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Section 1 — General Components and Comments

After the Sunrise Powerlink Project was approved by the CPUC in December 2008 and the BLM in
January of 2009, SDG&E began the process of completing final project design and engineering. On May
14, 2010, SDG&E submitted its Final Project Modification Report (PMR) to the CPUC and BLM. The PMR
defines changes made to the project as a result of mitigation requirements or federal and State
regulations along the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project route after publication of the Final
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS).

All changes were reviewed by the lead agencies, CPUC and BLM, along with the cooperating, responsible
and resource agencies, and were published on the CPUC website and made available for public review.
Each proposed modification was reviewed to determine whether the changes have resulted in increased
levels of environmental impact or new significant impacts and whether the proposed modifications are
consistent with and/or validate the environmental analysis such that any additional CEQA or NEPA
documentation is or is not required.

Project modifications developed by SD&GE are addressed in two separate sections. Section 2 presents
discussion of each individual modification. This section, Section 1, addresses the project changes that
are general in nature and applicable to a number of individual route modifications, and reviews whether
they are consistent and/or validate the environmental analysis. Section 1 includes a discussion of the
following issues:

e Section 1.1, Revised Project Components. SDG&E defines different types and quantities of project
components that would be required during construction and operation. The components and their
impacts include the following:

o Infrared lighting for nighttime aircraft safety;

o Marker balls on conductors for aircraft safety;

o Modified construction yard locations and sizes; and
o Modified structures for communication facilities.

¢ Section 1.2, Biological Resources. The specific changes in effects resulting from each modification
subunit are explained in Section 2.The section addresses the majority of the modified subunits, as well
as the following two issues:

o Comparison of acreage affected for various special status species; and
o Project effects on golden and bald eagles.

¢ Section 1.3, Water Supply. An attachment to the PMR, entitled “Water Resources Availability Study,
Non-Groundwater Sources, Sunrise Powerlink Environmentally Superior Southern Route,” defines
sources of surface water to be used during construction. Section 1.3 defines impacts associated with
water transportation for the PMR and compares them to those defined in the Final EIR/EIS.

¢ Section 1.4, Helicopter Construction. SDG&E proposes increased used of helicopters in order to
reduce ground disturbance from access roads. This topic, and impacts associated with helicopters, is
addressed in Section 1.4.

e Section 1.5, Fire Risk. Section 1.5 presents an updated analysis of fire risk based on the revised
transmission line route, and compares impacts to those defined in the Final EIR/EIS.
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e Section 1.6, Air Emissions. Section 1.6 evaluates the air emissions associated with the modified
project and compares them to approved project (FESSR). It also considers the adopted mitigation
measures and whether they are still necessary.

e Section 1.7, Cultural Resources. The specific changes in effects resulting from each modification
subunit are explained in Section 2. Section 1.7 addresses the cultural resources data and analysis used
to compare the modified project with the FESSR.

¢ Section 1.8, Construction Noise. Attachment C to the PMR, entitled “Powered Haulage Estimated
Acoustical Impact Report,” defines the increase in noise along the traffic haul routes. Section 1.8
defines impacts associated with transportation noise for the PMR and compares them to those
defined in the Final EIR/EIS.

e Section 1.9, Cumulative Projects. An updated assessment of cumulative impacts is presented in
Section 1.9.

¢ Section 1.10, Public Notification. Public concerns were raised about notification required under CEQA
and NEPA; these are addressed in this section.

1.1 Revised Project Components

The discussion below presents an evaluation of general project modifications included in Final PMR
document, Section 2 (Structure, Yard, and Telecom Update). These project modifications have been
reviewed to consider whether they would result in significant effects not discussed in the EIR/EIS and
whether the Final EIR/EIS is still valid and consistent.

A number of public comments were received regarding the revised project components addressed in
PMR Section 2. All comments were considered and where comments were specific to the PMR
document, they have been incorporated into the discussion below.

