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Responses to Comment Set H0034 
Colleen Holmes 
H0034-1 The commenter’s support for in-basin generation and opposition to transmission lines in 

the backcountry of San Diego County is acknowledged. Visual impacts along the Modi-
fied Route D Alternative have been analyzed in Section E.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
in Section 3.3.7.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Please see Response to Comment H0021-1 
regarding erosion impacts and mitigation measures. Cultural impacts along the Modi-
fied Route D Alternative have been analyzed in Section E.4.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
in Section 3.3.7.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. 
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Responses to Comment Set H0035 
Cheryl Lenz 
H0035-1 The commenter’s support for the No Project/No Alternative and support for onsite gen-

eration is acknowledged. The commenter states that onsite renewable technology will 
limit impacts to rural communities, parks, forest, wildlife, deserts and open spaces. 
Impacts to communities along the Proposed Project and Alternatives ROW were addressed 
in Sections D.14, E.1.14, E.2.14, E.3.14, and E.4.14. Impacts to the ABDSP was 
analyzed in the D sections, impacts to wilderness in the ABDSP were analyzed in Sec-
tion D.5.6. Impacts to CNF were analyzed in the Sections E.1, E.2, E.3, and E.4. 
Impacts to CNF from the LEAPS alternatives were analyzed in Section E.7. Impacts to 
desert and open space were considered in the D and E Sections. Impacts to wildlife 
from the Proposed Project or Alternatives were analyzed in Section D.2, E.1.2, E.2.2, 
E.3.2, and E.4.2. The decision on the project’s merits will be made by the Lead Agencies’ 
decisionmakers, who will consider all comments. 
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Responses to Comment Set H0036 
William L. Bretz, Ph.D. & Lesley A. Barling, M.S. 
H0036-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding difficulties with the Sunrise Powerlink Project 

website. The CPUC and BLM apologize for any difficulties with the website; problems 
brought to the attention of the CPUC and BLM were addressed in a timely fashion. The 
commenter’s individual comment was attached to the Crest-Dehesa–Granite Hills–Harbison 
Canyon Subregional Planning Group Comment Letter as they were signed by the same 
person. The comments were read and will be responded to in the Final EIR/EIS. The 
Sweetwater Authority did not submit a comment letter on the Sunrise Powerlink Project. 

As stated in Section 5.3.3, the UCAN Modified Southern Route would use the entire 
BCD Alternative and the Interstate 8 Alternative from near Pine Valley to the Descanso 
area. The UCAN Modified Southern Route would pass nearly entirely through National 
Forest land in areas that the Forest Service has determined are inconsistent with its 
Land Use Plan and the Forest Service would not issue a Special Use Permit for these 
areas. Therefore the UCAN Modified Southern Route would not be feasible because the 
Forest Service would not issue the necessary permit. The commenter mentioned that 
some of the RDEIR/SDEIS had an assembly error and were missing Figure 5-2 although 
the figure was correct in the web version of the document. The CPUC and BLM 
apologize for the inconvenience. 

H0036-2 The analysis for the Pacific Crest Trail Reroute (also called Option B) from the RDEIR/
SDEIS is no longer relevant and a new route option, the PCT Option C/D, has replaced 
the PCT Reroute/Option B. A description of the PCT Option C/D can be found in Sec-
tion E.4.1 and an analysis of the PCT Option C/D can be found in Sections E.4.2 through 
E.4.15. Figure E.4.1-4 (Modified Route D Alternative: PCT Option C/D) can be found 
in the Final EIR/EIS. Section 3.3.6 (Modified Route D Alternative: PCT 
Reroute/Option B) has been deleted from the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

H0036-3 The commenter states that the Final EIR/EIS should provide information showing the 
relationship between all future transmission system expansion (FTSE) and regional hab-
itat conservation plan areas, including the MSCP lands in the Crest-Dehesa–Granite 
Hills–Harbison Canyon Planning Subregion. Future expansion is expected during the 
life of the Sunrise Powerlink project, but additional FTSE lines are not anticipated within 
the 10-year planning horizon (2007-2016). The Draft EIR/EIS provided the possible loca-
tions for the FTSE. All future lines would require new applications to be filed by 
SDG&E and would require compliance with NEPA and CEQA (see Section B.2.7 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS). The FTSE would be analyzed for consistency with any regional plans 
as part of the environmental review process associated with any new applications for 
FTSE. 

