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SUMMARY
Chapter 2 describes the screening criteria and analysis approach used for the Valley to Rainbow Alternatives. The purpose of the screening analysis was to determine the alternatives that would be carried forward to the full analysis in the joint EIR/EIS. 
Alternatives to the proposed Project have been evaluated according to screening criteria that are based on CEQA and NEPA guidelines.  The screening analysis documents whether, and/or to what degree each alternative would: (1) attain all or some of SDG&E's stated Project objectives; (2) likely be feasible, based on known legal, regulatory, or technical constraints; and (3) have the potential to avoid or substantially lessen any of the projected significant environmental effects of SDG&E's proposed Project.  The analysis systematically considers each alternative according to three ‘tiers’ of screening that are described in detail in this chapter:

· Tier 1 - Project Objectives Criteria; 

· Tier 2 - Feasibility Criteria; and 

· Tier 3 - Environmental Criteria.
A phased approach to screening the alternatives has been used in this analysis.  All alternatives have been considered with respect to whether they have the potential to meet the Tier 1 Project Objectives criteria and, if so, the Tier 2 Project Feasibility criteria. Only those alternatives that meet, or are likely to meet, the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Criteria have been considered according to the Tier 3 Environmental Criteria.  As such, this phased approach focuses the environmental evaluations on only those alternatives that are considered feasible and have the potential to meet all or some of the stated project objectives.

The criteria and assumptions for Tiers 1, 2 and 3 screening analyses are summarized below by tier.  At the time of the ALJ’s ruling directing the preparation of this preliminary report, final evaluations for a number of alternatives were pending the results of on-going agency consultations, SDG&E data responses, system studies and GIS analyses.  Therefore, this report notes where additional data would be needed before final evaluation of an alternative could be done.  Any final version of this report would reflect the results of such ongoing consultations, data responses, studies and analyses.

Tier 1 Project Objectives Criteria 

The objective of the Tier 1 analysis is to determine whether, or to what degree, each of the alternatives would meet SDG&E’s stated objectives for the Project.  This analysis does not adopt or endorse the applicant’s stated goals for the Project, and is separate from the CPUC’s CPCN proceedings on the need for additional transmission capacity.  Completed for the purposes of addressing the CEQA and NEPA guidelines, the Tier 1 evaluation is limited to determining whether the alternatives would meet all, or some of, the applicant’s objectives. 

The analysis focuses on how the alternative would physically and electrically interconnect with the existing system, and how the alternative would perform from an electrical perspective.  The analysis is based upon an independent review of SDG&E’s stated objectives and industry standards; consultations with federal and state regulators and utility electrical engineers, and system studies conducted by SDG&E under the direction of the CPUC’s Energy Staff.  The three criteria used to evaluate the alternatives under Tier 1 are:

· Power Reliability/Added Import Capability:  Would the alternative meet the N-1, G-1 Reliability Criteria Established by the NERC and WECC through the provision of 700 MW or more of additional increased import power capability into the SDG&E Service Area?

· Power Export Capability:  Would the alternative provide increased capability to export power from the SDG&E Service Area to the rest of California by 800 MW or more. 

· California Grid Enhancement:  Would the alternative support SDG&E’s long-term goals of enhancing California’s 500 kV grid system?  While this SDG&E objective has been assessed for the alternatives, it would not be used to determine whether an alternative should be carried forward for full consideration in the EIR/EIS analysis.

The Tier 1 Criteria and Methods are discussed in detail in Section 2.3 of this report.  Alternatives that did not meet the Tier 1 criteria were eliminated from further consideration and not addressed under Tier 2 Feasibility Criteria or Tier 3 Environmental Criteria.

Tier 2 Feasibility Criteria

The Tier 2 analysis addresses whether the alternatives are likely to be feasible. Feasibility criteria utilized for the Alternatives Screening Analysis are based on the State CEQA and Federal NEPA guidelines. The State guidelines define feasibility under CEQA as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors” (Guidelines Sec. 15364).  Similarly, NEPA guidelines state that the Draft EIS must evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives.  Reasonable alternatives are defined as those that may be feasibly carried out based on technical, economic, environmental and other factors (40 CFR Section 1502.14).  The three Tier 2 criteria are:

· Legal: Does the alternative have the potential to avoid lands that have legal protections that may prohibit or substantially limit the feasibility of permitting a 500 kV transmission line?  Is the alternative likely to be legally feasible, given the contractual arrangement that would be required with other organizations?

· 
Regulatory:  Does the alternative have the potential to avoid lands that have regulatory restrictions that may substantially limit the feasibility of, or permitting of, a 500 kV transmission line within the 2008 timeframe?  (Timeframe based on meeting reliability criteria, combined with various forecasts of loads and resources.)

· 
Technical:  Is the alternative feasible from a technological perspective, considering the maturity of the technology in the marketplace; the construction, operation, and maintenance or spacing requirements of multiple facilities utilizing common rights-of-way, and the potential for common mode failure?

Except for addressing CEQA/NEPA alternative feasibility requirements, economic and timeliness factors were not explicitly considered in this study.  The costs and benefits of the Project are addressed separately by the CPUC as part of the CPCN proceedings, and are not considered as part of the CEQA process.  Environmental considerations are addressed separately in this analysis under the Tier 3 criteria.  

The Tier 2 Feasibility Analysis is based upon the CPUC Energy Division’s and BLM’s independent evaluation of information pertinent to the alternatives and Tier 2 criteria.  Sources of information for determining the legal and regulatory feasibility of alternatives included data provided by SDG&E and their consultants in the PEA and SDG&E’s responses to CPUC data requests; pertinent laws, regulations, governmental plans and policies; and consultations with federal, state and local agencies and potentially affected Indian Tribes.  Information on technical constraints was obtained through consultations with potentially affected agencies and utilities and independent studies completed by Scheuerman and Associates and Commonweath, Inc., under direction of the CPUC’s Energy Division.  

The Tier 2 Criteria and Methods are discussed in detail in Section 2.4 of this report.  On-going efforts included consultations with potentially affected Native Americans, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), potentially affected utilities and water agencies, and consideration of common-mode failure issues.  Alternatives that did not meet the Tier 2 criteria were eliminated from further consideration and not addressed under Tier 3 Environmental Criteria.

Tier 3 Environmental Criteria

Under CEQA, alternatives that avoid, or substantially lessen, any of the significant impacts of a proposed Project should be considered in an EIR. NEPA requires that an EIS consider a reasonable range of alternatives, considering, among other factors, environmental effects. The Tier 3 criteria relate to the ability of the alternatives to meet these standards.  The Tier 3 criteria are:   

· Avoidance and/or Reduction of Significant Environmental Impacts:  Does the alternative have the potential to avoid or substantially reduce any of the significant impacts to the environment that would result from SDG&E's proposed Project?

