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Desert State Farl will be based upon the goal of preserving, instilling an B0041-36 cont
apprecialion for, and making available these {reasured gualilies and experiences
Jor present and future generations.

Morcover, cven the California Encrgy Commission has designated ABDSP a “no touch
i Finr i 19
zone™ that should be avoided by transmission lines.

In short, any and all impacts to state wilderness, and to state parks, from the propoescd project or
any alternatives must be considered significant and unmitigable. This includes the Overhead 500
kV ABDSP Within Existing ROW allernalive because il too will inlringe directly on both the
park and wilderness via a) construction and permanent structures where there appears to be no
existing legal right-ol=way, b) pull siles and lemporary and permanent roads located outside ol
any ROW, ¢) motor vehicles, d) helicopters, and ¢) visual scarring, trom the ncarby presence of
towers and conductors. This would be inconsistent with Public Resources Code section

5093 36(b) and the Anza-Borrego General Plan.

I'inally, not only would reclassification of wilderness arsas be contrary to state policy and law, it
could require lengthy proceedings bevond the CPCN process. 'This is hecause the proposcd
project would require an amendiment to the Anza-Borrego Greneral Plan and a re-designation of
Stale Wildemness by the California Stale Park and Recreation Commission. State Parks would
also nced to consider additional mtrusions, such as those identificd above, that would impinge
upon wilderness and other ecologically and culturally significant areas. However, the State
Parks Department is nol an agency dedicated to multiple uses ol the land, and therelore would be
required to assess the STP in accordance with its own laws. policies and General Plans that
mandate preservation of the Park’s resources. In other words, any proceeding regarding the STP
would have to thoroughly examine the Project through the lens of the Parks Department’s
mission and purposes. Tor instance, the California Code mandates that

B0041-37

cach state apency with jurisdiction over any area designated as a wildermcess arca
shall be responsible for preserving the wilderness character of the wilderness area
and shall so administer such area [or such olher purposes lor which il may have
been established as also to preserve its wilderness character. Except as otherwise
provided in this chapler, wilderness areas shall be devoled Lo the public purposes
ol recrealional, scenic, scientilic, educalional, conservation, and historical use.”

This means that the State Parks Depariment is vesled with the authorily and responsibility 1o
preserve the wilderness character of state wilderness within Anza-Borrego. The addition of a
300 kilovolt transmission line and its operation and maintenance, of course, would do just the

¥ California Bnergy Commission Tuly 2. 2007, comments. See Attachment §.
™ 4l Pub. Resources Code § 509336 (2007, See also Cal Pub. Resources Code § 5093 33 (2007) Hwilderness
arsa shall continue to be subject to the jurisdiction of the state agency or agencies having jurisdiction thereaver
immediately prior to its inclusion in the system. The secretary shall adopt guidelines for the management of
wildermess areas. Tach state agency or agencies having jurisdiction over a wildemess area shall adopt regulations for
the management of such areas consistent with the guidelines adopted by the secretary and the objectives of this
chapter. Sueh regulations shall include provisions to protect endangared or rare native plant and animal gpecies.™)
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opposite. Therefore, anv proceeding before the State Parks Department regarding the STP
would take considerable lime and would likely (as it should) resull in the prohibition ol any part
of the §TP on state park or wilderness land.

I B0041-37 cont.
Finally, the DEIR/ELS acknowledges that “the statutory or recorded cascment through the
majority of [Anza-Borrego] is 100 feet, but may be narrower or even non-existent in several B0041-38
areas...” B-9.*" Nonetheless, the DEIR/EIS, [or the purposes ol its analysis, assumes (hat
SDG&Es ROW in Anza-Borrego is 100 feet throughout. We note here that SDG&E has not yet
established that it has a 100 foot easement throughout Anza-Borrego. Instead, SDG&L’s
casement 1s likely less than 100 [eel in cerlain areas, and non-existent in other areas. This 1s
important because one of the Anza-Borrego alternatives, the Overhead 500 k'V ABDSP Within
Existing ROW allernative, would nol achieve whal SDG&E believes it would achieve, avoidance
of inconsisteney with the Anza Borrego Gengeral Plan. Instead, because a) SDG&E has not
egtablished a ROW throughout the entirety of Anza-Borrego, b) has not established that such a
ROW would be 100-[eet, and ¢) has not established that the change in scope and use (from a
wooden monopole to a 500 kv H-framc) of the ROW would he allowed, impacts to Anza-
Borrego, both the park and its wilderness, would be much more significant than the description
of the Overhead 500 kV ABDSP Within Existing ROW altemative sugecsts. The final EIR/ELS
should make clear that impacts to the park and wilderness may be more severe hecause SDG&FE
has not established a ROW, let alone a 100-[oot ROW | throughoutl Anza-Borrego., Similarly, the
final EIR/EIS should make clear that there may be additional inconsistencics with the Anza-
Borrego General Plan due to the failure thus far of SDGE&F. to establish a ROW throughout
Anza-Borrego.

Lire and Iuels Management
B0041-39
In addition to the comments of Richard ITalsey made on our behalf { Attachment 7). we submit

the following additional comments regarding ['ire.

Page D.15-84 & 15-87 The text of mitigation measure I'-1d is not entirely clear but appears to
require that all “brush™ and dead and decaying vegelalion shall be removed lrom the entire STP
right-of-way and construction work areas. Please clarify whether this is a correct interpretation
ol this mitigation measure and whether this would be considered a permanent impact. If this is &
correcl intlerpretation, please explain whether the level of vegetlation removal contemplaled here
15 reflected in Table 1.2-7.

Assuming this is an aceurate interpretation, this mitigation measure would result in an
extraordinary level of habitat destruction that does not appear to be considered for the purposes
of calculating impacts or mitigation to habitat, specics, water quality, visual resources, and many
other issucs clsewhere in the DEIR/EIS. Removal of all “brush™ in the right-of-way, presumably
at least including all coastal sage scrub and chaparral vegetation, would not only be extremely

B0041-40

¥ Not only may the ROW be narrower or even non-existent in several areas, SDC&L's assertion that it has
“prescriptive eassments” is incorrect. A title obtained by prescription is a lagal titla. not just a mere assertion of
rights, and is available as the basis of an action to quiat title. As of yet, SDC &L has failed to obtain such title. and
until they do so, they have no prescriptive easement over State Park land.
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harmful to these rasources and dependent species, this measure would also be counterproductive
for the purposes ol reducing the risk ol lire.

