping
Report was available for review at 26 repositories, on the Internet, and by mail.

March 2007. On March 16, 2007, a notice was mailed to over 12,000 parties, announcing the
conclusions on alternatives to be fully analyzed in the EIR/EIS. The March Notice was based on the
feedback received from the public and agencies summarized above, along with research conducted
by the EIR/EIS team.

May 2007. As a result of continuing consultation with the Cleveland National Forest, a new route
alternative called the Modified Route D Alternative was designed using portions of an alternative that
were was considered and eliminated in March 2007. On May 16, 2007, a notice describing the new
alternative and the rationale for its consideration was mailed to over 12,000 persons, organizations,
and agencies on the project EIR/EIS mailing list. A third 30-day comment period opened.

October/November 2007. Over 90 comments were received on the Proposed Project and
alternatives, primarily related to the Modified Route D Alternative, outside of the formal scoping
periods. These were from individuals, organizations, agencies, and SDG&E and were published on
the project website in November.

Attendance at Scoping Meetings and Agency Consultations

Over 260 members of the public and representatives from organizations and government agencies
attended the October 2006 scoping meetings and approximately 600 members of the public and
representatives from organizations and government agencies attended the February 2007 meetings. The
CPUC and BLM conducted 17 consultation meetings with agencies and local jurisdictions to discuss the
Proposed Project and consider their comments and concerns.

Notification and Public Meetings on the Draft EIR/EIS

January 2008. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR/EIS was mailed to all members of
the project EIR/EIS mailing list as of January 2008 to announce the release of the document and its
90 day public comment period, and provide information on how to obtain or view the EIR/EIS.

January 2008. Announcements of the availability of the Draft EIR/EIS and the schedule for public
workshops and hearings were published in 11 newspapers in Imperial and San Diego County,
including two Spanish language newspapers.

January 28 - February 1, 2008. Nine public workshops were held so members of the public could
discuss the contents of the Draft EIR/EIS with CPUC and BLM representatives, and EIR/EIS
authors. Meetings were held in El Centro, Alpine, Temecula, San Diego (Rancho Pefiasquitos),
Warner Springs, Ramona, Pine Valley, and Borrego Springs.
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e February 25-27, 2008. Five Public Participation Hearings were held by Commissioner Grueneich
and Administrative Law Judge Steven Weissman in San Diego, Pine Valley, Borrego Springs,
Ramona, and Julian.

e May 12, 2008. Two additional Public Participation Hearings were held by Commissioner Grueneich
and Administrative Law Judge Steven Weissman in Borrego Springs.

Notification and Public Meetings on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS

e July 2008. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
was mailed to all members of the project EIR/EIS mailing list as of July 2008 to announce the
release of the document and its 45 day public comment period, and provide information on how to
obtain or view the document.

e July 2008. Announcements of the availability of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS and the schedule for public workshops were published in 12 newspapers in Imperial and San
Diego County, including three Spanish language newspapers.

e August 4, 2008. Two public workshops were held in Jacumba, California, so members of the
public could discuss the contents of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS with CPUC
and BLM representatives, and EIR/EIS authors.

Notification of the Final EIR/EIS

e October 2008. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Final EIR/EIS was mailed to all members of
the project EIR/EIS mailing list as of October 2008 to announce the release of the document and
BLM’s 30 day protest period, and provide information on how to obtain or view the EIR/EIS.

e October 2008. Announcements of the availability of the Final EIR/EIS were published in 3
newspapers in Imperial and San Diego County, including a Spanish language newspaper.

Native American Consultation

The BLM sent letters of consultation on July 5, 2006, July 13, 2006, September 5, 2007, and January
23, 2008 to 60 representatives of 27 tribal governments potentially affected by the Proposed Project and
to representatives of 26 tribal governments potentially affected by project alternatives. The following
tribes responded: Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Pala
Band of Mission Indians, Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio Indians, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians,
and Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians. Government to government consultation meetings were held
with the Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Santa Ysabel
Band of Dieguefio Indians, Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Indians,
Pauma/Yuima Band of Mission Indians, Barona Group of the Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians,
and La Jolla Band of Luiseno Mission Indians.

At the time of publication of the Final EIR/EIS, the CPUC and BLM continue to be involved in ongoing
tribal consultations regarding the Sunrise Powerlink Project. On September 4, 2008, the BLM sent a letter
to representatives of tribal governments announcing a series of four meetings with area tribes as listed
below. These meetings are intended to allow tribal representatives to have additional participation in the
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 process that the BLM is carrying out with the State
Historic Preservation Office:

e September 29, 2008: El Centro e October 1, 2008: Escondido
e September 30, 2008: El Cajon e October 2, 2008: Temecula
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Facilitation of Project Information

An EIR/EIS e-mail address list was created, and a telephone hotline and Internet site for project
information were established. The Internet site was used to post all the public environmental documents
(including the Draft and Final EIR/EIS) and to announce upcoming public meetings. All public notices
appeared on the CPUC’s project website:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/aspen/sunrise/sunrise.htm

Throughout the process, the EIR/EIS team has been available for questions and comments at: (866)
711-3106 or by e-mail at sunrise@aspeneg.com.