1.1.1 Infrared Lighting

SDG&E Modification. The PMR presents information on infrared lighting to be used on some of the
project towers (see PMR Table 2-1). Infrared lighting was not proposed in the Final EIR/EIS, and was not
evaluated as a component of the FESSR. However, Mitigation Measure T-11b (Consult with and inform
U.S. Customs and Border Protection), required SDG&E to consult with U.S. Customs and Border
Projection. During final design agency meetings, SDG&E was informed by the Department of the Navy
and the US Border Patrol that infrared lighting would be required for helicopter safety in the vicinity of
the Sunrise towers. These two agencies have operational facilities in the project area, and are concerned
about nighttime flight safety.

SDG&E is working with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Miramar, California Highway Patrol, and others to determine aircraft safety lighting for the transmission
towers. FAA determines whether a structure poses a hazard to navigable airspace, and in those
determinations FAA includes advisory guidance on what markers or lighting should be used to ensure no
hazard. These lighting and marking recommendations are based on FAA guidance, Obstruction Marking
and Lighting Advisory Circular, No. AC/70/7460-1K. FAA’s recommendations on marking and lighting
may vary based on terrain features, weather patterns, and geographic location, and, depending on the
hazard potential, may result in a recommendation for higher standards for increased visibility of towers
to ensure safety to air navigation. SDG&E has also been working closely with the Department of the
Navy and Border Patrol regarding the project, given that both those agencies use navigable airspace in
the vicinity of certain project structures and have requested that the lighting and marking for the project
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be consistent with those agencies’ operational needs. The Department of the Navy and the Border
Patrol have requested the use of infrared lighting to ensure safety of aircraft during nighttime flights.

The proposed infrared safety lighting would be solar-powered, would operate from dusk to dawn, and
would not be visible to humans. It would be visible to certain insects, but not to birds or bats.

Final EIR/EIS Evaluation. The Final EIR/EIS did not analyze the potential environmental effects of
infrared tower lighting because tower lighting was not included as a project design feature when the
Final EIR/EIS was prepared. However, the only potential environmental impacts that could result from
infrared tower lighting would be indirect impacts to birds and bats that may be attracted to common,
nighttime flying insects clustered around the infrared lights. The potential for such impacts was
addressed in the Final EIR/EIS and is discussed below.

Public Comments. Commenters suggested that the addition of a new type of lighting on the
transmission towers requires preparation of a Supplemental EIR/EIS.

Evaluation. Because the proposed infrared safety would not be visible to humans, it would not have any
visual impacts. Therefore, CPUC and BLM evaluated the proposed modification in the context of
potential direct impacts due to collision with the transmission towers on birds and bats that may be
attracted to insects clustered around the lights.

The potential effects of infrared structure lighting on birds and bats are discussed below.

Impacts to Birds. Most birds migrate at night, but migration corridors have never been systematically
studied. Impacts to birds as a result of collisions with project features were analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS
as Impact B-10 (Presence of transmission lines may result in electrocution of, and/or collisions by, listed
or sensitive bird species). Analysis in the Final EIR/EIS assumed that night-migrating birds would collide
with transmission line features and that the resulting bird mortality would be a significant and
unmitigable (Class I) impact to listed and sensitive bird species. Impacts to non-sensitive bird species and
bird species that migrate during the day were determined to be Class Il (significant but mitigable) in the
Final EIR/EIS with implementation of Mitigation Measure B-10a (Utilize collision-reducing techniques in
installation of transmission lines).

Mitigation Measure B-10a is presented below, with underlined notes that relate to this discussion.

B-10a: Utilize collision-reducing techniques in installation of transmission lines. The applicant shall install the transmission
lines utilizing Avian Power Line Interaction Committee standards for collision-reducing techniques as outlined in “Mitigating Bird
Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Artin 1994” (APLIC, 1994) as follows.

