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g/ Sempra Energy Jill D. Larson

Senior Counsel

101 Ash Street
San Diego, CA 92101

Tel: 619-696-4364

Fax: 619-696-4488
jdlerson@sempra.com

March 18, 2008

Ms. Billie Blanchard Ms. Lynda Kastoll

Energy Division El Centro Field Office
California Public Utilities Commission Bureau of Land Management
505 Van Ness Avenue 1661 S. 4™ Street

San Francisco, CA 94102 El Centro, CA 92243

Dear Ms. Blanchard & Ms. Kastoll,

SDG&E appreciates the opportunity to provide the attached comments to the California
Public Utilities Commission and Bureau of Land Management (CPUC/BLM) Sunrise Powerlink
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). This
third comment letter covers comments on Sections A, B, C, D, F, G and Appendix 12 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. SDG&E will provide additional specific comments in future letters for the
CPUC/BLM to consider in preparation of the Final EIR/EIS and may provide additional
subsequent comments on the sections of the Draft EIR/EIS included in this submission as our
review of the document continues.

Similar to SDG&E’s second comment letter, these comments focus on identifying
potential inaccuracies, omissions, inconsistencies and clarifications that can be fully addressed in
the Final EIR/EIS. In addition, SDG&E identifies certain impacts that it believes are overstated
in their significance. Similarly, certain mitigation measures are excessive because either the
impact’s significance is overstated or the mitigation is disproportionate to the impact. SDG&E
intends to submit more substantive comments with respect to the various alternatives in its next
comment letter.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of SDG&E’s comments.

incerely,

=

Jill Larson

cc: Mike Niggli
Greg Barnes



SDG&E’s 3" Letter to CPUC: Sunrise Comments on DEIS/EIR

CH# Pg# Par# Comment
Right-of-Way Grant Application was filed with BLM on November 2, 2005 for
A A-1 1st areas outside of ABDSP. Right-of-Way Grant Application was amended to

include areas within ABDSP in 2007.

Significant portion of transmission corridor in ABDSP is under jurisdiction of
A-2 Tth BLM, rather than State Parks and Recreation. Federal transmission corridor
was reserved from grants of land to State for inclusion within ABDSP.

Al,
A6.3.1

Statement that SDG&E would have to obtain an additional 50 feet of ROW is
Al A-2 8th incorrect. SDG&E has indicated that Proposed Project could be built within
existing 100-foot-wide transmission corridor in ABDSP.

1 SDG&E Letter 3 — ALL Sections



SDG&E’s 3" Letter to CPUC: Sunrise Comments on DEIS/EIR

CH#

Pg#

Par#

Comment

B-10

2 and 3

Analysis regarding BLM jurisdiction of ROW needs to be clarified. In the
discussion titled History and Discussion of BLM’s 100-Foot ROW Grant, it
should be clarified that BLM has asserted its continuing federal interest and
jurisdiction in those portions of the ROW for which it granted easements
previously. Revise the text to include this information.

B.2

B-14

Outside of the ABDSP but still within Grapevine Canyon, the DEIR describes
and SDG&E originally proposed to remove the existing 69 kV line and
underbuild it on the new 500 kV structures. The existing wood poles carry a 12
kV circuit so these poles would just be topped off. However, SDG&E could
alternatively leave the 69 kV structures with the 12 kV underbuild alone and
place the 500 kV structures parallel to the existing structures.

B.1

B-6

Proposed Project route near MP-50 crosses BLM parcels that are gifted lands.
BLM has notified SDG&E that the Proposed Project needs to avoid these
parcels. SDG&E has proposed a route modification to avoid the subject
parcels. See SDG&E'’s GIS shape files accompanying this comment submittal.
SDG&E requests that the FEIR include this modification.

2 SDG&E Letter 3 — ALL Sections




SDG&E’s 3" Letter to CPUC: Sunrise Comments on DEIS/EIR

CH#

Pg#

Par#

Comment

E3.2

5-6

Table
E.3.2-2

The EIR/EIS assumes mitigation ratios from other similar projects wail be
applicable for the proposed project. Propose mitigation ratios that reflect the
implementation of HMP's prior to any ground disturbing activities as proposed in
the EIR or retain the proposed mitigation ratios which typically account for
temporal losses of habitat and remove the requirement for the implementation
of all mitigation and HMP's prior to any ground disturbing activities.

E.3.2

The EIR/EIS assumes that trimming and removal of native trees constitute
Class | impacts and violation of the MBTA. Native tree removal dependent
upon age can be significant; however, impacts are based on a preliminary
project design and not the final project design. Use the final project design to
determine if proposed impacts cannot be mitigated to a less than significant
level.

E3.2

Contrary to the statement that the rare plant survey for the proposed project
conducted by ARCADIS in 2007 yielded poor results, the rare plant survey of
the proposed project in 2007 yielded good results with the identification of 492
plant taxa, 25 of which are sensitive.