This mitigation, as well as that at T'.3a (page D.13-87 “Construct and maintain fuel breaks™)
would cssentially create enormous harnmtul and counterproductive fuel breaks in many scpments
of the STP “within *1 miles of the transmission centerline...” harming resources and providing a
super highway [or invasions by highly [Tammable weeds.

I'vel breaks are typically ineffective when it comes to controlling wildfire under conditions when
control is most essential. According o Keelev el al. (2004)22: “Under extreme weather
conditiong, there is overwhelming evidence that voung fuels. or even fuel breaks...will not act as
a barrier Lo lire spread.”™ The crealion ol [ire lines and [uel breaks through mechanical thinning
(a.k.a. mastication) as would likcly be required over so great an arca cneourages invasion by
exotic weeds through soil disturbance and the introduction and spread of seed.” Merriam et al.
(2006):"4 lound that exotic plants made up as much as 70% ol plant cover in twenly [our luel
breaks distributed throughowt Califormia. According to I‘i«:clcy25 (2006b, citing Keeley 2001,
Keeley 2004), “The fact that fuel breaks tvpically form long corridors makes them ideal
mechanisms for transporting non-native specics into remote wildlands. . following fires these
fuel breaks represent a major source area for alien invasion of adjacent wildlands™ when they
provide linear connections between disturbed areas and when reduced Luels in the breaks burn at
lower temperatures providing “safe sites for alien propagules during wildfires [and] ensuring,
survivorship of seed banks.” Exotic weeds in turn are highlv flammable and likely to increase
the likelihood of wildlire. According Lo Keeley (_2006::1)26: “_ . [A]lien grasses increase the
probability of hurming...” The conversion of native shrublands to exotic grasslands harms

2 Keeley, I1E., C.J Fotheringham, and M.A. Moritz. 2004. Lessons from the 2003 wildfires in southern California.
Tournal of Forestry 102(7):26-31.

= Backer, D M8 E Tensen, and G. R MePherson. 2004, Tmpacts of fire suppression activitics on natural
communitics. Conservation Biology 18:937-948, Harrod, R T, and 8. Reichard. 2002, Fire and invasive specics
within the temperate and boreal comilerous lorests of western North America. Pages 95-101 m K. E. M Galley and
T. P Wilson, editors. Proceedings of the mvasive speeies workshop: the tole of fite in the control and spread of
invasive specics. Miscellancous pubhication 11, Tall Timbers Rescarch Station, Tallahassee. Flonda: Kecley, IR,
20064, Firte mimagement impacts on myvasive plant speeies in the western Tmited States. Conservation Biclopy
20:373-384.

M Merriam, K R TR Kecley, and T T.. Beyers. 2006, Fuel breaks alleel nomnative species abundance in Calilornia
plant communitics. Eeological Appheations 16:515-527

B Kecley, ITE. 2006b. South coast bicregion, pp. 330-390. Tn N.G3. Sugihan, TW. van Wanglendonk, K.F. ShalTer,
I Fites-Kaulman, and A F. Thoede (eds), Fire in Califomia’s eosystems, Tniversity of Calilorma Press.;, Kecley,
TE. 2004, Tnvasive plants and e management in Califormia Mediterranean-chimate ceosystems. No pagmation in
M. Arianoutsou and V. F. Panastasis, editors. Ecology, consarvaticn and managament of mediterranean climate
scosyvstems Millprass. Retterdam, Wetherlands: Keelsy. JE 2001 TFirs and invasive species in Mediterransan
climate ecosystems of California. Pages 81-94 in KT M Calley and T.P. Wilson, aditors. Proceedings of the
invasive species workshop: the role of fire in the control and spread of invasive species. Miscellaneous Publication
No. L1. Tall Timbers Research Statiorn. Tallahassee, I'L.

¥ Keeley, T 2006a. Tire management impacts on invasive plant specias in the western United States.
Cengervation Biology 20:375-384.
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biodiversity and increases erosion, landslides, and other harmful landform changes.”” The only
way 1o limil the invasion and establishment ol exolics in regularly cleared / maintained luel
breaks would be through the regular application of massive and harmful quantities of herbicides,
and even this measure is not likely to be totally effective. The resulting harm of this tvpe of
clearing, and maintecnance to people, wildlife, water quality, and many other values would be
virtually incalculable. Please consider replacing this mitigation measure with grants to local fire
agencies lo increase stalling and improve equipment.

Grants for the creation of defensible space for vulnerable residences are not likely to be effective
and may be counterproductive by conlinuing to a trend of diverling allention iTom other
important elements to improve the fire resistance of at-risk homes — construction features and
design of the home ilsell vs. modilicalion ol surrounding vegelalion. Calilorniy law already
requircs a minimum of 100 feet of vegetation modification around residenees in high fire risk
areas. DBased on this, and based on the need to improve public education about the importance of
trealing siructures vs. only surrounding vegelation, please modily this miligation measure Lo
merease the amount of funding per home to provide meaningful support for fire resistant
modifications to existing homes such as fire resistant roofing, fire shutters, double pane
windows. cave boxing, removal of attic vents and/or installation of alternatives, water sprinklers
and generator supported water systems. removal or replacement of wood fencing and decks with
allernatives, and much more.

Poliey Consistencey/Plan Amendments

In regard to the Anza- Borrego General Plan, we support some of the DETR/FIS s findings
regarding inconsistency of the STP (and its Anza- Borrego alternatives) with the General Plan.
For instance, Biota Guideline 1a of the Anza- Borrego Gengeral Plan requures that park statt
“preserve gengitive species and habitats and encourage their recovery.” Tlighorn sheep critical
habitat was established in order to promote not only the survival, but the recovery of the species.
The significant harm to the sheep™s critical habitat from S'TP (and its Anza- Borrego alternatives)
would inhibit that recovery. The DLEIR/TIS therefore correctly stated that impacts to bighom
sheep critical habitat would be inconsistenl with Guideline 1a. We also agree with the DEIR/EIS
that TP (and its Anza- Borrego alternatives) would be inconsistent with Biota Guideline 1h due
Lo the conilicts with the Guideline’s direclive lor proactive ellorts lor protection and recovery ol
rare nalive species.