· Cumulative Impacts:  Does the alternative have the potential to avoid or substantially reduce cumulative effects resulting from other known activities, or similar proposed or historic actions in the same geographic region, or cumulative effects to resources vulnerable to incremental impacts?

To determine whether an alternative has the potential to meet the Tier 3 criteria, the CPUC and BLM and their consultants have conducted studies to:  (1) identify the likely significant effects of SDG&E’s proposed Project (of course, the significant effects of the Project will not be fully known until the EIR/EIS is prepared);  (2) identify if and how an alternative would avoid or lessen the impacts of the proposed Project, and (3) identify if an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those of the proposed Project (CEQA 15126.6(d)).

The Tier 3 Criteria and Methods are discussed in detail in Section 2.5 of this Report.  The Tier 3 analysis has been prepared based upon a GIS analysis of existing information and limited field investigations conducted to date.  The range of environmental issues considered is responsive to the potentially significant environmental impacts that would occur from SDG&E’s proposed Project and whether the alternatives under consideration have the potential to avoid or lessen those types of effects.   

The Reader should note that the intent of the screening analysis was to perform the Tier 3 evaluations for only those alternatives that had been determined to meet all or some of SDG&E’s stated objectives (Tier 1) and be potentially feasible (Tier 2).  Consequently, at the time of this report, Tier 3 environmental evaluations had been completed or ongoing only for those alternatives that had been determined to meet the Tier 1 and Tier 2 criteria.  As supplemental information, the Alternatives Screening Report contains preliminary environmental information that has been compiled to date for known environmental issues and resources for all alternatives still under Tier 1 and 2 consideration.  Further environmental review will need to be done in order to complete the Tier 3 analysis for those alternatives still under Tier 1 and Tier 2 consideration, but are eventually determined to meet the Tier 1 and 2 criteria.
2.1
CEQA AND NEPA GUIDELINES 

California State CEQA Guidelines set forth that an EIR need only examine in detail the alternatives that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project.  Alternatives may be eliminated from consideration in an EIR if they:

· Fail to meet most of the basic Project objectives;

· Are infeasible, or

· Do not avoid any significant environmental effects (State Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)).

Under NEPA, the Lead Agency must also consider a reasonable range of alternatives that could accomplish some or all of the proposed action’s objectives.  “Reasonable” alternatives are those that could be carried out based on technical, economic, environmental, and other factors.  Alternatives that do not meet some or all of the proposed action’s objectives or do not satisfy the Lead Agency's “reasonableness” criteria need not be evaluated in the Draft EIS. 

2.2
OVERVIEW OF METHODS 

Criteria have been developed to evaluate the degree to which an alternative would meet the CEQA/NEPA feasibility or reasonableness standards. A systematic screening approach has been used to document whether, and/or to what degree each alternative would: (1) attain all or some of SDG&E's stated Project objectives; (2) likely be feasible, based on known legal, regulatory, or technical constraints; and (3) have the potential to avoid or substantially lessen any of the projected significant environmental effects of SDG&E's proposed Project.  The criteria are organized and discussed in this report according to the following three categories:

· Tier 1 - Project Objectives Criteria and Methods; 

· Tier 2 - Feasibility Criteria and Methods; and

· Tier 3 - Environmental Criteria and Methods.
The ultimate purpose of the screening process is to determine which alternatives will be carried forward to the full EIR/EIS analysis.  At the time of the ALJ’s ruling directing the preparation of this report, final evaluations were pending the results of on-going agency consultations, SDG&E data responses, system studies and GIS analyses.  Consequently, this report serves solely as an interim status report on each alternative, and provides information on known constraints pertinent to the screening criteria.  

A description of the criteria, analysis approaches, and the status of on-going studies and consultations pertinent to the criteria evaluations are described in Sections 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 of this report.

Information has been collected and evaluated for the alternatives over the past 18 months from a variety of sources including: (1) SDG&E’s PEA; (2) the public and agency comments received as part of the CEQA/NEPA scoping process and meetings; (3) data obtained through the CPCN proceedings; (4) existing data sources compiled from federal, state and local regulatory and land management agencies; (5) supplemental information provided by SDG&E in response to the CPUC’s data requests; and (6) independent studies conducted by the BLM and CPUC staff and consultants.  System studies conducted by SDG&E under the direction of the CPUC staff and Geographic Information System (GIS) data bases prepared by the CPUC’s consultant team are described further in Section 2.3 and in Section 2.5, respectively. 

2.3
TIER 1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES CRITERIA AND METHODS

2.3.1
 Summary of Tier 1 Criteria
The Tier 1 criteria used to measure the degree to which the Project alternative would meet SDG&E’s stated objectives for the Project are: 

· Power Reliability/Added Import Capability:  Would the alternative meet the N-1, G-1 Reliability Criteria Established by the NERC and WECC through the provision of 700 MW or more of additional increased import power capability into the SDG&E service area?

· Power Export Capability:  Would the alternative provide increased capability to export power from the SDG&E Service Area to the rest of California by 800 MW or more? 

· California Grid Enhancement:  Would the alternative support SDG&E’s long-term goals of enhancing California’s 500 kV grid system?  While this SDG&E objective has been assessed for the alternatives, it would not be used to determine whether an alternative should be carried forward for full consideration in the EIR/EIS analysis.

2.3.2
Tier 1 Analysis Approach
The objective of the Tier 1 analysis is to determine whether, or to what degree, each of the alternatives would meet SDG&E’s stated objectives for the Project.  This analysis does not adopt or endorse the applicant’s stated goals for the Project, and is separate from the CPUC’s CPCN proceedings on need for additional transmission capacity.  Completed for the purposes of scoping alternatives to be addressed under CEQA and NEPA guidelines, the Tier 1 evaluation is limited to determining whether the alternatives would meet all or some of the applicant’s objectives.

2.3.2.1
SDG&E Stated Objectives

SDG&E has set forth a number of Project objectives in its March 2001 PEA and through subsequent proceedings on the CPCN.  These include:

· Maintain Reliable Power Delivery,

· Increase the Region’s Import Capability,

· Meet Continuing Growth and SDG&E Customer Load,

· Increase the Region’s Export Capability,

· Provide a Link to the California Transmission Grid 500 kV Infrastructure, and

· Utilize Generation Resources in the San Diego Region.

In SDG&E’s July 12, 2002 Opening Brief on Need to the CPUC, the applicant summarized the additional reasons that the proposed Project is being proposed as:

· Separate interconnection corridor,

· Backup if San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) is unavailable,

· System reliability and voltage support with two SONGS units out,

· Off-site power reliability,

· Reliability backup for the rest of the state by increasing northbound transfer capability, and

· Additional economic benefits, as established by the Independent System Operation (ISO): Mitigating Market Power, Providing Incentives for New Generation, Promoting Supply Diversity.