The commenter also states that the Final EIR/EIS should consider the relationship between 
the project (Proposed Project and alternatives) and all reserves and preserves, rather than 
considering only the relationship between the project and MSCPs. Appendix 8O in the 
Final EIR/EIS shows the relationship of the Proposed Project, SDG&E’s “Enhanced” North-
ern Route, Final Environmentally Superior Northern Route, and Final Environmentally 
Superior Southern Route with the boundaries of the regional habitat conservation plan 
areas and the designated and/or proposed preserve areas within each plan area. The 
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purpose of showing the relationship of the routes with the regional conservation plan 
preserves is to show consistency/inconsistency with the goals and objectives of the 
regional conservation plans and to demonstrate whether or not the routes would result 
in impacts to covered species to such a magnitude that the project would preclude the 
take authorization for covered species under these plans (Please see Response to 
Comment A0024-42 and General Response GR-17, Consistency with Existing and 
Draft Regional Conservation Plans.) Impacts to other preserves identified in the 
USFWS/CDFG joint comment letter on the Draft EIR/EIS (see Responses A0024-10 
and A0024-11) will be included in the Final EIR/EIS. 

The commenter requests that the Final EIR/EIS include the relationship between Sycuan 
Peak-Sweetwater River Ecological Preserve and the project. The Modified Route D 
Alternative, which is a component of the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route, 
does not cross through nor is it adjacent to this preserve. Therefore the analysis com-
pleted in Appendix 8O of the Final EIR/EIS does not include the Sycuan Peak–Sweetwater 
River Ecological Preserve. 

H0036-4 The commenter states that the Sycuan Peak-Sweetwater River Ecological Preserve was 
not included in the USFWS/CDFG joint comment letter on the Draft EIR/EIS (Comment 
Set A0024) as one of the State-owned preserves by CDFG. The commenter also states 
that the future transmission system expansion would cross through the middle of this 
Preserve, which should be disclosed in the Final EIR/EIS. It is acknowledged that the 
FTSE associated with the Interstate 8 substation and the Modified Route D substation 
would cross the Sycuan Peak-Sweetwater River Ecological Preserve. Section E.1.2.6 
(Interstate 8 Alternative with Modified Route D Alignment and West of Forest Align-
ment: Environmental Setting) has been revised as follows: 

Overview of Special Habitat Management Areas. This option would cross the 
Cleveland National Forest, Sycuan Peak-Sweetwater River Ecological Preserve, 
and State of California lands along Sloan Canyon. 

The commenter also requests that the Final EIR/EIS discuss the impacts on the long-
term management objectives of this preserve. Appendix 8O in the Final EIR/EIS is pro-
vided to discuss the four composite routes’ impacts on regional conservation plans and 
preserves. However, the analysis does not include the FTSE because this component of 
the project is not expected to occur within the first 10 years of the project (Please see 
Response to Comment H0036-3). 

H0036-5 The graphics in both the RDEIR/SDEIS were not intended to be misleading or vague. 
Figure 5-1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been replaced by Figure ES-4 in the Final 
EIR/EIS “Final Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alternative and Final Envi-
ronmentally Superior Southern Route Alternative.” Although this figure has been 
revised for the Final EIR/EIS, due to the length and complexity of the routes, it is 
difficult to highlight all features in San Diego County. As the commenter states, the 
Sycuan Peak-Sweetwater River Ecological Reserve would be in the vicinity of the West 
of Forest Alternative that would only be one possible route for future transmission 
system expansion and is not part of the Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route 
Alternative. Figure E.1.1-1 did not show the FTSE routes because this figure was 
designed, but to give the reader an overview of the southern route alternatives. No 
changes have been made to this figure because of the comment. The Applicant is 
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correct in noting that state lands were left off of Figure E.1.1-6. Figure E.1.1-6 was 
designed to illustrate possible FTSE routes for the SWPL Alternatives; it was not 
designed to show the numerous jurisdictions along the future routes. However, to 
further clarify for readers the environmental setting of possible FTSE routes, Figure 
E.1.1-6 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to show state lands. Identifying the state 
lands in Figure E.1.1-6 would not affect the impact analysis of the future expansion 
routes because the analysis of the FTSE routes was not based on Figure E.1.1-6. See 
Response to Comment H0036-4 regarding changes made to the Environmental Setting 
of the Interstate 8 Alternative with Modified Route D Alignment and West of Forest 
Alignment. 

H0036-6 The Final Environmentally Superior Southern Route Alternative, which includes the 
Modified Route D Alternative and use of the Modified Route D Substation Alternative, 
would not eliminate two out of the three identified FTSE Routes along the SWPL Alter-
natives. Section E.4.1 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes three potential routes 
for future transmission expansion along the Modified Route D Alternative; they are 
similar to the future expansion routes described in Section E.1.1 for the Interstate 8 
Alternative. The West of Forest Alternative route is only one of three potential future 
expansion routes. 

H0036-7 Please see Response to Comment H0036-6 regarding possible FTSE routes for the Final 
Environmentally Superior Southern Route Alternative. Section H.2 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS explains the alternatives comparison methodology. Table H-25 (Comparison of 
Transmission Alternatives) explains the preferred transmission route alternative for 
each issue area along with the overall preferred transmission route alternative. See 
Response to Comment H0036-11 for the major factors in comparing the Final Environ-
mentally Superior Northern Route Alternative and the Final Environmentally Superior 
Southern Route Alternative. 

