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Responses to Comment Set D0032 
Dyan Winship 
D0032-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project because it would impact the pristine 

environment in the backcountry of San Diego is acknowledged. 

D0032-2 The commenter’s support for solar energy, such as the solar panels in Alpine, and 
opposition to large power lines are acknowledged. Both the New In-Area All-Source 
Generation Alternative and the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative include a 
solar PV component. Please see General Response GR-6 regarding an All-Solar Alter-
native. The commenter’s concern regarding an increase in fire risk is acknowledged. 
Please see General Response GR-9 concerning fire issues. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0033 
Sally Snipes 
D0033-1 The commenter suggests that SDG&E does not consider the risk of fire and environmental 

damage. Please see General Response GR-9 concerning fire risk. The environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives are fully disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

D0033-2 The commenter suggests that the Sunrise Powerlink’s purpose is to bring in LNG from 
Mexico. Please see General Response GR-7 concerning the Sunrise Powerlink Project 
connection to Mexican generation and Mexican LNG import. 

D0033-3 The commenter’s concern with the status of solar plants in the Imperial Valley and with 
impacts of the Proposed Project to the ABDSP is acknowledged. Please see General 
Response GR-5 concerning the status of renewable generation in Imperial Valley. Stirling 
Energy Systems Solar Two LLC submitted an Application for Certification for the 
Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two project on June 30, 2008 that details the technology 
used in its project and the construction schedule. Lead agencies must accept and process 
an application that is considered to be adequate in all administrative ways, including 
technical feasibility. BLM has stated that it will require a bond from the Applicant so that 
restoration can be completed even if the company goes out of business, and so that the 
land can be restored at whatever time the project is complete. 

D0033-4 The commenter’s support of solar PV use on schools, government buildings, parking struc-
tures, hospitals, libraries, and other structures is acknowledged. The commenter suggests 
SDG&E should support solar PV power and opposes constructing more transmission 
lines. Please note, both the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative and the New 
In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative include solar PV components. Please see 
GR-7. Please also see GR-6. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0034 
Dan Lawrence 
D0034-1 The commenter suggests historic fire data should be used to analyze whether  the Sunrise 

alternative routes would be shut down in conjunction with the SWPL under different fire 
scenarios from the last 50 years. Please see General Response GR-9 concerning fire 
issues including fire modeling and analysis of simultaneous route outages and reliability. 
The commenter suggests the proximity of the existing SWPL and the Modified Route D 
Alternative would pose a reliability concern. Reliability of the southern route alternatives 
is also discussed in Section 4.8 of Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in Volume 
6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and in Attachment 1A of the Alternatives Screening Report:  
Effect of Wildfires on Transmission Line Reliability. 

D0034-2 The commenter suggests the southern routes tax already economically challenged areas 
to benefit wealthier areas. Section F in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses envi-
ronmental justice impacts. Environmental justice impacts would occur along the southern 
route in the La Posta Reservation region. While other Class I impacts could be mitigated 
to a less than significant level, Noise and Air Quality Class I impacts cannot be mitigated 
to a less than significant impact and therefore would result in a Class I environmental 
justice impact. It should be noted, however, that Class I environmental justice impacts 
also result along the Proposed Project route. Please refer to Response to Comment 
A0006-3 for a comparison regarding income between the northern and southern routes. 

D0034-3 The commenter’s support for undergrounding the Proposed Project is acknowledged. The 
Interstate 8 Alternative includes undergrounding in specific areas. Please see the 
description of the Interstate 8 Alternative in Section E.1.1 in Volume 4 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Additionally, please see Section 4.9.26 of Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening 
Report) in Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS which discusses the reasons that an All Underground 
230 kV or 500 kV Alternative was not carried forward for full analysis in the EIR/EIS. 

The commenter suggests that any time the transmission line is near populated areas such 
as Buckman Springs or Hyde Park Lane, that single concrete poles be used instead of 
lattice towers. Tower type is evaluated in the Visual Resources analysis (see Sections D.3 
and E.1.3); tubular steel poles are considered as options to lattice towers. Few concrete 
towers have been constructed in California, but there are many in Europe and other parts 
of the U.S. Concrete towers were not specifically considered in the EIR/EIS, but they look 
very similar to tubular steel poles, which are also single pole towers. 