According to SDG&E, the proposed Project will achieve its Project objectives by: (1) providing a new separate power transmission path that will meet National Electric Reliability Council (NERC) and Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) reliability criteria; (2) increasing import capacity into the SDG&E service area by approximately 700 megawatts (MW); (3) increasing the region’s capacity to export in-basin generation to the rest of California by approximately 800 MW; and (4) providing a link for the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) long-term transmission grid enhancement goals.

2.3.2.2 
Tier 1 Alternatives Screening 

The Tier 1 analysis considers SDG&E’s three most primary stated Project objectives as follows: 

1. Maintain Reliable Power Delivery by Increasing the Region’s Import Capability by approximately 700 MW to Meet Continuing Growth and SDG&E Customer Loads.

2. Increase the Region’s Export Capability by approximately 800 MW or more. 

3. Provide a Link to the California Transmission Grid 500 kV Infrastructure.

The Tier 1 analysis evaluates an alternative’s ability to meet the SDG&E Project objectives in comparison to the proposed Project.  The analysis focuses on how the alternative would physically and electrically interconnect with the existing system, and how the alternative would perform from an electrical perspective.  

Information was gathered from a number of sources including NERC, WECC, CAISO, SDG&E (SDG&E filings in this proceeding as well as numerous data requests), SCE, Commonwealth Associates, Inc. (Independent Engineers), CPUC documents and maps, the public scoping process, and testimony filed by the parties in the Commission’s CPCN proceeding.

System studies were performed by SDG&E and its consultant, General Electric (GE), at the direction of the CPUC for selected alternatives, where necessary to quantify the potential import and export benefits of the alternative.  Appendix A provides study results and describes the scope and objectives of the system studies.  Alternatives that connected the existing Valley substation to either the proposed Rainbow or Pala substation sites are essentially the same electrically as the proposed Project, and therefore very little, if any, additional system data was required.  Other alternatives, such as the Imperial Alternatives and the Serrano to Talega/San Onofre Alternative, required system modeling and study to determine the degree to which they would meet SDG&E’s stated objectives. These studies were primarily directed at determining the SDG&E system import and export capabilities in accordance with NERC, WECC and CAISO criteria.  The study work considered thermal, voltage and stability issues.

SDG&E and other regulated utilities are mandated to meet applicable reliability standards established by these organizations, and routinely conduct system planning studies to determine if and when standards are not met.  Based on the current transmission connecting the SDG&E system with surrounding electrical systems and current generation within the SDG&E system, there is the potential for the existing SDG&E system to violate certain NERC, WECC and CAISO reliability standards in the future. These standards are discussed below.  Reliability concerns resulted in the Tier 1 analysis focusing on potential methods to increase the system’s ability to import power during critical contingencies.  This import/reliability concern resulted in it becoming a focal point for the Tier 1 analysis.

Recognizing recent concerns involving the California energy market, this Analysis considers the need to develop a transmission system that would assist in developing a viable competitive market for electrical energy.  As part of that process and in order to prevent one or two suppliers from exercising market power, it is necessary to be able to provide markets with access to a number of different generators.  One means of achieving this objective is the development of a transmission system that can assist in delivering power in the SDG&E and adjacent regions to other portions of California. In order to achieve this goal, the current export capability of the SDG&E system would need to be enhanced.  This goal was a prime consideration in evaluating an alternative in the Tier 1 analysis.

The CAISO has articulated a long-term goal of integrating the 500 kV systems in southern California.  This would involve a 500 kV connection between the SCE system to the north and the Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) located in the southern portion of the SDG&E system.  The ability of an alternative to act as a first step in establishing this linkage was also considered in conducting the Tier 1 analysis.
2.3.2.2.1
Maintain Reliable Power Delivery, Increase Import Capability to Meet Continuing Growth and SDG&E Loads

SDG&E’s objectives regarding increased power reliability, increased import capacity, and capability to meet continued growth and loads are intrinsically related.  Consequently, the alternatives screening analysis approach was to consider these three objectives jointly to determine if an alternative has the potential to meet all or some of SDG&E’s basic goals for the proposed Project.  
NERC/WECC Reliability Criteria

The Project objective of providing for additional import capability into the SDG&E service area is based on reliability standards established by the NERC, WECC and CAISO.  The portion of the criteria that results in the need to establish additional capacity on the SDG&E system is the NERC Category B standard and the CAISO’s implementation and application of it to the CAISO grid and the San Diego region.  Section II.3 of the CAISO Grid Planning Standards states:

“Combined Line and Generator Outage Standard -- A single transmission circuit outage with one generator already out of service and the system adjusted shall meet the performance requirements of the NERC Planning Standards for Category B contingencies.”
NERC planning standards for Category B contingencies are as follows:

“The interconnected transmission systems shall be planned, designed, and constructed such that the network can be operated to supply projected customer demands and contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) transmission services, at all demand levels, under the conditions of the contingencies as defined in Category B of Table 1” (see Table 2-1).

These reliability standards require that all loads be met during periods when there is an overlapping outage of transmission and generation (N-1/G‑1).  In the case of the SDG&E service area, the most critical N‑1/G‑1 outage combination is the loss of the Encina 5 generating unit and the SWPL.  

TABLE 2-1

NERC/WECC RELIABILITY CRITERIA

	Category
	Contingencies
	Components

Out of Service
	System Limits or Impacts

	
	Initiating Event(s) and Contingency Component(s)
	
	Thermal

Limits
	Voltage

Limits
	System

Stable
	Loss of Demand or Curtailed Firm Transfers
	Cascading c
Outages

	A – No Contingencies
	All Facilities in Service
	None
	Normal
	Normal
	Yes
	No
	No

	B – Event resulting in the loss of a single component.
	Single Line Ground (SLG) or 3-Phase (3) Fault, with Normal Clearing:

1.
Generator

2.
Transmission Circuit 

3.
Transformer 

Loss of a Component without a Fault.
	Single

Single

Single

Single
	Applicable Ratinga (A/R)

A/R

A/R

A/R
	Applicable Ratinga (A/R)

A/R

A/R

A/R
	Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
	No b
No b
No b
No b
	No

No

No

No

	
	Single Pole Block, Normal Clearing:

4.
Single Pole (dc) Line
	Single
	A/R
	A/R
	Yes
	Nob
	No

	C – Event(s) resulting in the loss of two or more (multiple) components. 
	SLG Fault, with Normal Clearing:

       1.
Bus Section

2.
Breaker (failure or internal fault)
	Multiple

Multiple
	A/R

A/R
	A/R

A/R
	Yes

Yes
	Plannedd
Plannedd
	No

No

	
	SLG or 3 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1 Fault, with Normal Clearing, Manual System Adjustments, followed by another SLG or 3 Fault, with Normal Clearing:

3.
Category B (B1, B2, B3, or B4) contingency, manual system adjustments, followed by another Category B (B1, B2, B3, or B4) contingency
	Multiple
	A/R
	A/R
	Yes
	Plannedd
	No

	
	Bipolar Block, with Normal Clearing:

4.
Bipolar (dc) Line Fault (non 3), with Normal Clearing:

5.
Double Circuit Towerline
	Multiple

Multiple
	A/R

A/R
	A/R

A/R
	Yes

Yes
	Plannedd
Plannedd
	No

No

	
	SLG Fault, with Delayed Clearing:

6.
Generator
8.
Transformer

7.
Transmission Circuit
9.
Bus Section
	Multiple

Multiple
	A/R

A/R
	A/R

A/R
	Yes

Yes
	Plannedd
Plannedd
	No

No

	D e – Extreme event resulting in two or more (multiple) components removed or cascading out of service
	3 Fault, with Delayed Clearing (stuck breaker or protection system failure):

1.
Generator
3.
Transformer

2.
Transmission Circuit
4.
Bus Section

3 Fault, with Normal Clearing:

5.
Breaker (failure or internal fault)

Other:

6.
Loss of towerline with three or more circuits

7.
All transmission lines on a common right-of way

8.
Loss of a substation (one voltage level plus transformers)

9.
Loss of a switching station (one voltage level plus transformers)

      10.
Loss of a all generating units at a station

      11.
Loss of a large load or major load center

      12.
Failure of a fully redundant special protection system (or remedial action scheme) to operate when required

      13.
Operation, partial operation, or misoperation of a fully redundant special protection system (or remedial action scheme) for an event or condition for which it was not intended to operate

      14.
Impact of severe power swings or oscillations from disturbances in another Regional Council.
	Evaluate for risks and consequences.

§
May involve substantial loss of customer demand and generation in a widespread area or areas.

§
Portions or all of the interconnected systems may or may not achieve a new, stable operating point.

§
Evaluation of these events may require joint studies with neighboring systems.

§
Document measures or procedures to mitigate the extent and effects of such events.

§
Mitigation or elimination of the risks and consequences of these events shall be at the discretion of the entities responsible for the reliability of the interconnected transmission systems.




Notes:
a)
Applicable rating (A/R) refers to the applicable normal and emergency facility thermal rating or system voltage limit as determined and consistently applied by the system or facility owner.

b)
Planned or controlled interruption of generators or electric supply to radial customers or some local network customers, connected to or supplied by the faulted component or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall security of the interconnected transmission systems.  To prepare for the next contingency, system adjustments are permitted, including curtailments of contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) electric power transfers.

c)
Cascading is the uncontrolled successive loss of system elements triggered by an incident at any location.  Cascading results in widespread service interruption which cannot be restrained from sequentially spreading beyond an area predetermined by appropriate studies.

d)
Depending on system design and expected system impacts, the controlled interruption of electric supply to customers (load shedding), the planned removal from service of certain generators, or the curtailment of contracted firm (non-recallable reserved) electric power transfers may be necessary to maintain the overall security of the interconnected transmission systems.

e)
A number of extreme contingencies that are listed under Category D and judged to be critical by the transmission planning entity(ies) will be selected for evaluation.  It is not expected that all possible facility outages under each listed contingency of Category D will be evaluated.

The SWPL is a 500 kV line interconnecting the SDG&E area with the utilities in the southwest.  The line serves as a primary means of importing energy into the SDG&E area.  Without this line, any imports into the SDG&E area must come over the 230 kV system that interconnects the SONGS generation with the SCE and SDG&E systems.  This system is composed of five 230 kV lines running from SONGS into the SDG&E system and is designated by WECC as “Path 44.” 

Under the N‑1/G‑1 standard, projected loads would need to be met by available import capability on the south of SONGS system (Path 44) and by generation in the San Diego Region.  At present, SDG&E’s non-simultaneous import limit (NSIL) along Path 44 is 2,500 MW.  With the proposed Project, SDG&E’s import capability will increase 700 MW, from 2,500 MW to 3,200 MW.

Transmission and generation alternatives that would be dependent on the use of the existing SWPL transmission line west of Imperial Valley for transport of power to the San Diego Region, would not meet the N-1/G-1 Reliability criterion because the loss of the SWPL east of Miguel is one of the critical contingencies for the system.

Criteria for Increase Import Capability to Meet Continuing Growth and SDG&E Loads

While the need for additional import capability is primarily driven by reliability criteria, the amount of additional import capability required is a function of system load and generation.  The amount that system load exceeds the sum of the import rating and available internal generation, represents the required incremental import capability that must be provided.  This value (incremental import need), being a function of load forecast and additions or deletions in generation, will vary depending upon the timeframe under consideration.  It is beyond the scope of the Tier 1 analysis to consider these variables that have been considered separately by the ALJ in CPCN hearings on Project need.  The Tier 1 screening analysis, therefore, solely considers the amount of increased import capacity provided by an alternative, as compared to the 700 MW achieved with the proposed Project.

2.3.2.2.2
Increase Export Capability
The Tier 1 analysis evaluates an alternative’s capability to export future excess generation from the San Diego area into the SCE system or the northern portion of California.  An alternative’s ability to only export excess generation solely to the east or to the south was not considered to meet Project objectives, since the intent is to provide energy to the State of California.  The levels of generation within the SDG&E area, to the south in Mexico and to the east in the desert Southwest, are expected to grow over the next two to five years.  If sufficient new generation is developed within the San Diego basin, and if a large portion of this generation were placed in service, there would be times when this generation would exceed the regional load.  During such times, excess power would either flow to the east via the SWPL or to the north into the SCE system.  Development of new generation would be dependent, in part, upon the ability of the transmission system to deliver it into competitive markets. 

The current export capability of the existing transmission system north of SONGS is 2,440 MW.  Of this total, 720 MW is available for schedules from SDG&E when the SONGS units are at full output.  This capacity limit is based on the approved WECC rating north of SONGS (2,440 MW on Path 43), and the current percentage ownership that SDG&E has in SONGS that is delivered northward over Path 43 (20% of the plant output).  Export limits are related to stability issues associated with SONGS, and are limited under a variety of load conditions.

Additional export capacity is only of value to California ratepayers if it serves other regions within California.  An additional transmission interconnection between the SDG&E system and the SCE system would be necessary to accomplish this objective.  The proposed Project is estimated to increase SDG&E’s export capability by approximately 800 MW, from 720 MW to approximately 1,520 MW.

2.3.2.2.3
Provide a Link to the California Transmission Grid 500 kV Infrastructure

An alternative’s ability to meet the regional grid enhancement goals of SDG&E is dependent on its ability to integrate with, and be a part of, the long‑term expansion of the regional 500 kV grid as determined by the CAISO.  Tier 1 does not include CAISO long-range planning objectives as a core criterion.  Therefore, this SDG&E objective was evaluated for each alternative and considered an added benefit, where applicable.

The CAISO recently completed a study to identify preliminary transmission reinforcements that may be needed to meet the long‑term reliability needs of the Southern California bulk transmission system.  This study focused primarily on the 500 kV and 230 kV facilities within the SDG&E and SCE system during the 2008 timeframe. The intent of the study was to identify transmission projects that would provide long‑term bulk transmission between new merchant generation and the major load centers within Southern California.  Construction of a second 500 kV SWPL and a second Palo Verde‑Devers 500 kV line was considered (CAISO February 2001).