The DEIR/EIS. however, also [ound that STP (and its Anza- Borrego allemalives) would be
consistent with Biota Goal 1, which requires park staff to protect the native biota of Anza-
Borrego. We feel that the harmful impacts to native plants and animals from the Project and its
alternatives, such as the impacts to bighorn sheep, as well as the inconsistency with many of
Biota Guidelines, demonstrates a clear inconsistency with Biota Goal 1. We likewisc disagrec
that STP (and its Anza- Borrego alternatives) would be consistent with Biota Guideline 1¢ which
requires park statt to cnsure that the conservation of native biota is incorporated into all future
developments, management plans, and visitor-use patterns throughout ABDSP, and that the

¥ Keeley, T.T. 2006a. Tire management impacts on invasive plant spacies in the western United States. Congervation
Diclogy 20:375-384,

Re: Comments on Drall EIR/EIS lor Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Line Page 20
April 11, 2008

B0041-41 cont.

B0041-42

Final EIR/EIS 3-1328 October 2008



Sunrise Powerlink Project
3. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS

Comment Set B0041, cont.
Center for Biological Diversity/Sierra Club

protection of sensitive species and habitats receives the highest priority. The harmful impacts to
sensilive species such as bighorn sheep [rom STP (and its Anza- Borrego allematives) are
directly contrary to the mandate to give such species highest priority. Similarly, Biota Guideline
1d requires that management strategies will be developed to counteract declines or loss of native
biota if thosc declines are the result of hiuman actions and appear to indicate a compromised
native species or ecological system. Again, STP (and its Anza- Borrego alternatives) would be
directly contrary Lo that because they would promote loss oi native biota. Therelore, the Drall
EIR/EIS should have found an inconsistency with Biota Guidcline 1d. Finally, Biota Guidcline
le demands that Desert and Montane Riparian, Palm Tree Oases, Mesquite Bosques, Cienegas,
Montlane Vernal Pools and Meadows, Desert Ephemeral Playas, small Springs and Seeps, Sand
Dunes, and significant wildflower areas be managed for their biological significance and
protecled as crilical resources thal support the extraordinary biological diversity ol Calilornia.
Apain, 81P (and its Anza- Borrepo alternatives) arc directly contrary to that — the presence of a
transmission line of the size and scope of the proposed Project, along with eight new miles of
access Toads, would inhibit such management and protection.

The Anza-Borrego General Plan also has goals and guidelines that address invasive species. We
belicve that duc to the high likelihood of the mtroduction of invasive specics due to STP {(and its
Anza- Borrego alternatives). there would be an inconsistency with Ex. Biota Goal 1, which
mandales the reduction ol the presence and [urther invasion ol exolic species in the Park.

We also note that Biological Processes Goal 1 asks park staff to protect the natural processes
associaled with the Park and to allow those processes Lo [unclion in a manner thal supports the
region’s native biodiversity. 8TP (and ity Anza- Borrego alternatives) are directly contrary to
such a goal because, for instance, thev could severely impact Peninsular bighorn sheep.
Biological Processes Guideline 1a underscores that point by secking the perpetuation and
enhancement of natural processes and requiring that they be incorporated into future
developments, management plans, and visitor use patterns throughout ABDSP. We believe STP
(and its Anza- Borrepo alternatives) are not consistent with this Guideline. STP (and its Anza-
Borrego alternatives) by their very nature, will not enhance the natural processes of the Park,
Likewise, Biological Processes Guideline 1b seeks adequale space and lime [or organisms Lo
respond in an adaptive manner to changes in habitat, climate. the human element, and other
environmental variables. The STP (and its Anza- Borrego allernatives) would inhibit that by
limiling space lor species such us the bighom sheep.

We are aware that the DEIR/EIS believes that APMs and mitigalion measures can oversome
some of the inconsistencies we addressed above. We do not agree with that assessment hecause
we not believe that those measures can undo the significant damage that would be done from
STP to the native flora and fauna of Anza- Borrego. Morcover, as discussed above, STP and its
Anza- Borrego alternatives are inherently contrary to the Anza- Borrego (General Plan’s Goals
and Guidelines, and consequently, no amount of mitigation or other measures will solve the
problem.

In addition 1o the Anza- Borrego General Plan comments above, we submil the [ollowing:
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Pages D.16-8 D.16-36  In the event that the STP is approved in a manner that remains
inconsistent with other [ederal plans, STP mitigation should include amendments 1o relevant
plans to offset impacts resulting from the inconsistencies. For example, any amendments to the
BLM’s California Desert Conservation Area plan that reduce the extent of Class III visual
resource managcement areas to accommodate the STP should include amendments that increasc
Class III areas by an equivalent amount elsewhere in the CDCA plan,

Page D.16-12 & others — In some circumstances, conclusions with regard to the consistency of
the STP with state or federal plans do not appear consistent with other conclusions in the
DEIRVEIS. For example, on page D.2-111 the DEIR/EIS concludes that impacts o at-tailed
hornad lizard habitat ““are significant and not mitigable to less than significant levels (Class T)
because adequale miligation land may not be available to compensate [or the impacts.™ In
contrast, the DEIR/EIS concludes on page 13.16-12 that the STP would be consistent with the
I'lat-Tailed ITorned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy because habitat compensation will
be provided. Conclusions in seetion D16 should be carelully reviewed and the ST should be
found inconsistent with any state or federal plan when relevant impacts would result in any Class
I impacts.

Page 1.16-95 — The STP would be patently inconsistent with the City of San Diego MSCP
Subarea Plan contrary (o slalements in the DEIRVEIS. For example, according Lo the subarea
plan “All proposcd utility lincs ... should be designed to avoid or minimize intrusion into the
MHPA. These facilities should be routed through developed or developing areas rather than the
MHPA, where possible. I no other routing is [easible, then the lines should [ollow previously
existing roads. easements, rights of way, and disturbed areas, minimizing habitat fragmentation.”
The DEIR/EIS’ consistency determination responds to the second portion of this MSCP
requirement, but not at all to avoid the MHPA in the first place — at no point does the DEIR/EILS
explain why the location of the STP outside of the T.os Penasquitos Canvon or Del Mar Mesa
preserves for the purpose of avoiding impacts to the MIIPA is not possible. The MSCP also
requires that “. . utilitics and facilitics within or crossing the MHPA shall be planned, designed,
located, and constructed go minimize environmental impacts.” The STP is clearly inconsistent
with this requirement as adequate surveys [or several plants and animals as well 4s in some areas
where there will be 8TP impacts outside of the right-of-way have not heen conducted and so
impacts have nol been determined and so cerlainly can’t be avoided or minimized.