ES.4.2 Areas of Controversy / Public Scoping Issues

Private citizens provided the majority of the comments during the scoping processes. In addition to private
individuals and groups, comments were received from organizations and government agencies. The
issues raised during the public scoping process are described in detail in two Scoping Reports (available on
the CPUC’s Project website), and are summarized below.

Purpose and Need. Commenters questioned the Proposed Project’s ability to provide transmission
capability for delivering Imperial Valley renewable resources because this renewable energy source is
not yet developed. Imperial County Planning and Development Services commented that no application
had been submitted or approved for any of these potential renewable energy sources relied upon by the
project. Agencies, organizations, and private citizens expressed concern about the project’s potential to
be used to import power from Mexico. Many commenters felt that the need for the project had not been
established and that the focus should be on generation of power within the area (in-area generation)
rather than importing energy from other regions. Commenters provided information on the workability
of in-area generation. One company’s representative explained that during the energy crisis, it was the
independent energy producers and SDG&E that supplied energy for the region. Commenters suggested
that in-area generation was the preferred and only feasible option.

Safety Issues and Fire Risk. The Forest Service and property owners near existing, proposed, and potential
transmission line corridors were concerned with the potential for the proposed transmission line to start
wildfires and to inhibit firefighting capabilities near the transmission line. Commenters requested a thorough
analysis of how the SRPL project could contribute to fire risk.

Impacts to Property Values and Business Revenues. A number of residents expressed concern that
the placement of towers near their homes and in their communities would be detrimental to the value of
their property. Some homeowner groups requested that transmission lines be placed underground in
their neighborhoods. Concern was expressed over the impact of the project on dairy businesses in
Imperial County. The Imperial Irrigation District expressed concern over possible economic impacts of
the project on agriculture.

Effects on Public and Park Lands. Comments both in the public meeting and through letters expressed
concerns about the use of public lands for the Proposed Project and alternative routes. Concerns centered on
the use of Anza Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP) and the Cleveland National Forest (CNF) land for
project ROW. California State Parks, environmental organizations, and community groups were strongly
opposed to any use of ABDSP for the project. They requested the identification of alternatives that avoided
the Park. San Diego County staff was concerned about the large number of parks and preserves affected by
the project.
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De-designation of Wilderness. A major concern is the Proposed Project’s location within State Wilder-
ness and the required precedent-setting de-designation of wilderness land that would need to occur to
allow for a wider transmission corridor and the relocation of the existing corridor within ABDSP to avoid
a cultural site. There were major concerns from community and environmental groups that the project
would have significant impacts to biological resources within ABDSP. Commenters have asked that a
thorough evaluation of recreation and biological resources be conducted in order to effectively mitigate
potential impacts to these resources.

Conflicts with Existing or Planned Land Uses. Concerns were raised by several developers and land
owners that the Proposed Project and alternative routes could adversely affect future developments that are
being planned. Among these were the Proposed Project’s impact on the Imperial Gateway Development
project and other development projects along the Interstate 8 Alternative in San Diego County.

Human Environment Issues and Concerns. Some public comments focused on the potential effect of
the project on the human environment, especially in neighborhoods where new towers and lines would
be placed within an existing corridor with existing towers and lines. Concerns were with regard to the
health and safety impacts of electric and magnetic fields (EMFs), health risks associated with prolonged
exposure to high voltage electric fields, impacts to property values, safety and fire risk issues, noise
(including corona noise), construction impacts, and conflicts with planned uses.

EMF and Dairy Operations. Commenters believe that the transmission lines would be detrimental to the
dairy industry, and would have significant impacts on operations at an existing dairy.

Construction Impacts. The City of San Diego requested that construction be planned to avoid impacts to
wildlife and that workers be trained to avoid impacts to wildlife.

Alternatives. A substantial number of alternative routes were suggested by citizens, organizations, and
agencies. Comments from California State Parks and others expressed interest in alternatives that
avoided the ABDSP. Comments from Cleveland National Forest expressed interest in alternatives that
avoided the CNF. Preference for the I-8 Alternative route with a particular reroute was expressed by
the Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians and the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians.

Modified Route D Alternative. After the Modified Route D Alternative was suggested by Cleveland
National Forest, a third public comment period was held (May-June 2007) for this new alternative. Due
to subsequent adjustments to the route, another comment period was held in September and October
2007, and commenters noted concerns about this alternative’s proximity to residences and its effect on
the rural setting of the area. Concerns were also expressed about effects on the biological, cultural, and
geological resources at “The Narrows,” and the risk of fire caused by power lines in this fire-prone
area. In addition, planned development in this area was noted.