« Placement of towers and lines shall not be located above existing towers and lines, topographic features, or tree lines to the
maximum extent practicable. Power lines should be clustered in the vertical and horizontal planes aligned with existing geo-
graphic features or tree lines, and located parallel (rather than perpendicular) to prevailing wind patterns to the maximum
degree feasible. [NOTE: This provision is required along the entire approved route.]

« Overhead lines that are located in highly utilized avian flight paths shall be marked utilizing fixed mount Firefly Flapper/
Diverters, swan flight diverter coils, or other diversion devices, if proven more effective, as to be visible to birds and to reduce
avian collision with power lines. [NOTE: the Final EIR/EIS did not identify any portions of the FESSR as *highly utilized avian
flight paths” so based on flight paths alone, no diversion devices would be installed along the approved route. This bullet and
the bullets below would not apply to this route based on flight path use. See further discussion below.]

« Where such markers are installed, the applicant shall fund a study to determine the effectiveness of the markers as a collision
prevention measure since there are few, if any, studies that show if such markers work, especially on transmission lines (CEC,
2007). The applicant shall develop a draft study protocol and submit it to the Wildlife Agencies and State Parks, as well as to
CPUC and BLM, for review. The applicant shall continue to work with these agencies until approval of a final study protocol
is obtained. If the study shows the markers to be ineffective, the applicant shall coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies and State
Parks (for markers in ABDSP) to develop alternate collision protection measures.

« The applicant shall implement an avian reporting system for documenting bird mortalities to help identify problem areas. The
reporting system shall follow the format in Appendix C of “Suggested Practices for Avian Protection On Power Lines: The
State of the Art in 2006” (APLIC, 2006) or a similar format. The applicant shall submit a draft reporting protocol and reporting
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system to the Wildlife Agencies and State Parks, as well as to CPUC and BLM, for review and approval. The applicant shall
continue to work with these agencies until approval of a final reporting protocol and reporting system is obtained. The
applicant shall develop and implement methods to reduce mortalities in identified problem areas. The methods shall be
approved by the Wildlife Agencies, State Parks (for problem areas in ABDSP), CPUC, and BLM prior to implementation. Bird
mortality shall continue to be documented in the problem areas per the avian reporting system to determine the effectiveness of
the mortality reduction methods and to determine if new methods need to be developed.

As stated in the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance and Reporting Plan, this mitigation measure would
be required along the length of the FESSR except for underground locations. Mitigation Measure B-10a
requires the utilization of collision-reducing techniques in highly utilized bird flight paths. The Final
EIR/EIS did not identify any portions along the FESSR as “highly utilized avian flight paths.” Likewise,
there are no “highly utilized avian flight paths” along the modified project. Therefore implementation of
Mitigation Measure B-10a would not require installation of bird flight diverter devices or a funded study
of bird mortality.

However, the modified project now has identified infrared lighting in a number of locations. Night-flying
insects may be attracted to these locations, and in turn, the presence of insects may attract birds.
Therefore, to be conservative and to reduce the likelihood that birds would collide with conductors in
areas near infrared lights, the CPUC and BLM will implement Mitigation Measure B-10a in its entirety for
conductor spans adjacent to infrared lights and will thus require installation of bird flight diverter
devices and defined study to determine the effectiveness of such devices. This will ensure that these
impacts remain the same and that the inclusion of the infrared lights is consistent with the conclusions
in the Final EIR/EIS and that the Final EIR/EIS remains valid. Mitigation Measure B-10a further requires
SDG&E to implement additional protective measures to reduce mortality in identified problem areas.
For example, bird flight diversion devices could be concentrated near areas of infrared lights to help
avoid collisions by birds that may be attracted to the insects that may be attracted to the infrared lights.
Implementation of this mitigation measure in full (including installation of diversion devices near
infrared lights) would ensure that impacts to birds from infrared lighting on towers are not significant or
substantially more severe than that analyzed in the EIR/EIS and that the impact to birds is consistent
with the analysis in the Final EIR/EIS.