Growth Inducine Impacts

The DEIR/EIS states that “the Proposed Praject would facilitate growth indirectly by removing
obstacles to population growth through the additional increased capacity of electric power that it
would make available.™ F-35. However, the DEIR/EIS gives little more information and docs
nat provide any analysis of the impact of inercased capacity and additional substations in arcas
where sprawl development is already taking a heavy toll on the natural environment. Instead,
the DEIR/EIS simply concludes that growth is expected to occur with or without implementation
of the proposed project. CEQA requires more. In fact, SDG&F’s own testimony, hoth prepared
and during cross examination of wilness Kemp during Phase 1 of the hearing demonstrates thal
at least according to SDG&FE, the STP will stimulate growth, sprawl, and the attendant increased
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traffic, construction, and emissions. No analysis in the DEIR/LIS discusses this sprawl and
whether it 1s consislent with stale GHG emission goals and the Imperial Countly General TPlan.

Global Warming.

The project will result in foresesable and quantifiable emissions of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases during both construction and the liletime of the project. These emissions,
although small in comparison to worldwide greenhouse gas emissions, will contribute dircetly
and cumulatively to the increase in atmospheric greenhouse gases, and will thus contribute
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to global warming, Under CEQA | il is irrelevant that the
emissions associated with the project are small in comparison to total emissions. On the

contrary, CEQA’s cumulative impacl analysis requirement exists lo caplure precisely this type ol

mapact that may be individually small but cumulatively significant. Kinps Countv Fanm Burcau
v. City of [Tanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 721. {*The LIR improperly focused upon the
individual project’s relative ellects and omitted [acts relevant o an analysis of the collective
cftect this and other sources will have upon air quality.”). We apree with the conclusion in the
DEIR/LIS that the proposed STP would have a significant and unmitigable impact. We also
agree that any inerease in GHG cnissions above zero is a significant impaect at a time when State
law and policy requires substantial GHC emission reductions. We refer you to The California
Envirormental Qualily Ael: On the Froni Lines of California's Fight Against Global Warming,
Sept. 2007, from the Center for Biological Diversity.”® The STP would violate AR 32 by
locking in an overall increase in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly when feasible
allemalives exist thal will lead to GHG reductions.

Assembly Bill 32 (AD 32) is the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, The Act
requires that preenhouse emissions in California must be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 The
Governor, through Fxecutive Order, has required reducing those Tevels another 80% by 2050,
It is difficult to overstate the importance of A3 32 and the Governor’s actions. The legislature, in
passing AB 32, declared:

Global warming poses a serious threat 1o the economic well-being, public health, natural
resources. and the environment of California. The potential adverse impacts of global
warming include the exacerbalion ol air qualily problems, a reduction in the quality and
supply of waler Lo the stale [rom the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels resulling in the
displacement of thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine
soosysiems and the natural environment, and an increase in the incidences ol inlectious
discascs, asthma, and other human health-related pro‘t:lcm::_:.'11

* The report is at the CTD wehsite and included as amachmenr 10 1o these comments
¥ (Cal Tlealth & Saf. Code § 38550 (2007},

¥ Txeeutive Order S-3-05, Gavernor of the Stare of Califernia, Tune 1, 2005;
http:eov cacovindex phpMexecutive-arder/ 1861/

¥ Cal ITealth & Saf. Code § 3830 1(a) (2007).
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The dramatic reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and the ambitious schedule necessary to
meel the requirements of AB 32 and the Governor’s Execulive Order requires thal energy
projects must be carefully serutinized. This is particularly eritical in the case of the STP. a
massive infrastructure investment that SDG&L witness William Kemp testified will impact the
slate [or the next 30 — 100 years.*? The evidence in both the DEIR/EIS and Phase 1 ol the STP
procecding demonstrates that rather than reduce greenhousc gas cmissions, approving the S'TP
will cause massive GIIG emissions from its construction that exceed any savings that mayv occur
over time, and will increase coal production and the atmospheric releass of carbon dioxide, the
most pervasive of greenhouse gasces. =

UCAN expert David Marcus used SDGEE’s own modeling to demonstrate that fossil ficl
alternatives to the STP would produce 8000 Gwh less coal generation in 2020 than the STP
allernative. Mr. Marcus compares this amount o operating 4 1000 Mw coal planl.34 I'a
renewahle energy only alternative or no action alternative is selected, the savings would of
course be greater.

DRA highlights in its prepared testimony that 81)G&E provides no analysis of greenhouse gas
emissions in ils PEA or elsewhere in its Applicalion. SDG&E does nol contest this asserlion,
mstead referring to California’s “recent” comunitment to reducing grecnhousc gascs.35 SDG&E
witness Strack states in his prepared Phase 1 testimony that by “adding the Sunrise

Powerlink. . .some coal-lired generation. ..can be ramped up.™™® Mr. Strack elaborates on this
theme further in his testimony during cross-cxamination by the DRA | agreeing not only that the
STP alternative results in more coal production than other alternatives, but that approving the
STP will, over time, result in more coal production throughout the West.>” Mr. Strack explained
that “when you — add Sunrise Powerlink, you allow more lower cost generation from the Desert
Southwest principally to reach the Calilomnia load cenler.. by adding a line, you're allowing that
coal to run a little bit more than it otherwise would.™*

Actions thal cause an increase in coal production are inconsistent with the requirements o’ AB
32 and the mandate of reducing emissions 10 1920 levels by 2020. T.ocking in an infrastructure

2 SNE&EE Tune 15, 2007 Rehuttal Testimony ¥Velume 1 of 2 — TPublic, Updated on 7/6°07, William Kemp, Exhibil
5T0-15, pape 5.

W ~C0), is the most pervasive of the GIIGs, [greenhouse sases] and the moet widely reported and verified of the

GHGs al this time.” CPUC Trierim Qpmnton on Phase T Toes: Greerthouse Gas Entssions Performance Standard,
D.O7-01-039, January 25, 2007, pape 227, [indimg of Fact 10,
HTICAN Testimony of David Marcus (Redacted), Exhibit T1- 04, page 211

¥ SNE&FE June 15, 2007 Rehuttal Testimony Yelume 2 of 2 — Tublic, Updated on 7/6/07, Jan Strack, Fxhibit ST-
15, page 7.

¥ SDO&E Tune 135, 2007 Rebuttal Testimony Velume 2 of 2 — Public, Updated on 7/6/07. Jan Strack, Tixhibit SD-
16, page 29.

¥ Testimony of SDG &L witness, Tan Strack Tr. pages 1368-1372.
*¥ Testimony of SDGC &L witness, Jan Strack, Tr. page 1371.
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that encourages additional coal production for the next 50-100 years moves the State even
further irom meeling the goal of reducing emissions 80% below 1920 levels by 2030 and ol
providing a leadership role in taking measures to reduce GHG emissions throughout the West. Tt
also must be noted that the spirit of all of the State’s GIIG initiatives recognizes the trans-
boundary impacts of global wartning — Califomia is secking to reduce emissions of GHG
pollutants throughout the West, and not merely take actions to lower its own emissions while
simultaneously increasing emissions elsewhere.