Environmental Review and Decision-Making Process: Public Involvement. Concerns were expressed
about the number and timing of scoping meetings. Because of the large distance spanned by the project,
some commenters stated that the meetings were too far apart and not convenient. The CNF submitted
requests for additional time to respond to the NOP. The Sierra Club and the Center for Biological
Diversity filed a motion requesting the scoping period be extended and that additional scoping meetings
be held to address impacts as well as alternatives. In response, the CPUC Administrative Law Judge
Weissman ruled that there be a second 30-day scoping period at the earliest practical time that focused
on preliminary alternative identification.
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Cumulative Impacts. Concerns were expressed that the project would result in cumulatively significant
harm by permitting completion of “full loop” transmission alternative; that SRPL and “full loop” are
closely related. Commenters suggested that the EIR/EIS consider cumulative harm of the “full loop”
alternative on people and nature.

Biological Resources Issues. Many comments addressed potential impacts to wildlife, habitats, and the
pristine and undeveloped condition of the landscape. There were significant concerns expressed by
resource agencies and environmental groups that the project would have major impacts on biological
resources within ABDSP and in areas covered under the San Diego Multiple-Species Conservation
Program Plan. It was noted that the project has the potential to impact native plants and bighorn sheep,
raptors, gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo, and southwestern willow flycatcher and their habitats. Commenters
asked that a thorough evaluation of biological resources be conducted in order to effectively mitigate
potential impacts to such resources. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requested that protocol surveys
for sensitive species be completed prior to release of the Draft EIR/EIS to ensure that biological resource
issues are effectively addressed and mitigated in the draft document. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and California Department of Fish and Game requested mitigation measures be evaluated based on the
implementation of measures for other projects.

Cultural Resources Issues. Four comment letters were received from tribal governments and one from
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC expressed concern on behalf of tribes
in San Diego and Imperial Counties about the lack of information and inadequate consultation and urged
the BLM to be proactive in providing tribes adequate opportunity for consultation on the Proposed
Project.

Visual Resources Issues. The County of San Diego expressed concerns with the visual impacts of the
project, and suggested alternatives to the far north, outside San Diego County, or to the far south within
San Diego County. Many individuals and community groups expressed concerns over the visual impacts
to their residences, communities, and the San Diego County backcountry, including a decrease in tourism
revenue as a result of visual impacts. Caltrans expressed concerns about visual impacts to scenic high-
ways and impacts to cultural resources within Caltrans rights-of-way. It requested that the EIR/EIS identify
scenic highway design and eligibility, and develop visual simulations of views from State highways.

Water Resources Issues. State Water Resources Control Board expressed concern regarding riparian
corridors and other waters, and requested that all waters of the State affected by the project be identified,
and that the board be consulted on mitigation measures concerning State water.

Air Quality Issues. The Imperial County Air Pollution Control Board of Directors expressed opposition
to the construction of transmission lines between Imperial Valley Substation and San Diego. It expressed
concern that the project would allow further fossil-fuel burning facilities to be built in the Mexicali
Valley, where air quality standards are not as stringent as those in California, and could further degrade
air quality in Imperial Valley and thereby negatively impact the health of residents.

Regulatory Compliance. Caltrans commented that work performed in Caltrans ROWs will require an
Encroachment Permit. It also requested that all areas where impacts occur on State ROWs be clearly
delineated in the report and in maps.
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ES.5 Impacts of the Proposed Project

This section identifies the significant, unmitigable impacts of the Proposed Project. The primary pur-
pose of an EIR/EIS is to identify any significant effects of a project, as proposed. Knowledge of the sig-
nificant impacts from the Proposed Project guides the identification of mitigation measures and of
alternatives that reduce these impacts.

The Proposed Project as a whole would have 52 significant unmitigable impacts in one or more
geographic areas for: biological resources, visual resources, land use, wilderness and recreation,
agricultural resources, cultural and paleontological resources, noise, air quality, socioeconomics, public
services and utilities, and fire and fuels management. Additionally, there would be significant impacts
that could be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. Other impacts that are adverse but not
significant would not require mitigation. Following is a summary of the resource areas in which sig-
nificant and unmitigable impacts have been identified.

Significant and Unmitigable Effects of the Proposed Project

Biological reSources..........cccceeevveernnnns 11 Land Use 1
Visual reSources *.......ccovvvvverenvninienes 19 AQFICUIUIE ..o 3
Cultural reSOUICES.....vovvvevererrieieiereenenns 5 NOISE ..ttt 3
Wilderness and recreation ...........ccoeev.. 4 Socioeconomics, public services, utilities............. 1
AIr qQUAlILY .. 2 Fire and fuels management...........ccocovvvrrverenen. 3

* Note that the number of significant visual resources is partly defined by the number of key viewpoints identified for each route so this number
is not necessarily indicative of the severity of impacts and can result in uneven comparisons if considered alone.

This section first describes biological, air quality, agricultural, and noise impacts of the Proposed
Project, because they are evaluated on a regional basis or the same impact conclusions apply to all areas
of the project. It then describes the specific effects of the Proposed Project on specific resources within
each of the five proje