Impacts to Bats. The potential for bats to collide with transmission towers was not addressed in the
Final EIR/EIS. The risk of bat collision with towers is not a well-documented or understood phenomenon.
Bats (like humans) do not see infrared lights. However, like birds, bats may be attracted insects that are
attracted to the infrared lights, which could potentially result in collision. Much of what is known about
bat collision with any type of towers results from anecdotal data and not from formal studies; collision
studies completed to date have focused on birds.

Bat collisions with a variety of man-made structures including television towers, communication/cell
towers, large windows, buildings, and barbed-wire fences have been documented and reported in both
bat collision studies and bird/tower collisions studies. The number of bats killed as a result of collision
with communication or transmission tower structures appears to be small. One of the earliest
documented collision events occurred in Kansas, where five bat mortalities were recorded at a large
television tower (Van Gelder 1956). In Florida, a 25-year monitoring study of a television tower recorded
54 bat collisions across seven species (Crawford and Baker 1981). Similarly, an 18-year study collected
12 bats underneath another television tower in Florida (Zinn and Baker 1979). Other small numbers of
bats have been recorded on communications towers in North Dakota, Tennessee, and Canada (Avery
and Clement 1972; Ganier 1962; and Gollop 1965, respectively).

Often, the risks associated with birds are similarly applied to bats. However, a flaw in this approach is
that there are significant differences in the flight behaviors and the natural histories of birds versus bats,
and bats, unlike birds, have the ability to echolocate. Furthermore, many of the current studies have
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focused on the impact that wind turbines have on bat mortality, with the assumption that similar
mortalities occur with transmission line infrastructure despite the operational differences between wind
turbines and other types of transmission line infrastructure.

In modern studies using thermal imaging cameras, bats have been observed flying through extremely
complex habitat including areas with transmission lines. While no collisions were reported, observers
noticed the acrobatic nature of bat flight, and their ability to avoid obstacles and complex structures.
Habitat complexity also plays a role in how bats partition the landscape, with some species avoiding
cluttered areas (Sleep and Brigham 2003).

Conclusion. The addition of infrared lighting is not expected to result in a significant impact or to
substantially increase the severity of effect to bird or bat species. The analysis regarding collision
impacts to birds in the Final EIR/EIS is consistent with the addition of infrared lighting and the
modification does not reduce the validity of the Final EIR/EIS. The addition of an element or project
component not analyzed as part of the adopted project, but included within the range of impacts
studied, does not require the preparation of a supplemental EIS. (In re: Operation of the Missouri River
System Litigation v. US Army Corps of Engineers, 516 f.3d 688 (2007).) However, to be conservative, the
CPUC and BLM will require full implementation of Mitigation Measure B-10a at conductor spans
adjacent to infrared lights. The addition of infrared lighting on transmission towers is not expected to
result in any new significant impacts to bat species (as a result of collision) because of their flight
behaviors, natural history, and echolocation abilities. Impacts to bat species with the inclusion of
infrared lighting would be consistent with the analysis in the Final EIR/EIS and would not reduce the
validity of the Final EIR/EIS. Therefore, this project change would not create a new impact or
substantially increase the severity of a previously identified significant impact.

1.1.2 Marker Balls

SDG&E Modification. After SDG&E completed final project design and defined specific tower and span
heights, the Department of Defense and Homeland Security (Border Patrol) identified the specific
location of marker spheres would be required on static lines (at the top of the towers, above the
conductors) that would ensure aircraft safety in compliance with Mitigation Measure T-11b: Consult
with and inform U.S. Customs and Border Protection. The PMR states that over 1,300 marker balls
would be required on 134 project spans (see PMR Table 2-2) based on the location of each span (near
airports, at road crossings, and at crossings of canyons) as determined by FAA regulations.