D0034-4 The commenter’s support for the non-wires alternatives is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0035 
Barbara Parcells 
D0035-1 The commenter suggests San Diego’s energy needs can be met without a large con-

struction solution such as the Sunrise Powerlink. The commenter’s support for a renew-
able answer such as the “100,000 solar roofs” initiative is acknowledged. The com-
menter’s support for distributed generation capacity within the county is acknowledged. 
The decision on the project’s merits will be forwarded to the decision-makers, who will 
consider all comments. No further response is required because the comment does not 
address significant environmental issues. Please see General Response GR-6 regarding an 
All-Solar Alternative. Section 4.10.4 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in 
Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes a Non-Renewable Distributed Generation Alter-
native and the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative (Section 4.10.1) encom-
passes renewable energy facilities that are distributed. The Non-Renewable Distributed 
Generation Alternative would involve deployment of DG in the form of many small 
projects at a pace more aggressive than what SDG&E anticipates. While feasible, the 
level of DG deployment under this alternative could not provide sufficient in-area gen-
eration alone to satisfy the reliability objective and was therefore eliminated from full 
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0036 
Mrs. Michal Hansen 
D0036-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Sunrise Powerlink Project anywhere within San 

Diego County and specific opposition to the Modified Route D Alternative because of the 
impacts it would cause rural communities in East County is acknowledged. The 
commenter’s concern regarding chemicals used to clear the area underneath power poles 
is acknowledged. Section E.4.10.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS in Impact P-6 
addresses the use of herbicides to clear the area around transmission poles, and finds the 
impact to be adverse but less than significant. SDG&E and its contractors follow an 
Herbicide Application Protocol (SDG&E, 2006, Appendix A), which is summarized in 
Table D-10-8, to prevent environmental hazards and safety and health concerns. The 
vegetation removal program uses eight different herbicides to clear all vegetation to 
mineral soil within a 10-foot radius around poles and structures, and their known toxicity 
and persistence in soil are summarized in Table D.10-9 found in Section D.10 in Volume 
3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The commenter suggests there is not any present need for the Proposed Project. Please 
see General Response GR-12 for a discussion of the purpose and need of the project. The 
commenter suggests renewable energy should be generated at the point of use. The 
commenter’s support for improving the existing power plants in San Diego County and 
encouraging solar and wind energy production is acknowledged. Please see the New In-
Area All-Source Alternative in Section E.5 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS which 
includes new in-basin conventional and renewable generation. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0037 
Ruth D'Spain 
D0037-1 The commenter’s opposition to all proposed routes for the Proposed Project and respect 

for the desert environment is acknowledged. 

The commenter suggests the routing of the Proposed Project will be detrimental to the 
environment, health and welfare of the residents along the route, and tourists who travel 
to the County and would cause visual impacts. The impacts to the environment are detail 
in the D Sections and E Sections of Volume 1-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The commenter 
suggests the risk of wildfires will increase with the Proposed Project. Please see General 
Response GR-9 concerning wildfire issues. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0038 
Thomas Walsh 
D0038-1 The commenter’s support to underground the power line from the San Felipe Substation 

(SR78-0) to ER-2 is acknowledged. Both the Partial Underground ABDSP SR78 to S2 
Alternative and All Underground Option would underground the transmission line through 
this region. The Santa Ysabel All Underground Alternative would replace the Proposed 
Project from MP 100 to MP 109, including part of the route from the San Felipe Sub-
station to ER-2. If the Santa Ysabel All Underground Alternative is determined to be 
infeasible, the Mesa Grande Alternative with the northern portion only of SDG&E Santa 
Ysabel Partial Underground Revision (near the Santa Ysabel Mission) and the remainder 
of the Santa Ysabel Partial Underground Alternative would be constructed to replace the 
Santa Ysabel All Underground Alternative (see discussion in Section 3.2.2 of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS). Also see Response to Comment E0004-42. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0039 
Roger W. Jerney 
D0039-1 The import capability of a transmission line is governed by the transmission system that 