The STP, if approved, would likely lead to violations of A3 32 similar to two enforcement
aclions previously brought by the Atlorney General’s oflice. The basis ol each aclion
emphasizes the same concerns raised by the CEC. A petition was filed by the State of
Calilornia, through the Atlorney General’s ollice, on April 13, 2007, alleging the County ol San
Bernadino has, despite the cnactment of AR 32, failed to:

..disclose the ellects of the General Plan updale on emissions ol greenhouse gases,
makes no attecmpt to quantify or cven to cstimate the current levels of greenhouse gas
emissions in the County, makes no attempt to quantify or even to estimate the increases
in preenhouse gas emissions that the full execution of the General Plan will cause, makes
no attempt to analvze the effects of those increases on global warming or the greenhouse
gus emssions reductions required by AB 32, and neither adopls all leasible miligation
mcasures. . nor makes findings supported by substantial cvidence in the record that such
mitigation measures are infeasible, all in violation of CRQA.™

The State and County settled the matter on August 21. 2007, agreeing on a series of specific
measures the County must take to reach compliance with AB 32 and CEQA.*

Critical information sought by the Attorney General’s office in the San Bernadino case is abgent
from the initial application initiating this proceeding in 20035, the amended application filed in
2006, the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA).* the record from the Phasc | hearing,
and the DEIR/EIS. There is insufficient evidence Imperial County has planned for the

® The Peaple of ihe Siade of Califorwia v. Couwnly of San Bernading, Telition for wril of mandate, paragraph 5, April
13, 2007,

4 Settlem ent, http:/‘ag ca.pov/newsalerts/relense php?id=1433&vear=2007&month=8 ( Sea pdf of Agrsement at
bottom’

1 Rule 2 4 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice sand Procedure requites submission of a PEA. The PEA shall
include all information and studics required by the Commission’s Tnlermation and Criteria list. Rule 2.4(b1 Seetion
V.3 of this Tist requires in depth analysis of all impacts which may be significant. Scetion ¥4 of this hisbidentifics
arr pollution resulting from transmission lines as 4 possible signiGicant elTeel, and that cumulative effeets must be
considered. The widespread national and international attention te the issue of global warming, the applicant’s own
emphasis on renewable energy mn its applicatior. and the Commission’s 2005 policy statement on global warming.
discussed later in this section, provided ample natics to the Applicant that the PEA and an adequare application must
provide detailed analysis of this issue as part of the Phasge I proceeding. and not be reserved for analysis only after
the release of the Draft Tnvironmental Impact Report and Phase IT of this proceading.  California has long argued
that greenhouse gases are air pollutants and the T1.3 Supreme Court has agreed with California. the Center for
Dielogical Diversity, and other States and crganizations whe filed suit on this issua. See. Massachusetts. st al. v.
Environmental Protection Agency, 127 §. Ct. 1438; 167 L. Ed. 2™ 248 (2007).
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substantial growth SDG&L's witnesses have testified will occur if the STP application is
approved, and no evidence Imperial County accounts lor this growth in ils General Plan. The
only reasonable conclusion from this record is the STP will lead to many of the same
deficiencies as those leading to the lawsuit against the County of San Bernadino.

The Attorney General's office also filed an appeal and ultimately settled allegations the Contra-
Costa County Board ol Supervisors violated CEQA and the requirements ol AB 32 in approving
an EIR allowing ConocoPhillips to cxpand an oil refinery without properly documenting
environmental impacts of the project, and failing to mitigate for increased greenhouse gas
emissions.”™ The appeal involved a single [acility thal purportedly would also be providing a
benefit i producing clean fuel. In the present case, SDG&F. has testified its proposed STP will
resull in increased greenhouse gas emissions [rom coal lacilities throughout the West. Further, il
concedes it did not model likely carbon dioxide costs as part of 1ts transmission p]mming.“
Until such information is available, the STP suffers the same deficiencies as the ConocoPhillips
project, and possibly grealer deliciencies because ol the 30-100 vear lilespan of the project and
multiple facilitics impacted by the project.

The inerease in coal production SDG&E concedes will occur if the S'TP 18 approved is also at
odds with the PUC’s Policy Statement on Greenhouse (Gas Performance Standordy, issued on
Oclober 6, 2005 — 10 months prior to SDG&E’s submission ol the amended application in this
proceeding. The Comunission stated:

[TThere are approximately 30 proposed coal [ired plants across the West, some of which
are planned in anticipation of meeting demand in California. The carbon dioxide
emissions from just three 300 MW conventional coal-fired power plants would offset all
af the emissions reductions from the 10U s eneray efficiency programs and would
seriously compromise the State’s ability to meet the Governor’s GTIG goals. As the
largest electricity consumer in the region, California has an obligation to provide clear
suidance on performance standards for utility procurement.™ (emphasis added)

The impact ol the STP would, by itsell, when compared 1o other [ossil-luel dependent oplions in
front of the Commission, consume two-thirds of all investor owned utility efficiency measures
throughoul the state as identilied by the Commission.* SDG&E concedes the STP would
encourage the development ol convenlional power plants the Commission anticipated in ils
Policy Statement.’® Similarly, approval of the STP could also be viewed as single-handedly

£ Sewlement, Califomia Tiepartment ol Justice, Seplember 17, 2007,
hip: Yag capov/newsalerts/release php?id  1466&yvear 2007&month 2 (See pdl of Apreement at boltom of page)

B Testimony of SDG&E witness, Tan Strack, Tt page 1378, TLappears the limited madeling Tor €O, done by
SDG&D was To assess its economic impact, and not the environmental impact of increased emissions.

¥ See httpwww cpuc ca cov/PURLISIIED/REPORT/ 50432 htm

# Mr. Marcus® testimony described a1 the beginning of this section found the STP would be responsible for nearly
1000 2w of additional coal generation, the equivalent of two of the three 300 MW coal-fired plants deseribed in the
Cemmigsion’s policy staterment

* Exhiibit SD- 2, page 1-22.
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eliminating at least two-thirds of the energy savings anticipated by the Commission’s three vear
program adopled in a ground breaking 2007 rulemaking 1o encourage energy elliciency.”’ B0041-49 cont.