FTSE routes, including the West of Forest Alternative, were analyzed in the E.1 and 
E.4 Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

H0036-8 Section 3.1.1 acknowledges that the BLM Gifted Lands Reroute would have slightly 
greater impacts to biological resources and slightly greater impacts to cultural resources 
as the commenter notes. However, the Proposed Project would potentially be infeasible 
in this area because Caltrans has indicated that it may not grant the required easement 
or encroachment permit for Caltrans mitigation lands. Caltrans has stated that it would 
require mitigation of the impacts along the Caltrans-owned parcel and that this site has 
not been recently evaluated for biological resources. As such a Natural Environmental 
Study would be required for an easement or encroachment permit and even with a 
Natural Environmental Study it is not certain that Caltrans would allow an easement or 
encroachment permit across the biological mitigation site. See Section H, Comparison 
of Alternatives, for a discussion of the ranking of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives. 

H0036-9 The Grapevine Canyon Reroute was found to be environmentally superior to the Pro-
posed Project for visual resources and because it would reduce the scope of construc-
tion. This would affect the length and intensity of short-term construction impacts and 
ground disturbance, slightly decreasing impacts in air quality, noise, transportation and 
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traffic, hazardous materials related to environmental contamination, and geologic 
resources related to soil erosion. Section 3.1.2.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS discloses that 
the Proposed Project would be slightly preferred for biological and cultural resources, 
as stated in the comment. Note, neither the Proposed Project nor the Grapevine Canyon 
Reroute were found to be environmentally superior to the Partial Underground ABDSP 
SR78 to S2 Alternative, All Underground Option in this region. The Partial Under-
ground ABDSP SR78 to S2 Alternative, All Underground Option is included in the 
Final Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alternative. 

H0036-10 The revisions and reroutes included in the RDEIR/SDEIS were included to lessen 
impacts to issue areas, and in many cases were suggested in comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS. The BCD Alternative and BCD South Option Revisions along with the 
revision of the Modified Route D were developed in consultation with the Forest 
Service as a means of minimizing impacts to the CNF and to properties. Impacts along 
the northern route were considered for as means of both minimizing impacts and for 
engineering reasons. Please see General Response GR-16, Adequacy of Biological 
Surveys. 

H0036-11 As stated in Section H of the Draft EIR/EIS, major factors in comparison of the Final 
Environmentally Superior Southern (SWPL) Route Alternative and the Environmentally 
Superior Northern Route Alternative are the following: 

 The Environmentally Superior Southern (SWPL) Route Alternative would not 
directly impact State-Designated Wilderness. 

 The shorter length and reduced ground disturbance of the Environmentally Superior 
Southern (SWPL) Route Alternative (122.82110 miles as compared to 
140.78138 miles for the superior northern route) results in reduced impacts in 
the areas of biological resources, geology, mineral resources, and soils, air 
quality, public health and safety, transportation and traffic, and socioeconomics, 
public services and utilities. 

 Because the Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alternative includes sev-
eral underground segments (both through ABDSP and east of the Park through 
the San Felipe and Santa Ysabel Valleys), the visual impacts of this alternative 
would be largely similar to the Environmentally Superior Southern (SWPL) 
Route Alternative. 

 When also considering the Future Transmission System Expansion 230 kV and 
500 kV lines that would begin at San Felipe Substation and would likely be 
routed through ABDSP, the Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alterna-
tive is less preferred for visual resources and would potentially directly impact 
State-Designated Wilderness (with significant impacts similar to the Proposed 
Project). If future 230 kV lines cannot be installed underground in roadways, 
this environmentally preferred northern transmission route would thus overall 
be less preferred than the Environmentally Superior Southern (SWPL) Route 
Alternative. 

 The Environmentally Superior Southern (SWPL) Route Alternative would also 
avoid five cultural resources sites with potential to disturb human remains so is 
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preferred for this issue area over the Environmentally Superior Northern Route 
Alternative. 

While it was noted in the Draft EIR/EIS that part of the Environmentally Superior 
Southern Route Alternative would be within the Federal Section 368 West-wide Energy 
Corridor, this was not considered in the ranking of alternatives, see Section H of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

H0036-12 The RDEIR/SDEIS addressed revisions to the SDCCP component of the In-Basin Renew-
able Energy Alternative in Section 4.2. The RDEIR/SDEIS confirms the ranking of the 
New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative and the New In-Area Renewable Gene-
ration Alternative in Section 5. As stated in Section 1.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, a 
reasonable range of alternatives was considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. The City 
Attorney suggested that an aggressive in-basin solar rooftop initiative be considered as 
an alternative to the Proposed Project in the EIR/EIS. The In-Basin Renewable Genera-
tion Alternative selected for analysis in the EIR/EIS is a reasonable and feasible alterna-
tive, and is one of a range of reasonable alternatives considered. The EIR/EIS is not 
required to consider all feasible alternatives. Please see General Response GR-6 
regarding an All-Solar Alternative. 