Preliminary reinforcement plans of the CAISO relate to both serving load growth and providing access to new generation expected to be developed in the Southwest.  While study results and conclusions are not final, the study did indicate the potential need and benefits associated with providing a 500 kV connection between the SCE and SDG&E systems.  This connection would, in effect, connect the 500 kV SWPL at Miguel with the SCE 500 kV system at either Devers or Valley.  Three different 500 kV north‑south lines were considered in the study:  Valley‑Rainbow‑Ramona‑Miguel, Valley‑Rainbow‑Miguel and Devers‑Ramona‑Miguel.  Two of the three alternatives assumed construction of the Valley‑Rainbow 500 kV Project (or a similar project).  Presently, it is unknown whether any of these lines are necessary to meet long‑term reliability requirements given the high level of uncertainty surrounding the location and timing of new generation.  The relatively short‑term import/export requirements for transfer capability may be satisfied by construction of either a double circuit 230 kV line or construction of the proposed single circuit 500 kV line.  While the 230 kV option is not in keeping with the long‑term direction identified in the Southern California bulk transmission study, the 500 kV option is compatible with long‑term system requirements.  
2.4 
TIER 2 FEASIBILITY CRITERIA AND METHODStc \l2 "2.4 
Tier 2 Feasibility Criteria and Methods
2.4.1

Summary of Tier 2 Criteria
The Tier 2 criteria used to measure feasibility constraints are: 
· Legal: Does the alternative have the potential to avoid lands that have legal protections that may prohibit or substantially limit the feasibility of permitting a 500 kV transmission line?  Is the alternative likely to be legally feasible, given the contractual arrangement that would be required with other organizations?

· Regulatory:  Does the alternative have the potential to avoid lands that have regulatory restrictions that may substantially limit the feasibility or permitting of a 500 kV transmission line within the 2008 timeframe?  (Timeframe based on meeting reliability criteria combined with various forecasts of loads and resources.)

· Technical:  Is the alternative feasible from a technological perspective, considering the maturity of the technology in the marketplace; the construction, operation, and maintenance or spacing requirements of multiple facilities utilizing common rights-of-way; and the potential for common mode failure?

2.4.2

Tier 2 Analysis Approach

Feasibility criteria utilized for the Alternatives Screening Analysis are based on the State CEQA and Federal NEPA guidelines. The State guidelines define feasibility under CEQA as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors” (Guidelines Sec. 15364).  Similarly, NEPA guidelines state that the Draft EIS must evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives.  Reasonable alternatives are defined as those that may be feasibly carried out based on technical, economic, environmental and other factors (40 CFR Section 1502.14). 

The Tier 2 analysis focused on legal, regulatory, and technological feasibility constraints of the alternatives under consideration.  These screening criteria are discussed further in Sections 2.4.1.1 through 2.4.1.3.  In addressing these feasibility issues described below for any given alternative, the CPUC and BLM have considered both the identified constraints and whether those constraints could reasonably be avoided through reroutes or other methods.  The potential to avoid constraints that may affect the feasibility of an alternative has been explored and is currently ongoing for a number of alternatives, as discussed in Chapter 3.0.

Except for addressing CEQA/NEPA alternative feasibility requirements, economic and timeliness factors were not explicitly considered in this study.  The costs and benefits of the Project are addressed separately by the CPUC as part of the CPCN proceedings, and are not considered as part of the CEQA process. Cost estimates provided by SDG&E for the proposed Project during the CPCN proceedings are controversial and vary depending on the timeframe and assumptions used.  Federal agencies typically do consider Project costs and benefits as part of the EIS NEPA process.  For purposes of NEPA compliance, a number of variables would need to be considered in order to accurately estimate and compare the costs of the proposed Project to other alternatives.  Such variables would include, among others: (1) costs associated with Project design and construction that would vary substantially depending on the length of the 500 kV line, and the number and type of substation facilities required or modified; (2) whether the Project is constructed overhead or underground; (3) variability in operation and maintenance costs for the alternatives over the life of the Project; and (4) differences in costs for right-of-way acquisition that would substantially depend on where the Project is located, and to what degree an alternative crosses public versus private lands.  These issues may be considered in the EIS/EIR, for NEPA compliance purposes, for those alternatives carried forward for full EIR/EIS analysis. 

Similarly, the Tier 2 feasibility analysis does not explicitly address timeliness issues.  The need for, and timing of, the proposed Project or another alternative similar to the Project are separately considered in the CPUC’s CPCN proceedings on Project need.  This criteria, consequently, has only been considered in a secondary manner when assessing whether the legal, regulatory, or technical constraints facing a given alternative could reasonably be overcome within the 2008 timeframe
 established for this analysis.

Finally, environmental criteria are considered in the Tier 3 screening analysis.  The environmental screening process and criteria are discussed in Section 2.5. Only those alternatives that would likely meet the Tier 1 Project Objectives and Tier 2 Feasibility Criteria were carried forward to the Tier 3 Environmental Analysis.

2.4.2.1

Legal Criteria

The Legal criterion weighs the feasibility of constructing the Project across lands afforded legal or regulatory protections.  This criterion also addresses whether a given alternative would require legal or contractual arrangement with other organizations.  Under NEPA, an alternative may be considered feasible even if changes in laws or contracts would be required in order for the alternatives to be implemented.  Nonetheless, such legal or contractual obstacles weigh into the feasibility determination (and may be of sufficient import to make an alternative infeasible) and thus are evaluated in this report.  

Lands that are afforded legal protections that would prohibit the construction of the Project, or require an act of Congress for permitting, are considered potentially infeasible locations for the Project.  Types of land use designations that have, or may have, potential legal constraints include designated wilderness areas, wilderness study areas, restricted military bases, airports and Indian Reservations. 

Information on potential legal constraints of the alternatives was initially compiled from pertinent laws, regulations, and land jurisdictions, and a review of federal, state and local agency land management plans and policies.  Follow-up consultations have been ongoing since early 2002 with Native American groups and federal, state and local land management agencies.  The status of consultations completed to date is summarized on Table 2-2.  At the time of this report, consultations are ongoing with the BLM and Forest Service regarding the feasibility of siting the Project across various National Forest Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas and Roadless Areas, and other portions within the Cleveland National Forest (CNF).  Concurrently, consultations have been held with the Pechanga Tribe, Soboba Tribe and Ramona Tribe of Mission Indians.  Tribes requesting and being scheduled for consultation with co-leads BLM and CPUC include the Manzanita Tribe of Mission Indians, Cahuilla Tribe of Mission Indians, and the Pauma/Yauma Tribe of Mission Indians.  Information has also been compiled from the CPUC’s CPCN hearings on need and related legal/contractual issues associated with alternatives that would depend on Mexico’s Comision Federal de Electricidad (CFE) transmission systems.