California law not only regulates overall greenhouse gas emissions, but also establishes
preenhouse gas emission performance standards on gencrating facilities through Scnate Ball
1368."% The legislation specifically references California’s leadership among other states,
declaring “as the largest electricily consumer in the region, Calilorma has an obligation to
provide clear guidance on perforimance standards for procurcment of clectricity by load-serving
entities.”™ Among other things, the legislation limits the financial commitment utilities can
make Lo any generator thal does nol meel emission perlormance standards established by the
PUC.™ The PUC issued an initial decision implementing 8B 1368 in January 2007, describing
elliciency perflormance standards as akin Lo an appliance elliciency standard *! The standard
cftectively climinates lonp term contracts from coal pencrating tacilitics.”” It was the clear intent
in passing this legislation not to encourage the “ramping up™ of coal production, even for short
lerm conlracts.

The calculations used by the Commission and BLM in the DEIR/EIS to calculate GIIG

cmissions were those of the Califormia Independent Systems Operator (CAISQO). These numbers B0041-50
are substantially lower than those presented hy [”CAXN during the Phase T proceeding. The

CAISO and DEIR/EIS calculations are based on the ussumplion that the STP will carry 900 MW

of renewable cnerey from the proposced Stirling concentrated solar power facility. Page D.11-51.

It is assumed this energy would replace fossil fuels. Testimony of Phase T demonstrated that

even il Stirling were Lo receive linancing and permits [Tom the BLM — o which they have

neither —the technology simply isn’t ready to operate on a large scale.™ The delivery of

renewable energy anticipated by CAISQ simply isn’t going to happen as anticipated because the

technology isn™ ready for commercial operation. “l'ellingly. in a recent submittal to the PUC,

T Interim Opwnion On Phase T Ivsues: Shareholder Risk/Reward Incentive Mechuism for Energy Efficiency
Programs, Scptember 21, 2007, PUC Rulemaking 06-04-010

® SP 1368 was appraved by the Govemnor on Seplember 29, 2006 and s found in the Public Toilities Cade,
beginning at Scction §340.

* Cal Pub. Tl Code § 8340(m)
¥ Cal. Pub. Tl Code Seetion 8341¢2).

SUCTUIC Fnlerim Opimion o Phase T Lvsues: Greenhonse Gay Emissions Ferformonce Slandard, T).07-01-039,
Tanuary 235, 2007, pages 32 and 226,

2 CPUC Fnlerim Opinion on Phase T Tssues: Greenhonse Gas Fmissions Performomce Standard, T).07-01-039,
Tanuary 25, 2007, page 226, paragraphs 2 and 3.

B SDO&D Tune 15, 2007 Rebuttal Testimony Velums 2 of 2 — Public, Updated on 7/6/07. Jan Strack, Dxhibit ST-
15, page 29 Mr Strack’s testimony discusses the ramping up of coal. Purchases of coal for delivery cutside of CA
enabled by the 3TP would not be limited to short-term contracts.

™ See testimony of Dr. Barry Butler, { Attachment 1 1to these comments.and additional exthibits submitted by the
Center and Sierra Clubk during Phase 1 documenting that papers commissionad by both the FUC and CEC reached
the samme conclusions as Dr. Butler.
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SDGE&L opposed PUC draft resolution 1E-4160 in part because it requires utilities to demonstrate
the viabilily of prospeclive power purchase ugreemenls. The PUC approved the resolulion over B0041-50 cont.
STG&Es objections on April 10, 2008 %

During Phasc [, SDG&E argued that even if Stirling, fails, the coergy queue will replace the
project with other, unidentified renewable projects. But Imperial County has submitted letters to
the Commission saying il has not received applications [or such projects, and SDG&E elsewhere
in its testimony concedes the cnergy queue is unreliable. SDGE&FE alsoe testificed it could not
guarantee renewable energy ultimately would use the STP and would oppose any efforts to
require such use, or even guarantes 4 cerlain percentage ol the use ol the line would be [ossil
fuels.”® Renewable energy should not be assumed to replace fossil fuels in calculating the
project GHG emission impacls.

In addition to promoting the increased use of coal, another factor not considered in the DEIR/EIS

eslimale of GHG emissions was the likelihood the STT would lead (o increases in liquelied B0041-51
natural pas (LN(G). SDG&E Chicf Operating Officer Niggli. in responsc to questions from the

administrative law judge during cross examination on April 7, 2008, conceded that the a major

part of Scmpra’s corporate plans mclude an infrastructure supporting expansion of its gas

operations. Mr. Niggli also admitted the Company has no plan in place to meet state GHG

requirements and the STP conceivably may carry more [ossil [uel energy than renewable energy.

The likely link between the STP and increased LNG production will lead to substantial GHG

emissions not calculated in the DETR/EIS.

The link to TNG is deseribed in the Smart Energy 2020 Plan, among other places in Smart
[nergy Attachment B3, which includes a Sempra produced map linking the STP to its natural gas
pipclines, and Attachment C, which deseribes the lifecvele GHG burden from LNG. In addition,
we understand an August 23, 2007 report from Carnegie Mellon University concludes that
lifecyele LNG emissions imported from abroad and used for electricity generation could have
35% higher lifceyele GHG emissions than coal. These cmissions are not included in the
DLEIR/TILS calculations for project GI1G emissions.

The GHG emission benefits appear to include the 1.a Rumorosa wind projects. The DEIR/ELS
suggestls there 1s limiled capacily on the SWPL, and the projected wind projects will only oceur
il'the ST is construcled, thereby [recing up capacily. As discussed elsewhere, the STD will [ree
capacity for I NGt and increased coal production, thereby increasing GHG emissions. To achieve
GHG reductions, existing capacily should be used (o replace [ossil [uel generaled power with
rencwable cnergy, rather than create a double inerease in GHG emissions: first, by constructing
the STP, and then by using the increased capacity to increass fossil fuel genarated power. A

® SDC&E's opposition to the resolution was submitted on April 1. 2008, and its objection is at page 6. See also the
CBD and Sierra Club Fhase | brisf. filed November 9. 2007, pages 9-15. and associated references. outlining the
reasons the Stirling project will fail

* See Phase I opening day testimony of JTames Avery, and Phase 2 opening day testimony of COO Niggli. Tt is our
understanding that the Tehachapi project supported by SCE is already subscribed with wind power agreements.
This approach, also used and endorsed in Minnesota (ses our phase 1 brief, pages 35-36. Ivovember 9, 2007
represents viable renewable projects and some assurance the project is for renewable energy. TTowever, it does not
address the unprecedented. destructive impact the STP alernatives would have on public lands.
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decrease in emissions is easily achieved by allowing existing fossil fuel contracts on the SWPL
Lo expire as scheduled in 2011, and replacing this generation with power [rom the La Rumorosa
wind projects or other renewable sources, as determined after appropriate environmental reviews
are completed. The STP, as structured with increased GIIG emissions and no assurances of
rencwable cnergy usc, places the PUC in the position of violating AB 32 and state policy if it
were to approve of the project.