The importance of collision avoidance devices for air safety, such as marker spheres and infrared lights
(see Section 1.1.1), is clear from the history of aircraft collision with transmission lines. There have been
accidents resulting from collision of aircraft with SDG&E transmission line, and these have resulted in
loss of life. One accident occurred on Camp Pendleton, where Marine helicopter hit a transmission
tower at night. Another accident occurred along the existing 500 kV transmission line between the
Imperial Valley Substation and the San Diego area (the Southwest Powerlink or SWPL) soon after it was
constructed and prior to installation of marker balls. Installation of marker spheres also decreases the
likelihood of wildfires in the project areas, since aircraft accidents are one cause of wildfires. The FAA's
Marking and Lighting Advisory Circular, no. AC/70/7460-1K, governs recommendations for markers.
Chapter 2, section 20, of the Advisory Circular states that for aviation safety any structure, including
appurtenances, that exceeds 200 feet in height above ground level should normally be marked and/or
lighted. While none of the transmission towers exceed 200 feet in height, there will be marker balls on
Sunrise wire spans that exceed 200 feet above ground level. The marker balls are installed for the safety
of flight crews whose aircraft may cross the Sunrise transmission lines at low levels. In addition to wire
spans that exceed the 200 foot elevation, agencies such as the Customs and Border Patrol (CBP) have
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requested that marker balls be installed on a number of spans at road crossings, which is consistent with
SDG&E practice. SDG&E has been working closely with the FAA, Department of the Navy, and the Border
Patrol to identify the appropriate use of markers on the static lines for air safety. These marker balls also
comply with Mitigation Measure B-10a, required by the CPUC and BLM to reduce the risk of avian
collision.

SDG&E is now proposing the use of marker balls on 134 conductor spans, covering a majority of the
project route. Of those 134 spans:

m Five (4%) would be freeway (I-8) spans,

m One (<1%) would be a state highway (SR67) span,
m Nine (7%) would be local road spans,

m One (<1%) would be across Sugarloaf Mountain,
m One (<1%) would be across a rail line, and

m 117 (87%) would be non-travel corridor spans of mostly undeveloped terrain.

In total, these 134 spans would utilize 1,345 marker balls. Altering a project to increase the use of
certain components analyzed in the EIS does not necessarily require the preparation of supplemental
environmental analysis. Arkansas Wildlife Federation v. US Army Corps of Engineers, 431 F.3d 1096
(2005), no supplementation of an EIS is necessary if the environmental impact of the alteration of a
project is insignificant and would have a positive rather than negative environmental impact.

Final EIR/EIS Evaluation. The Project Description in the Final EIR/EIS (Section B.3.2.4) states the
following:

Hardware that is not associated with the transmission of electricity would not be installed as
part of the Proposed Project. However, aerial marker spheres or aircraft warning lighting may be
required for the conductors or structures per Federal Aviation Administration, U.S. Customs and
Border Protection, or U.S. Department of Defense regulations. Structure proximity to airports
and structure height are the determinants of whether FAA regulations would apply.

The visual impact analysis presented in the Final EIR/EIS was based on the project defined in the EIR/EIS
project description, as defined above. Marker spheres are standard requirements for transmission lines
and are installed to reduce safety risk. No specific locations for aerial marker spheres were identified by
SDG&E. However, the visual impact analysis in the Final EIR/EIS assumed that built facilities included
marker spheres at major roadway and canyon crossings. For example, the visual simulation presented in
EIR/EIS Figure E.1.3-10B included marker balls on the Interstate 8 Alternative freeway crossing.

Public Comments. Commenters suggested that the visual impact of marker balls was not evaluated in
the Final EIR/EIS and that these locations could result in a new or more severe visual impact.