surrounds the line as well as the capability of the line itself, and it is determined by 
assessing the ability of the surrounding system to support the line. Transmission line 
losses are taken into account in the economic evaluation of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives as part of the General Proceeding, and they typically amount to five to ten 
percent. The power carried by the 500 kV line depends on the losses or impedance of the 
line, and the import capability is also defined by the ability of the surrounding system to 
carry power during all conditions. It is not necessary to provide further information on 
losses or import capabilities for specific transmission lines because the import capability 
assigned to a line does not alter the physical characteristics or environmental impacts of 
the line. The commenter suggests that unabbreviated terminology for the numerical and 
electrical terms should be used to increase clarity. While the EIR/EIS preparers appreciate 
the concern that using abbreviations may cause, using unabbreviated terminology would 
increase an already lengthy document and would not be practical. A glossary can be 
found in Section K in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The commenter is correct in noting that there would be energy lost over the course of the 
importation of energy. Transmission losses are generally between 5 and 20 percent. 

D0039-2 The commenter’s concern that much of the power transmitted by the Proposed Project 
would come from locations outside of California, specifically Arizona and Mexico, and 
that the residents of these locations should have the opportunity to comment on the Pro-
posed Project is acknowledged. The 90-day comment period for the Sunrise Powerlink 
Project was open to any member of the public including residents of Arizona or Mexico. 
Information regarding the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, the public workshops, and 
the Public Participation Hearings was printed in 11 regional newspapers in San Diego 
County and Imperial County, including two Spanish-language newspapers, as well as 
online in both English and Spanish. Newspapers such as the Imperial Valley Press feature 
local news from numerous communities of the Imperial Valley and the Mexicali, Baja 
California area, as well as San Diego County and portions of southwestern Arizona and as 
such have a wider readership. The availability of the Document was also published in 
English and in Spanish on the CPUC website. Efforts were made to reach both English- 
and Spanish-speaking audiences and a Spanish summary of the Proposed Project and Draft 
EIR/EIS Impact conclusions was provided on the CPUC website and was available at the 
Public Participation Workshops. 

The commenter requests the Draft EIR/EIS include estimates of emission levels from 
power plants required to generate the energy that would be transported by the Proposed 
Project. Impact AQ-3 in Section D.11.13.2 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes 
how power generated during transmission line operation would cause emissions from 
power plants and includes power plant operation scenarios both with and without Impe-
rial Valley renewable generation. For the Proposed Project, this impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. This is because putting the transmission line in 
service would deliver power more efficiently than the existing transmission grid. Impact 
AQ-4 in Section D.11.13.3 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes how project 
activities would cause a net increase of greenhouse gas emissions and concludes that this 
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impact would be significant and unmitigable. This impact is primarily due to the 
greenhouse gases emitted during project construction. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0040 
Kathleen Beck, M.Ed. 
D0040-1 The commenter concern regarding impacts of the Proposed Project on the setting and 

history of the Fox Outdoor School, and impacts to the mission of the school to teach an 
appreciation of nature is acknowledged. 

D0040-2 The commenter’s concern regarding impacts of the Proposed Project to the nesting habits 
of bald eagles near the Lake Henshaw Valley is acknowledged. Impact B-10 in Section 
D.2.14 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the impact to birds from electrocution 
and explains why, with adherence to BIO-APM-21 which requires that structures be 
constructed to conform to “Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines” 
(Raptor Research Foundation, Inc., 1981), there would be no electrocution impacts to birds. 

D0040-3 The commenter’s suggests Peninsular bighorn sheep are an important experience for the 
outdoor school’s students and that this Proposed Project would endanger the species. 
Impact B-7B in Section B.2.11 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS details the direct or 
indirect loss of Peninsular bighorn sheep and direct loss of habitat and considers this 
impact to be significant and unmitigable. 

D0040-4 The commenter’s description of the risk of fire in San Diego County and opposition to 
the Proposed Project are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 concerning 
the risk of wildfires including the increase in fire due to drought conditions such as those 
which have characterized southern California over the last decade. While there is 
uncertainty as to the increase in drought conditions in the southwestern United States 
because of global warming, some models have predicted a more arid climate (Seager, 
2007).1 Regarding the potential for transmission towers to collapse, this risk exists but the 
occurrence is very rare. As stated in Section D.15 of Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
standard engineering for a transmission tower is based on the estimated winds in the area, 
because wind loading creates the greatest stress on a transmission line. Appropriate 
design for the high winds in San Diego County have been incorporated, and the 
likelihood of tower collapse is considered to be very small. 