The calculations include presumed GHG cimission benefits from the Esmeralda-San Felipe
Geothermal Project. ITowever, not considered is whether there is adequate transmission for
geothermal projects without Sunrise. Both DRA and UCAX testilied thers is sullicient
transmission without constructing the STP, and without the GH(G emissions that would occur in
the construction process. The ISO also testilied Lo the availabilitly ol about 700 MW capacily
without the 8TP. 1Ifthis project is likely to occur without the S'T'P, it should not be considered a
GIIG emission credit for the STP. The Center and the Sierra Club have protested a clause in the
pending conlract lor the Esmeralda project which would make approval ol the STP a condition
precedent. In support of our position in the protest of this contract clavsc is the report of the
Independent Evaluator, which concluded that the STP is not needed for delivery of this energy.”
Theretore, no GHG reductions should be attributed to this project. SDG&E presents a far more
restrictive view of existing capacity, but even it concedes the capacity may exist.

Impacts of sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) do not appear to be fully accounted for in the GHG cmission
calculation in the DETR/ETS, though the problem is noted. Fwen small quantities of 8Fe releases
are signilicant because of the GHG intensity ol this pollutani. The Calilormia Air Resources
Board has identified the need to identify and account for 8F; releases hut is not scheduled to
develop a strategy until 2011. D.11-16. Inability to account for these releases is exasperated
because SDG&E, unlike other investor owned utilitics in Califormia (PG&E and SCE), has
refused to participate in a volunteer program to monitor these releases and reduce these releases.
D.11-53 and 34. While the DEIR/TIS recognizes the problam, it must also include the likely
relcascs of this pollutant and GHG contributions in its caleulations. SDGE&E should not be
rewarded for its failure to account for likely releases of this GIIG pollutant.

GHG emissions from fires likely to result from construction or operation of the line over its life
also are apparently not accounted lor in the DEIRVEIS. These lires, as discussed elsewhere in
these comments and in leslimony submitled by the Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA) in
both Phases 1 and 2 of A.06-08-010, and testimony of the Center and Sierra Club in Phase 2, are
foreseeable. The Oclober 2007 {ires are butl one example. Three of these [ires are already
reported by CAL FIRE as originating from SDG&E operations. We note that in questioning of
the MGRA witness on April 8, 2008, it became apparent that SDGE&L had control of the data it
msimuated was necessary to caleulate a risk of fire during the life of the S'1'P, but destroved much
of that data only to eriticize calculations made based on remaining data. Again, such conduoct

¥ See SDG&E advice letter 1963 to the PUC related protest letrers, and Supplemental Advice Letter 1963-T-A.
which attaches the Independent Tivaluator™s report. Also note that SD3 &I included a similar clause making
approval of the STP a condition precedent to its eontract for the first 300 MW of power generated by the Stirling
project. but then conceded in its phase | testimony that the 3TF was not actually neaded to deliver this energy.
Presumably the 300 %W of power will be available for other renewable projects, if they materialize, when the
Stirling project fails to meet its contractual obligations as previously discussed in these commenrs
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must not be condoned and fire risk, and associated GIIG emissions, should be calculated with
consideration thal risks will increase over the lile of the project as the impacts ol climalte change
are felt in temperature, potential for violent weather, and increased fuels from habitat conversion.
See Phase 2 testimony of Richard Ilalsey and Dr. Mitchell,

B0041-54 cont.

The mitigation relied upon to reduce the increase in carbon releases is carbon credit trading
markels. However, the DEIR/EIS recognizes these markels are not lully [ormed, regulated, or
enforceable. D.11-52- 53, We agrec with this conclusion.

I B0041-55
The impacts on GHG emissions also [ail 1o consider the competition the STP would create lo
make other renewable energy choices less competitive. Power carried on the 8TP would directly B0041-56
complele with elliciency measures, the California Solar Iniliative, and in-basin renewable energy
options, including projcets similar to the recently announced SCE roofiop solar program. "Lhe
STF increases overall GIIG emissions while in basin and rooftop solar projects would reduce the
emissions, inerease energy reliabilily, and increase public salety risks posed by 4 power line in
what was deseribed by both conservation proup witness Halsey and SDG&E fire export Mortier
in Phase 2 testimony as the most severe fire risk region in the country, with evidence that the risk
will increasc with climate change over the 1ife of the project.™ “Ihe public subsidy necessary to
construct the line would be better spent on in basin solar options that reduce the carbon footprint
of the State. Money direcled 1o the STP reduces available and polential [unding lor projects that
will reduce GHG emissions, and makes it more difficult for these projects to compete when there
is an abundance of cheap fossil fuel made available by the increased transmission.

The DEIR/EIS also does not consider creative funding mechanisms that may be utilized to make
in-basin solar options increasingly available. The City of Berkeley recently instituted a change
n city taxcs to allow homcowners to install solar eclls without inercasing their cnerpy costs.
Similar programs in California are now being used by private companies to allow homeowners to
install solar cells without the traditional upfront costs associated with solar installation.*

Bv concluding that growth will occur with or without the STP, the DEIR/EIS does not appear to
account lor growlh SDG&E's own wilness, Mr. Kemp, presenied in Phase 1 testimony that the
STP will spur additional growth and cumulative impacts, including GHG emissions associated
with growth. This growth, il believed likely by the PUC, should alse be aceounted [or in GHG
emission eslitnales. The CEC has idenlilied land use palterns as a signilicant source ol GHG
emissions. It can be concluded from Mr. Kemp’s testimony that the impacts of sprawl in
Imperial County resulting [rom the STP have not been accounted lor in the caleulations used in
the DEIR/EIS.

B0041-57

The S'TP alternatives arc contrary to law and to the GHG emission policics of the PUC, CEC, the
Governor, and the Attorney General’s office and should be rejected for these reasons. While we

* See prepared testimony of Richard Halsev and cross examination testimony of Mr. Mortier on April 8, 2008,

¥ See, as one example, funding machanisms by Solar City, among others, at
http:/Avwr grist. org/feature 2008041 1Y source=daily
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agree with the DEIR/LIS finding that GIIG emissions present a significant umitigable impact, B0041-57 cont
and thal any increase in GHG emissions must be considered signilicant, the public should have -/ cont.
an opportunity to comment on the full scope of these increases.