Evaluation: Visual Impacts. As stated in Section D.3.4.1, the factors considered in determining impacts on
visual resources included: (1) scenic quality of the project site and vicinity; (2) available visual access and
visibility, frequency and duration that the landscape is viewed; (3) viewing distance and degree to which project
components would dominate the view of the observer; (4) resulting contrast of the proposed facilities or activities
with existing landscape characteristics; (5) the extent to which project features or activities would block views of
higher value landscape features; and (6) the level of public interest in the existing landscape characteristics and
concern over potential changes. Impacts on visual resources within the study area could result from various
activities including: structure and line construction, substation construction, establishment of construction
staging areas and access roads, and project operation or presence of the built facilities. Because the need
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for marker balls was identified in the Project Description of the EIR/EIS, the visual impact analysis in the
Final EIR/EIS assumed that the built facilities included marker spheres at major roadway and canyon
crossings, see Figure E.1.3-10B for a visual simulation of the Interstate 8 Alternative freeway crossing
that includes the use of marker balls. However, the specific locations of marker spheres were not
known. The visual impact analysis for the FESSR is presented in Final EIR/EIS Sections E.1.3, E.2.3, and
E.4.3. This analysis concludes that the installation of the project in the FESSR would create numerous
significant and unmitigable impacts (Class I) along the route due to the introduction of a new industrial
facility with characteristics that are inconsistent with the environmental setting of this area. The
significant impacts identified are as follows:

e Impact V-58: Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class Ill Management objective due to introduction of
structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage and skylining when viewed from Key
Viewpoint 46 at the Plaster City West OHV Staging Area

e Impact V-60: Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class || Management objective due to introduction of
structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage and skylining when viewed from Key
Viewpoint 48 south of Table Mountain ACEC on Old Highway 80 (Airport Mesa)

e Impact V-62: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, and view blockage when viewed
from Key Viewpoint 50 on westbound 1-8

e Impact V-66: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when
viewed from Key Viewpoint 53 on westbound Alpine Road

e Impact V-68: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when
viewed from Key Viewpoint 55 on Moreno Boulevard

e Impact V-73: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, structure prominence and view
blockage associated with the Chocolate Canyon Option

e Impact V-74: Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class || Management objective due to introduction of
structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key
Viewpoint 60 on McCain Valley Road at Sacatone Overlook Road

e Impact V-75: Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class || Management objective due to introduction of
structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key
Viewpoint 61 on at Carrizo Overlook

e Impact V-76: Inconsistency with BLM VRM Class || Management objective due to introduction of
structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key
Viewpoint 62 on McCain Valley Road South of Cottonwood Campground

e Impact V-77: Inconsistency with USFS Scenic Integrity Objective due to introduction of structure
contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Viewpoint 63 on the
Pacific Crest National Scenic. Triad Just north of Fred Canyon Road.

e Impact V-89: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, structure prominence and view
blockage when viewed from Key Viewpoint 79 on La Posta Truck Trail

e Impact V-90: Inconsistency with USFS Scenic Integrity Objective due to introduction of structure
contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining along the BCD South Option

e Impact V-82: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when
viewed from Key Viewpoint 67 on northbound South Buckman Springs Road

e Impact V-83: Inconsistency with USFS Scenic Integrity Objective due to introduction of structure
contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 68 on
Lyons Valley Road
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e Impact V-84: Inconsistency with USFS Scenic Integrity Objective due to introduction of structure
contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 69 on
Japatul Road

e Impact V-86: Star Valley Option: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage,
and skylining when viewed from Key Viewpoint 70 on Star Valley Road

e Impact V-90: Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining when
viewed from Key Viewpoint 90 on the PCT and South Boundary Road

The markers are intended to enhance safety by preventing aircraft collision. This is done by making
conductor spans more visible in locations where aircraft are likely to fly. When viewed at distance,
lattice towers take on a characteristic transparency and conductor spans are generally not visible. Given
that many of these markers would be viewed against the sky, the location of the conductor spans would
become substantially more apparent. The large number of marker balls defined by SDG&E based on
recommendations by FAA and other agencies increases the likelihood that several consecutive spans
with strings of marker balls would be visible in a single frame of view. Therefore, more distant route
segments would become more noticeable. However, as noted above, the Final EIR/EIS already concludes
that the FESSR, when installed in an area without substantial industrial development, would result in
significant and unmitigable visual impacts due to the presence of the new transmission line in an
undisturbed setting.