H0036-13 The commenters disagree with the rationale stated in the RDEIR/SDEIS that recircula-
tion of the Draft EIR/EIS is not required due to the 2003 and 2007 firestorms, and the 
commenters request that the Final EIR/EIS present maps that show all of the historic 
wildfire boundaries for all transmission alternatives for the purposes of evaluating the 
potential effects of the project on habitat type conversion. The historic wildfire boun-
daries in the project areas are numerous and would be visually confusing to present 
graphically. However, wildfire history is one of a number of parameters in the Wildfire 
Containment Conflict Model presented in Section D.15.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and 
is evaluated for all transmission alternatives meeting minimum criteria for modeling in 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Furthermore, type conversion occurs when an area of native vegeta-
tion is burned too frequently—on the order of less than every 10 years for chaparral 
vegetation—and would only occur as a result of the project if the project were to cause 
a fire that had been burned within the last 10 years. Please see Responses G0013-1 
through G0013-3 for a thorough discussion of type conversion and how this impact has 
been evaluated in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS. 

H0036-14 The commenters are concerned that where the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line 
creates a barrier to firefighting efforts, this could be considered to contribute to habitat 
type conversion in locations where recent fires have occurred, and that this should be 
considered as an impact in the Final EIR/EIS. This effect is acknowledged and dis-
cussed in Sections D.2 and D.15 of the draft EIR/EIS. The project’s contribution to sig-
nificant cumulative habitat type conversion as a result of firefighting interference is 
cumulatively considerable. Mitigation Measures F-3a (Contribute to Powerline 
Firefighting Mitigation Fund) and F-3b (Prepare and implement a Multi-agency Fire Pre-
vention MOU), presented in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS, serve to partially mitigate the 
effects of Impact F-3 (Presence of the overhead transmission line would reduce the 
effectiveness of firefighting). In addition, Mitigation Measure B-1k, Re-seed disturbed 
areas after a transmission-line caused fire, would mitigate not only the project’s con-
tribution to type conversion but type conversion from other cumulative sources as well. 
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To clarify the cumulative effect in the Draft EIR/EIS, Section G.3.14, under “Impact 
F-3: Presence of the overhead transmission line would reduce the effectiveness of 
firefighting (Class I),” has been revised as follows. 

…In addition, to the extent that the Proposed Project results in larger fires 
than would otherwise occur without its contribution to interfering with fire 
suppression activities, this can worsen the problem of vegetation type con-
version (discussed in Section D.2).

Significant conflicts to wildfire containment created by the addition of the 
Proposed Project to landscapes currently occupied by other transmission 
lines would be created at MP 85-86.5, MP 90-92, MP 104-105.5, MP 
110-112.5, MP 114-115.5, MP 126-128.5, MP 130.5-131.5, and MP 
131.5-133 (see Section D.15.4.3 for methods). Transmission line under-
grounding could mitigate this cumulative effect to a less than significant 
level; however, undergrounding is not feasible along the entire length of the 
Proposed Project and Future Transmission System Expansion routes. Miti-
gation Measures F-3a, Construct and maintain fuelbreaksContribute to 
Powerline Mitigation Fund, and F-3b, Prepare and implement a Multi-
agency Fire Prevention MOU, would reduce, to the extent feasible, the 
severity of the conflict and the project’s contribution to vegetation type con-
version, and Mitigation Measure B-1k, Re-seed disturbed areas after a 
transmission-line caused fire, would mitigate not only the project’s contrib-
ution to type conversion but type conversion from other cumulative sources 
as well. 

The same changes have been made for the Interstate 8 Alternative in Section G.4.2.1. 

With regard to the commenters’ request that the concerns expressed in the comment let-
ters in Appendix 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS be addressed in the Final EIR/EIS, please see 
the Responses to Comment Sets A0006, A0009, A0011, A0015, A0019, A0025, A0028, 
B0006, B0011, B0012, B0041, B0046, E0003, and E0004. 

H0036-15 The extensive undergrounding suggested in the northern route alternative would occur 
in roadways. Undergrounding outside of roadways greatly increases the ground distur-
bance and therefore the impacts of an alternative. The CPUC and BLM met with Caltrans 
and discussed using the Interstate 8 corridor for the Proposed Project; Caltrans regula-
tions currently prohibit longitudinal easements within the right-of-way of restricted access 
highways. See Attachment 1B to Appendix 1 in Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS regard-
ing the restrictions to longitudinal easements within restricted access highways. 
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