2.4.2.2
Regulatory Feasibility Criteria
The regulatory criterion balances whether the Project could be accomplished within the framework of existing governmental regulations and policies within a reasonable period of time based on project objectives.  Types of land jurisdictions that pose varying degrees of regulatory constraints include national monuments, state parks, inventoried Roadless Areas, lands owned in trust by Native Americans, designated ecological reserves, preserves and natural areas, and national forest system lands governed by plans and policies that conflict with utility corridors.  Alternatives that would require significant changes to regulatory plans or policies would potentially pose constraints in permitting that may, or may not, be resolvable within the 2008 time frame. As discussed above in Section 2.4.2.1, information on regulatory feasibility of the alternatives considered has been compiled principally through a review of existing plans and policies and consultations with potentially affected agencies and organizations (Table 2-2).   

TABLE 2-2

AGENCY AND NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATIONS
	Agency
	Date of Consultation/Status

	Bureau of Indian Affairs
	Initiated January 2002, consultation ongoing

	U.S. Department of Defense – Camp Pendleton
	Initiated January 2002, consultation ongoing

	U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service – Cleveland National Forest
	Initiated January 2002, consultation ongoing

	U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
	Initiated July 2002, consultation ongoing

	County of Riverside
	Consultation completed February 2002

	Riverside County Flood Control District
	Consultation completed October 2002

	County of Imperial
	Initiated September 2002, consultation ongoing

	Imperial Irrigation District
	Initiated March 2002, consultation ongoing

	Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
	Initiated February 2002, consultation ongoing

	Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District
	Consultation completed February 2002

	City of Temecula
	Consultation completed January 2002

	California Department of Fish and Game
	Initiated July 2002, consultation ongoing


	TABLE 2-2 (Continued)


	Agency
	Date of Consultation/Status

	Reserve Management Committee – Southwestern Riverside County Multiple Species Reserve
	Initiated September 2002, consultation ongoing

	Pechanga Tribe of Luiseño Mission Indians 
	Consultation completed June 2002

	Soboba Tribe
	Consultation completed October 2002

	Ramona Tribe of Mission Indians
	Consultation completed October 2002

	Tribes Requesting and Being Scheduled for Consultation with Co-Leads BLM and CPUC

– Manzanita Tribe of Mission Indians

– Cahuilla Tribe of Mission Indians

– Pauma/Yauma Tribe of Mission Indians
	Currently being scheduled for consultation


2.4.2.3
Technical Feasibility Criteria

The technical criterion addresses the degree to which the alternatives may present technological limitations or constraints.  Technological constraints or limitations can derive from a variety of causes including:  (1) the immaturity of the technology to be available in the marketplace at the time of Project need; (2) technical design incompatibilities and/or hazards that may be caused from joint use of a right-of-way, or from conflicts associated with operation or maintenance activities; (3) the inability of an existing right-of-way to accommodate additional transmission facilities, especially in areas constrained by terrain and/or adjacent land uses; and (4) technical constraints associated with locating and maintaining the proposed 500 kV transmission line adjacent to existing high voltage transmission facilities.  Examples of technical constraints would be conflicts or hazards associated with locating the 500 kV transmission line within Caltrans and/or Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) rights-of-way, where the Project could pose limitations or conflicts with long-term expansion plans, or maintenance and operation activities for highway and water facilities.  This criterion would also apply in instances where the proposed 500 kV line should be located a distance away from other high voltage power line rights-of-way in order to avoid reliability problems associated with “common mode” failures.  WECC reliability criteria require that where two or more facilities occupy a common corridor, the transmission owner must identify the impacts associated with the simultaneous failure of more than one of the facilities within the corridor.  WECC directs the credibility of such a failure to be assessed and impacts of such events be assessed.  The mitigation or elimination of the risks and consequences is left to the discretion of the entity responsible for reliability.

For purposes of the CEQA/NEPA screening analysis, technical constraint information was formulated from a review of existing literature, and from consultations and meetings with SDG&E and other agencies and organizations including MWD, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), SCE and Imperial Irrigation District (IID).  In addition, the CPUC’s consultants have been performing technical feasibility studies to determine if existing rights-of-way within Southern California may be suitable for the proposed Project.  These studies have been performed by the CPUC’s engineering consultants and have considered the potential use of other SDG&E, SCE and IID rights-of-way for the proposed Project.  These studies have explored whether existing rights-of-way can be widened to accommodate the Project, or whether existing facilities can be rebuilt, underbuilt or undergrounded to provide sufficient space for the proposed Project.  The specific data sources and analysis approaches are described in Chapter 3.0 for pertinent alternatives evaluated for this potential.

2.5
TIER 3 ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA AND METHODStc \l2 "2.5
Tier 3 Environmental Criteria and Methods
2.5.1
Tier 3 Criteria Summary
Alternatives were assessed according to the following criteria for the Tier 3 Analysis:

· Avoidance and/or Reduction of Significant Environmental Impacts:  Does the alternative have the potential to avoid or substantially reduce any of the significant impacts to the environment that would result from SDG&E's proposed Project?

· Cumulative Impacts:  Does the alternative have the potential to avoid or substantially reduce cumulative effects resulting from other known activities, or similar proposed or historic actions in the same geographic region, or cumulative effects to resources vulnerable to incremental impacts?
2.5.2
Tier 3 Analysis Approach
Under CEQA, alternatives that avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of a proposed Project should be considered in an EIR.  The Tier 3 criterion relates to the ability of the alternatives to meet this standard.  NEPA requires that an EIS consider a reasonable range of alternatives, considering, among others, environmental effects.  To determine whether an alternative has the potential to meet the Tier 3 criteria, the CPUC and BLM and their consultants have been conducting studies to:  

· Identify the significant effects of SDG&E’s proposed Project.

· Identify if and how an alternative would avoid or lessen the impacts of the proposed Project.

· Identify if an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those of the proposed Project (CEQA 15126.6(d)).

The Tier 3 analysis has been prepared based upon a GIS analysis of existing information and limited field investigations that have been conducted to date.  The range of environmental issues considered is responsive to the significant environmental impacts that would occur from SDG&E’s proposed Project and whether the alternatives under consideration have the potential to avoid or lessen those types of effects.   

The intent of the screening analysis is to perform the Tier 3 analysis only for those alternatives that were determined to meet all or some of SDG&E’s stated objectives (Tier 1) and be potentially feasible (Tier 2).  At the time of this report, Tier 1 and Tier 2 studies are ongoing for a number of the alternatives, and the Tier 3 assessments have, consequently, not been completed for most alternatives under consideration.  This report, therefore, documents in Chapter 3.0, by alternative, the analysis findings completed to date and the status of outstanding issues and constraints identified to date. 