Conclusion. The visual impact analysis in the Final EIR/EIS concluded that the project would have
significant and unmitigable overall adverse visual impacts. While the current SDG&E proposal would
result in installation of a larger number of marker spheres than anticipated, these spheres would not be
the only or the most visible component of the project. The Final EIR/EIS conclusion identifies numerous
significant visual impacts (see list above), and is based on the installation of new transmission towers,
new conductors, new access roads, and other associated facilities (including line markers). Marker
spheres are one component of the project, and they were assumed to be present in some locations
along the FESSR as shown on Figure E.1.3-10B. The severity of the visual impact in the FESSR project
area was determined to be significant in the Final EIR/EIS, and the definition of marker sphere locations
does not substantially increase this severity and is consistent with the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS.

While the proposed use of marker balls as project components would make the line more noticeable,
they will also improve aircraft safety in the vicinity of the transmission line, reducing the impact related
to flight hazards.

1.1.3 Construction Yards

SDG&E Modification. Several modified construction yards are proposed in the PMR. Construction yards
(called staging areas in the Final EIR/EIS) are described in the Final EIR/EIS for the Sunrise Powerlink
Project (see EIR/EIS Section B.4.5). The Final EIR/EIS states that construction yards would be required for
storing materials, construction equipment, and vehicles. It further acknowledges that the exact locations
had not yet been determined, and that the staging areas would likely be sited near the center and
endpoints of the proposed route of the SRPL and at several potential locations in between. It was
anticipated that the exact locations would be finalized following final engineering and negotiations with
landowners. Specifically, the final engineering defined in the PMR includes 19 construction yards (nearly
430 acres of temporary ground disturbance). The Final EIR/EIS included 43 construction yards along the
FESSR (approximately 801 acres of temporary ground disturbance).

The PMR includes specific information on the size and location of the construction yards that are now
proposed to be used for the Sunrise Powerlink Project. While the location of some construction yards
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varies from the sites defined in the Final EIR/EIS, both the number of construction yards and the total
acreage of construction yards have been reduced by 46 percent from the FESSR.

Section 2 includes an assessment of each yard, as compared with the facility defined in the Final EIR/EIS
and explains the difference in impact for each. This discussion compares the overall acreage and number
of construction years along the entire route.

Final EIR/EIS Discussion. The impacts associated with construction yards were analyzed in the Final
EIR/EIS as components of the FESSR, within each of the resource areas. The following list presents the
major impacts associated with construction yards and describes how they were evaluated in the Final
EIR/EIS:

e Visual impacts: Impact VR-1 considered the short-term visibility of construction activities,
equipment, and night lighting. This impact was found to be less than significant due to its
relatively short duration, but mitigation was adopted regardless. Mitigation Measures V-1a
(Reduce visibility of construction activities and equipment) and V-1b (Reduce construction night
lighting impacts) would ensure that impacts are not significant during the construction period.

e Biological Resources impacts: Final EIR/EIS Section D.2.10 addresses “Construction Activities:
Disturbance to Wildlife.” Numerous individual impact analyses address the loss of habitat or
construction disturbance, and a large number of mitigation measures require implementation of
protective and compensatory measures during construction.

e Noise impacts: Final EIR/EIS Section D.8 addresses noise impacts of the project, and is primarily
focused on construction noise, since operational noise impacts are comparatively small.

e Air Emissions: Final EIR/EIS Section D.10 includes detailed analysis of Impact AQ-1 (Construction
would generate dust and exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants),
concluding that these impacts would be significant and unmitigable (Class 1), even with
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and 1b.