Conclusion.

B0041-58
All STP allernalives represent an unprecedented impact on public lands, (il to provide
assurances for the increased use of rencwable encrgy, violatc AB 32 requirciments to reduce
GIIG emissions, hinder progress in achieving increased use of renewable energy in an
environmentally appropriate manner, and present a substantial risk of catastrophic lires. The
Center and the Sierra Club thank the PUC and BI.M for identifying many of the environmentally
destructive aspects ol the proposed STP in all of its [orms, request thal deliciencies in the
DEIR/ELS be addressed and the corrected document be recirculated tor publie comment, and that
the agencies select environmentally superior, non-transmission alternatives to meet the energy
and environmental needs of the region.

Thank vou for your consideration of these comments. Please send all future notices and
correspondence to our attention at Center for Biological Diversity, 1095 Market Strecet,
Suite 311, San Francisco, CA 94103,

Sincerely,

5! Steven Siegel

Steven Siegel

Staff Attorncy

Center for Biological Diversity

3421 Park Place

Evanston, 1L 60201

Phone: (619) 241-6409

Email: ssiegeli@biologicaldiversity.org

/s Justin Augusiine

Justin Augusline

Staff Attorney

Cenler lor Biological Diversily

10935 Market Street, Suite 511

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 436-9682 x302

Email: jaugustinci@bielogicaldiversity.org
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Index for Documents Included with the Center for Biological Diversity/Sierra Club’s
Comments on the Sunrise Powerlink Project DEIR/EIS

Attachment 1: Comments on Draft EIR/EIS, Sunrise Powerlink Project, prepared by the San
Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club, April 10, 2008

Attachment 2: Chart comparing the environmental impacts of Sunrise with the environmental
impacts of every other transmission project identified in the CPUC’s public
database

Attachment 3: San Diego, Smart Energy 2020 Plan, October 2007 can be accessed at the
following website: http://www.sdsmartenergy.org/smart.shtml

Attachment 4: CPUC testimony of Ileene Anderson for Phase 2 of the Sunrise Powerlink
Transmission Project Proceeding, (Titled: Phase II Direct Testimony of Ileene
Anderson on Behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity and the Sierra Club)

Attachment 4 includes copies of the following literature that [leene Anderson
cited in her testimony:

Ambrose, R.F. 2000. Wetland mitigation in the United States: Assessing the success of
mitigation policies. Wetlands ( Australia ) 19: 1-27.

Bowler, P.A. 1989. Riparian Woodland: An Endangered Habitat in Southern California.
In Endangered Plant Communities of Southern California A. A. Schoenherr ed.

Proceedings of the 15" Annual Symposium, Southern California Botanists,
Special Publication No. 3: 80-97.

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
2003. The Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program: List of California
Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by The California Natural
Diversity Database September 2003 Edition. 77 pp.

2000. Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare,
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities. Revised

May 8, 2000. Pgs 2.

California Native Plant Society
2001. CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines. Revised June 2, 2001. Pgs 3.
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Fiedler, P.L. 1991. Mitigation-Related Transplantation, Relocation and Reintroduction
Projects Involving Endangered and Threatened and Rare Plant Species In
California. Report to California Department of Fish and Game — Endangered Plant
Program. June 14, 1991. Pgs. 144.

Goodwin, C.G, C.P. Hawkins and J.L. Kershner 1997. Riparian Restoration in the
Western United States: Overview and Perspective. Restoration Ecology 5(4S): 4-
14.

Hogan D. C., J.O. Sawyer and C. Saunders 1996. Southern Maritime Chaparral.
Fremontia 24 (4): 3-7.

Longcore, T., R. Mattoni, G. Pratt, and K. Rich. 1997. On the Perils of Ecological
Restoration: Lessons from the El Segundo Blue Butterfly. In The Second
Interface Between Ecology and Land Development in California J.E.
Keeley, Coordinator. Occidental College, April 18-19, 1997.

Lovich, J. E. and D. Bainbridge. 1999 Anthropogenic Degradation of the Southern
California Desert Ecosystem and Prospects for Natural Recovery and Restoration.
Environmental Management 24: 309-326.

Sudol, M.F. and R.F. Ambrose. 2002. The Clean Water Act and habitat replacement:
Evaluation of mitigation sites in Orange County, California. Environmental
Management 30: 727-734.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
1993. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Determination of
Endangered Status for Three Vernal Pool Plants and the Riverside Fairy
Shrimp. 58 FR 41384

1998. Vernal Pools of Southern California Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. 113+ pp.

Attachment 5: CPUC testimony of Jerre Stallcup for Phase 2 of the Sunrise Powerlink
Transmission Project Proceeding, (Titled: Phase II Direct Testimony of Jerre Ann

Stallcup on Behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity and the Sierra Club)

Attachment 5 includes copies of the following literature that Jerre Stallcup cited
in her testimony:
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Atwood, J.L., A. Pairis, M.R. Fugagli and C.A. Reynolds. 2002. Effects of fire on
California gnatcatcher populations on Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base.
Unpubl. technical report, prepared for U.S. Marine Corps, Oceanside, California.
Contract No. N68711-98-LT-80045. Antioch New England Institute, Keene,

NH. March.

Brussard, P.F., and J.C. Tull. 2007. Conservation biology and four types of advocacy.
Conservation Biology 21(1):21-24.

Davies, C.P., M.A. Simovich, and S.A. Hathway. 1997. Population genetic structure of a
California endemic branchiopod, Branchinecta sandiegonensis. Hydrobiologia
359:49-158.

Field, C.B., G.C. Daily, F.W. Davis, S. Gaines, P.A. Matson, J. Melack, and N.L. Miller.
1999. Confronting climate change in California: ecological impacts on the
Golden State. Union of Concerned Scientists, Cambridge, MA and Ecological
Society of America, Washington, DC.

Fisher, R.N., A.V. Suarez, and T.J. Case. 2002. Spatial patterns in the abundance of the
coastal horned lizard. Conservation Biology 16:205-215.

Keeley, J.E., and C.J. Fotheringham. 2001. Historic fire regime in Southern California
shrublands. Conservation Biology 15:1536-1548.

Kueppers, L.M., M.A. Snyder, L.C. Sloan, E.S. Zavaleta, and B. Fulfrost. 2005. Modeled
regional climate change and California endemic oak ranges. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences 102(45):16281-16286.
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