 

 

 
1  Seager, et al. 2007. “Model Projections of an Imminent Transition to a More Arid Climate in Southwestern North 

America.” Accessed at: http://www.ldeo.columbia.edu/res/div/ocp/drought/science.shtml in July 2008.  
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Responses to Comment Set D0041 
Robert Baran 
D0041-1 The commenter’s support for the mission, vision, and values of the California State Park 

System and opposition to construction of the Proposed Project through the ABDSP is 
acknowledged. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the growth within San Diego County are 
acknowledged. Growth inducing effects of the Proposed Project were analyzed in Section 
F.2 of Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Growth related to additional provision of power is 
analyzed in Section F.2.2 and the Proposed Project is not intended to supply power related 
to growth for any particular development, either directly or indirectly and would not 
result in direct growth-inducing impacts. However, the Proposed Project would facilitate 
growth indirectly by removing obstacles to population growth through the additional 
increased capacity of electric power that it would make available. The commenter’s 
support for the findings and recommendations of the Draft EIR/EIS is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0042 
Daniel Beeman 
D0042-1 The commenter’s support for alternative, green choices and concern that the route between 

Julian and Ocotillo Wells may pass through an Indian burial ground are acknowledged. 

Cultural impacts to the Ocotillo Wells region are analyzed in Section D.7.10 in Volume 2 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Impact C-2 concerning adverse changes to sites known to contain 
human remains and Impact C-3 concerning adverse changes to unknown sites that 
contain buried Native American remains are both considered significant and unmitigable 
impacts. 

D0042-2 The commenter’s concern about fire risk is acknowledged. Please see General Response 
GR-9 concerning the risk of wildfires and transmission lines. Please note Mitigation 
Measure F-2a, Establish and maintain adequate line clearances, in the fire sections of the 
Draft EIR/EIS addresses maintenance of the transmission lines. 

D0042-3 The commenter’s description of solar power in the City of San Diego and concern 
regarding the cost of the Proposed Project are acknowledged. Please see General 
Response GR-12 regarding cost-benefit of the project. 

D0042-4 Section D.7.4 of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS details the Cultural Setting for the 
Central Link of the Proposed Project including Native American use of the Area. Section 
D.7.11 of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes archaeological and cultural impacts 
within the Central Link of the Proposed Project. Section D.7.20 details the Cultural 
Setting and Impacts for any of the Alternatives that would be within the Central Link 
including those near the Santa Ysabel region. Appendix 9 in Volume 6 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS gives further detail about the cultural background, cultural resources and Native 
American consultation of the Proposed Project and Alternatives. Table Ap.9B-4 lists the 
cultural resources within the Central Link of the Proposed Project. 

A Cultural Report has been prepared for the proposed route and alternatives evaluated in 
the EIR/EIS. Copies are available to qualified archaeologists upon request to the BLM 
Project Manager. Various Federal laws afford protection to human remains and cultural 
properties and preclude general public access and restrict the information to those with a 
“need to know” such as land owners, planners, environmental specialists, etc. Section 9 
of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA), as amended [PL 96-95; 
93 STAT 72; 16 USC 470AA-470MM] states that: 

    (a) Information concerning the nature and location of any archaeological resource 
for which the excavation or removal requires a permit or other permission 
under this Act or under any other provision of Federal law may not be made 
available to the public under Subchapter II of Chapter 5 of Title 5 of the 
United States Code or under any other provision of law unless the Federal 
land manager concerned determines that such disclosure would: 

        (1) Further the purposes of this Act or the Act of June 27, 1960 [16 USC 
469-469c], and 

        (2) Not create a risk of harm to such resources or to the site at which resources 
are located. 
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BLM has initiated communication with Native American Groups and notified other groups 
regarding project impacts. 

D0042-5 The Stirling Solar Energy Systems Project in Imperial County was analyzed as a con-
nected action to the Proposed Project in each of the D Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Also, please see General Response GR-5 concerning the status of renewable power, 
including the Stirling project, in Imperial Valley. Cost of the Stirling Solar Engine plant 
is not known. 

D0042-6 The commenter suggests that SDG&E charged the ratepayers an additional tax for 
undergrounding power lines in San Diego but did not fulfill this contract. This comment 
is acknowledged. 
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