Public Comments. Commenters indicate concern about greater areas of disturbance for specific
construction yards.

Evaluation. Approximately 9 of the 19 construction yards remaining in the modified project described in
the PMR were proposed at the same locations as those assumed in the FESSR. Although the size and
location of certain construction yards have changed from the FESSR, the impact analysis provided in the
Final EIR/EIS adequately considers these impacts, and the mitigation measures developed for the FESSR
are equally effective for the revised areas. Mitigation for this ground disturbance is required for the
modified project. The Final EIR/EIS acknowledges that construction yards (or staging areas) were not
finalized and were subject to change based on final engineering and negotiations with landowners. The
modified locations validate the Final EIR/EIS and are consistent with the discussion therein. As required by
EIR/EIS mitigation measures SDG&E has completed pre-construction protocol surveys for all listed or
highly sensitive biological resources. See Mitigation Measures B-3a, Prepare and implement a Weed
Control Plan; B-5a, Conduct rare plant surveys, and implement appropriate avoidance/
minimization/compensation strategies; B-7i, Conduct Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys, and implement
appropriate avoidance/minimization/compensation strategies for examples of mitigation measures that
require pre-construction surveys. Consideration of each specific construction yard is presented in
Section 2. The specific yards are analyzed geographically under the PMR modification subunit listed in
PMR Table 2-3 of the Final PMR.
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Overall, the temporary disturbance associated with use of construction yard has been reduced by
approximately 46 percent. This has been accomplished by elimination of several yards, and by reducing
the size of other yards.

Conclusion. Although the construction yards have changed in size and location from those identified in the
FESSR, this change on its own is consistent with the Final EIR/EIS and does not constitute as an increased
level of environmental impact or a substantial new significant impact. The mitigation measures defined in
the Final EIR/EIS apply to the revised yard locations and will ensure that impacts are not significant at each
location (see Section 2 for detail as to the differences between effects of each yard). In addition, the
acreage of temporary disturbance has been reduced by approximately 46 percent.

1.1.4 Telecommunication Equipment

SDG&E Modification. Installation of microwave transmission equipment inside the lattice structure of
six transmission towers along the route in addition to changes to the Tierra del sol Communication
Facility, analyzed in Section 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS as modified in the Final EIR/EIS, is discussed in Section
2.3 of the Final PMR. This equipment would establish a reliable communications system during project
operation and would increase worker safety. The equipment would be used during construction and
operations, as follows:

¢ Construction: The mobile telecommunications equipment at the Alpine Headquarters and Yard
would be temporarily placed on flat beds (truck trailers) at the existing work areas during
project construction, because communication is required for worker safety and construction
communication.

« Operation: After towers are constructed, certain towers (Structures EP146, EP34-1, EP87-1,
CP60, CP108, CP82-1) would have the communications equipment permanently installed within
the tower lattice structures themselves. There would be no additional ground disturbance to
install these facilities. The incremental visual impact of the telecommunications equipment
(inside the lattice tower structure) would be very small because the exterior shelter of the poles
would remain the same and only the interior would be modified to house the communications
equipment.

These facilities are addressed in the PMR because SDG&E requires additional communication facilities to
be installed along the transmission line route, and these facilities were not defined at the time of the
Final EIR/EIS.! A project design modification does not necessarily require the preparation of
supplemental environmental analysis. For example, a change in project design with no discernable
differences in the level of environmental impact does not trigger NEPA supplementation requirements
(Price Road Neighborhood Association v. US Dept. of Transportation, 113 F.3d 1505 (1997)).

Final EIR/EIS Discussion. Telecommunication facility upgrades to Tierra del Sol/White Star facility were
described in Section 2 of the October 2008 Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS)
(see pages 2-13 to 2-14 under “SDG&E Communication Facility” for its initial description) and analyzed
under each issue area in the RDEIR/SDEIS as well. This upgrade is described on pages 2-7 and 2-8 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS) and is il