2.5.2.1
Identifying the Significant Effects of the Proposed Project  

SDG&E's proposed Project, Valley-Rainbow 500 kV interconnect (PEA Route B), serves as the benchmark for comparing the environmental effects of the alternatives.  The proposed alignment would interconnect SCE’s existing 500 kV transmission system at the Valley Substation on Menifee Road in the unincorporated community of Romoland in Riverside County to SDG&E’s existing 230 kV transmission system at the proposed Rainbow Substation on Rainbow Heights Road near the unincorporated community of Rainbow in San Diego County.  Figure 2-1 provides a vicinity map and Figures 2-2a through 2-2g provide aerial photographs of the proposed 500 kV interconnect.

SDG&E’s proposed project has been independently studied by the CPUC since March 2001.  The potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project are summarized in Table 2-3.  Those environmental issues that are potentially significant form a benchmark for comparing the environmental effects of the alternatives and are briefly described in this section.  

Figure 2-1
Valley-Rainbow/Pala 500 kV Transmission Line – Vicinity Index Map

Figure 2-2a
Romoland Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 0 to 4)

Figure 2-2b
Winchester Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 4 to 7)

Figure 2-2c
Diamond Valley Lake Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 7 to 11)

Figure 2-2d
Lake Skinner Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 11 to 16)

Figure 2-2e
Rancho California Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 16 to 20)

Figure 2-2f
Pauba Valley Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 20 to 25)

Figure 2-2g
Pechanga Area 500 kV Transmission Line (Milepost 25 to 30)

TABLE 2-3

PRELIMINARY SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE

PROPOSED VALLEY-RAINBOW 500 kV TRANSMISSION LINE(1)

	LAND USE(2)
	· Conflicts with Existing Residences, Businesses, Utilities and Public Facilities

· Direct impacts to 24.0 acres or 0.3 linear miles of residential land uses

· Displaces 8 residents 

· Physically divides the Temecula Valley Wine Country community (approximately 5 miles)

· Direct impacts to 7.3 acres or <1.0 linear mile of existing business/commercial/‑ office/retail/​industrial land use

· Indirectly impacts 7 existing winery facilities 

· Direct impacts to 100.8 acres or 1.6 linear miles of public facility/utility land including MWD facilities 

· Direct impact to proposed MWD Pipeline 6 

· Direct impact to MWD Diamond Valley Lake West Dam structures and facilities 

· Direct impact to MWD San Diego Canal, San Diego Aqueduct and Pipelines 3, 4 and 5 

· Direct impact to MWD Lake Skinner Filtration Plant and associated facilities

· Impacts due to physical interference with the Part 77 Airspace Plan Zone of the French Valley Airport and helicopter and pilot flight schools/training areas

· Physical Land Use Conflicts with Agriculture

· Direct permanent loss of 11.4 acres of agricultural land  

· Of the 11.4 acres of agricultural land, 7.8 acres are designated (prime agricultural land( or are in an agricultural reserve 

· Permanently interferes with agricultural operations such as aerial spraying 

· Impacts vineyards and orchard crops and operation 

· Impacts 3 agricultural structures 

· Direct impact to dairy operations 
· Conflicts with Established Recreational, Religious or Scientific Uses

· Direct impacts to 197.2 acres or 3.2 linear miles of park and recreation lands 

· Disrupts ballooning operations for approximately 10 miles 

· Direct impacts to the Redhawk Golf Course 

· Direct impacts to horse rearing, training and racing facilities (Valle of Los Caballos and Galway Downs) 

· Direct Impacts to the Great Oak Property 

· Conflicts with Proposed Land Uses or Adopted Plans or Policies of Governmental Agencies

· Direct impacts to MWD Diamond Valley Lake West Recreational Area

· Direct impacts to 10 specific plans (1,205 acres or 20.5 linear miles): 

·  Menifee SP

·  Winchester Hills SP

·  BSA Properties SP

·  Domenigoni Barton Properties SP

·  Lohri Associates Tract Map 29883

·  Johnson Ranch SP

·  Morgan Hill SP

·  Redhawk SP

·  Denha Investors Tract Map 29473

·  Wolf Creek SP

· Direct impacts to proposed Temecula Unified School District new high school (Redhawk and Denha sites) 




	TABLE 2-3 (Continued)



	LAND USE(2)

(Continued)
	· Conflicts with an Applicable Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan or Reserve Associated with a Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plan

· Directly impacts 122.4 acres or 1.7 linear miles of reserves 

· Inconsistent with 3 HCP/NCCPS: Southwestern Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens Kangaroo Rat in Western Riverside County, and AD161 Multiple Species Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan 

· Potentially inconsistent with the proposed Western Riverside County MSHCP

· Conflicts With Applicable Planning Documents/Policies

· Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan 

-  Electrical Transmission Line Setbacks

-  Environmental Factors

-  Significant Resources

  -  Land Use

· Southwest Area Community Plan

-  Citrus/Vineyard/Rural Policies

· City of Temecula General Plan

-  Utility Placement Policies

-  Compatible Land Use Policies

· BLM South Coast Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision

-  Riverside-San Bernardino County Management Area. General Resource Condition


Objectives

· Federal Aviation Administration Policies

-  Notice of Proposed Construction/Alteration for Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace (also

    called a Part 77 Review Application) Requirement

· U.S. Department of Agriculture – Farmland Protection Policy Act
-  General Policy



	VISUAL RESOURCES
	· Conflicts with Views from Residential Areas, Recreation Sites and Travel Routes

· Significant Visual Impacts would occur for 15.8 miles, including impacts to the Temecula Wine Country, dispersed residential homes, and residential subdivisions



	SOCIOECONOMIC
	· Population Growth/Displacement

· 8 residences displaced

· Housing Availability/Displacement

· 8 residences displaced

· Economic Output

· Adverse impacts to ballooning operations.

· Adverse impacts to Temecula wineries and agricultural output



	
	

	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES(2)

(Continued)
	· Impacts to  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Listed/Special Status Species

·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Direct impact to sensitive plants (permanent and temporary)
·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Indirect impact to sensitive plants (long & short-term)
·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Direct impact ( SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Quino checkerspot butterfly (QCB),  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Stephen’s kangaroo rat (SKR), 

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1California gnatcatcher (CAGN),  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Golden eagle (GOEA), and  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Bald eagle (BAEA)
·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Indirect impact to sensitive wildlife (long & short-term)
· Impacts to  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Critical Habitat
·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1CAGN (permanent and temporary) for approximately 2 miles
·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1QCB (permanent and temporary) for approximately 3 miles
· Impacts to  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Regional Conservation Planning Efforts/Wildlife Corridors/ Linkages

·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Existing Reserves:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Salt Creek Reserve
· Existing Reserves:  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1AD161
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1

	GEOLOGIC AND PALEONTOLOGY
	· Ground Rupture Hazards

· Crosses active or potentially active faults south of Lake Skinner, in Wolf Valley and Pauba


Valley 

· Liquefaction Hazards

· Crosses liquefaction zone for approximately 2 miles 

· Landsliding Hazards

· Crosses steep and very steep slopes for approximately 5 miles 

· Corrosive and Erosive Soils Hazards

· Crosses areas within potentially high erosive and corrosive soils 

· Seismic Dam Failure Hazards

· Potential impact related to Diamond Valley Lake Dam 

· Potential impact related to Lake Skinner Dam 
· Impacts to Paleontological Resources

· Crosses sensitive rock formations with paleontological potential south of the Domenigoni


Valley



	CULTURAL RESOURCES
	· Direct Impacts to Cultural Resources 

· The archival and field research conducted by SDG&E revealed the presence of 14 archaeological sites within Route B as presently characterized (SDG&E September 13, 2002 and October 7, 2002).  Four of the previously recorded sites within the Route B area of potential affect have been evaluated for significance or eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Four were found to be insignificant by previous investigations, two are considered eligible and one has been placed on the NRHP.  The remaining sites have not been tested for significance.

· Indirect Impacts from Increased Human Presence

·  The introduction of increased activity with the right-of-way could increase vandalism or


unauthorized collection at cultural resources sites.  
· Impacts to Traditional Cultural Resource Properties (TCP)

·  To be determined upon completion of Native American consultation



	HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY
	· Surface Water and Groundwater Contamination

· Potential for contamination during construction

· Erosion and Sediment Loading

· Sediment loading and erosion during construction

· Alteration of the Existing Drainage Patterns

· Concentrated runoff and increased erosion during construction



	HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (Continued)
	· Impacts to Groundwater Quality and Hydrology

· Development of pole foundations could cause cross-contamination between groundwater


layers

· Risk of Damage Through Flooding or Erosion

· Proposed 500 kV transmission line would traverse 100-year floodplain associated with Salt

· 
 Creek, Temecula Creek and Pechanga Creek

· 

	TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
	· Road and Lane Closures

· Temporary road closures during construction

· Physical Impacts to Roads and Sidewalks

· Potential damage to public roadways during construction

· Impacts to Property Access

· Construction of the 500 kV line crosses a number of public roadways

· Impacts to Rail Operations

· Construction of the 500 kV line could potentially disrupt rail operations

· Impacts to Aviation Facilities and Aircraft Operations

· The closest portion of the 500 kV line is located 3 miles to the west of Runway 180 at French


Valley Airport outside navigable airspace. However, due to meteorological and topographical


conditions, the line represents an obstacle to airspace.



	NOISE
	· Construction Noise Impacts



	PUBLIC SAFETY, HEALTH AND NUISANCE
	· Electronic Interference

· Potential interference with broadcast signals and/or electronic equipment

· Induced Currents and Shock Hazards

· Potential impacts associated within induced currents and voltages arising from electric fields

· Catastrophic Failure (Wind, Fire)

· Significant fire risk exists from Milepost 28.5 to the terminus at Rainbow substation or approximately 2 miles, given the habitat and poor accessibility




Notes:
(1)
Environmental documentation in compliance with CEQA and NEPA has not been completed that addresses the proposed Project and, therefore, this analysis is subject to change.

(2)
Assumes 500-foot-wide assessment corridor for temporary impacts.  Permanent impacts calculated for pole and access road footprints.
Development of the 500 kV transmission line utilizing the proposed Project PEA Route B would conflict with existing and/or planned land uses within the transmission line right-of-way of 170 feet.  As further listed in Table 2-3, impacts to existing land use would potentially occur from displacement of approximately eight residences, the physical disruption of the Temecula Wine Country, disruption of winery facilities and ballooning operations in the Temecula Wine Country, conflicts with MWD facilities and operations, potential interference with French Valley Airport operations, interference with agricultural operations, potential conflicts with established conservation/reserve areas, and conflicts with the Pechanga Indian Tribe’s recently acquired Great Oak Property.  Public health and safety, property values and tourism would also be affected.  Impacts to planned land use would occur from direct conflicts to approximately 10 approved specific plans and potential conflicts with proposed conservation/reserve planning areas and recreation areas.

Route B would also cause visual impacts due to structure contrasts, access road contrasts, the visual dominance of the Project, and/or the obstruction or interference with scenic views.  The severity of the impacts would range from moderate to high.  Route B may also be potentially inconsistent with visual-related goals, policies, and standards established in the Riverside County and San Diego County General Plans.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Native plant communities present within the proposed 500 kV corridor that would be permanently and temporarily affected include chaparral (including both southern mixed chaparral and chamise chaparral),  coastal sage scrub (including both Diegan coastal sage scrub and Riversidean sage scrub), non-native grasslands, coast live oak woodland, southern cottonwood/willow riparian woodland, riparian scrub, mule fat scrub, southern cottonwood/willow riparian, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (including disturbed alluvial).  All of the native or naturalized (e.g., non-native grassland) plant communities found within Route B have the potential to support, or are documented to support, a number of sensitive plant and animal species.  Development of the proposed Project along Route B would potentially directly impact wildlife through removal of wildlife habitat and wildlife mortality, and indirectly impact wildlife from increased human presence, increased predation and/or competition and bird electrocution and tower/line collisions.  Additionally, Route B traverses designated critical habitat for the California gnatcatcher and Quino checkerspot butterfly and crosses several existing reserve areas that are planned for inclusion in the overall Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) reserve.

2.5.2.2
Determining Alternatives’ Potential to Avoid or Minimize the Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project

The Tier 3 analysis assesses the potential of each alternative to avoid or lessen any of the proposed Project's significant impacts.  For this determination, available environmental information was compiled for the alternatives and compared to SDG&E's proposed Project.  Available information was derived from adopted plans and policies of federal, state and local agencies, field investigations, meetings with federal, state and local agencies, interested parties and data supplied by SDG&E at the request of the CPUC and available GIS data.

Mapped digital GIS data at both local and regional scales including areas covering Orange, Riverside, San Diego, and Imperial counties were collected and reviewed to assist in determining potential impacts.  Numerous methods of data collection and input were used including acquiring digital data, digitizing from digital and hardcopy sources, converting between data formats, field investigation, and phone conversation.  The following list represents the GIS data and source information collected to assist in the development of various alternatives and graphics (maps) for the proposed Project.  A complete list of GIS data is included as Appendix B for this report and includes Riverside County GIS Data – July 2002; San Diego County GIS Data – 1990-1999; SDG&E Proposed Project Specific GIS Data – (Power Engineer’s, Inc.) – 2001/2002; Imperial County GIS Data; Orange County GIS Data – 1998; State-Wide GIS Data; USFWS Critical Habitat GIS Data – 1997-2000; USFS GIS Data; Misc. GIS Data – 2000; and Dudek Developed GIS Data – 2002. 

� Based on meeting applicable reliability criteria, combined with various forecasts of SDG&E loads and resources, potential in service dates range from 2007 to 2009.  The 2008 timeframe is based on this estimated range of in service dates.
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