E3

E.3.4.-

Future transmission is proposed following the Route D Alternative. The USFS
will not issue a special use permit for a route that will impact Back Country Non-
motorized Zones. Thus, this alternative is not feasible.

E3

E.35-1

The first paragraph states this alternative will not traverse a federal or state
designated wilderness and any wilderness study areas. This chapter fails to
make mention of the proposed wilderness areas within the CNF along this
alternative.

E4.2.2

10

The EIS/EIR states "The Modified Route D Alternative would impact the
following listed or highly sensitive wildlife species: least Bell's vireo (Impact B-
7D), golden eagle (Impact B-7H), QCB (Impact B-7J), arroyo toad (Impact B-
7K), and" Delete ", and" or add and discuss other species if they were
accidentally omitted.

E.4.5.2

E.4.5-2
&3

Various

The impact that construction activities would "temporarily reduce access and
visitation to recreation or wilderness areas" is treated as Class Il impact for
these alternatives, but was treated as Class | impact for Proposed Project in
Section D.5. Treatment of Proposed Project should be consistent with other
alternatives. Inconsistent treatment improperly inflates impacts of Proposed
Project and skews ranking of Proposed Project in relation to other alternatives.
Based on the land use compatibility matrix of the Forest Service Land
Management Plan.

E4

E.4.7-
10 &

Table

EA47-3

bullet 3

Bullet 3 on page E.4.7-10 says that metavolcanic rocks have no paleontological
potential; however, Table E.4.7-3 lists the same rocks as having marginal
potential. The text and table needs to be consistent.

Figure
E.1.1-3

The 1-8 Alternative figure does not indicate the access road required to reach
the public right-of-way (Highway 79). This is in contrast to the depiction of
access road grading shown in Figure B-36 for the Central East substation.

E.4

E4.1-1

MRD-10 to MRD-11 overhead span goes across CNF land. SDG&E proposes
a route modification to avoid crossing CNF. See GIS shape files.

35 SDG&E Letter 3 — ALL Sections




Jili DL Larsen

: Semp‘[a Enel’gy % Senior Counsel

101 Ash Street
San Biego, CA 2101

Tel: 619-696-4364

Pdinrean@asmara ron

April 11, 2008

Ms. Billie Blanchard Ms. Lynda Kastoll

Energy Division El Centro Field Office
California Public Utilities Commission Bureau of Land Management
505 Van Ness Avenue 1661 S. 4" Street

San Francisco, CA 94102 El Centro, CA 92243

Dear Ms. Blanchard and Ms. Kastoll:

SDG&E appreciates the opportunity to provide its final comments to the
California Public Utilities Commission and Bureau of Land Management (CPUC/BLM)
Sunrise Powerlink Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIR/EIS). Several of the comments pertain to certain mitigation re-routes, ‘
infeasibilities of various alternatives, greenhouse gas issues and certain excessive
mitigation measures. SDG&E requests that the CPUC/BLM incorporate this information
mto the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIR/EIS).

L. Sunrise Is The Best Option To Meet The Project And State Objectives
Within The Time Needed For Reliability

The Sunrise Powerlink is the best option to meet the project objectives, state
mandates and goals and ensure reliable energy for the San Diego region. The need to
expand and improve the reliability of the grid is real and imminent. The looming
retirement of aging generators on San Diego’s coastline combined with the expected load
growth in the region is the primary reason why the Sunrise Powerlink must be built.

SDG&E’s balanced long-term energy resource plan includes aggressive
conservation and demand response programs, more renewable power and local
generation. But those resources and programs are not enough. SDG&E still needs to
construct another transmission line that links San Diego to the state electric grid.

The San Diego region is severely transmission deficient. Of the 47 500 kilovolt
(kV) lines serving California, only one — built nearly 25 years ago - serves SDG&E’s 1.4
million electric customers. This lack of high-voltage transmission import capacity puts



the entire region at risk. The grid must be expanded to ensure future reliability for
SDG&E customers.

Sunrise is the best option to provide direct access to the clean, renewable
resources in the Imperial Valley that California is counting on to meet the state
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and AB 32 greenhouse gas emissions reduction
mandates. Unlike the environmentally superior alternative identified in the DEIR/EIS,
the Sunrise Powerlink helps implement these aggressive policies and is consistent with
California’s vision for a cleaner energy future.

The Tmperial Valley could become a leader in renewable generation if new
transmission capacity that links the vast supplies of solar and geothermal resources to
California load centers is built. One look at the California Independent System Operator
(CAISO) interconnection queue makes this point obvious. The Imperial Valley region
could surpass more well-known renewable resource areas like the Tehachapi area in
terms of production. And unlike Tehachapi, the Imperial Valley has a diverse mix of
resources that, at times, better matches California’s load profile.

The California Energy Commission (CEC) has repeatedly said that the lack of
transmission lines to areas like the Imperial Valley is a key impediment to reaching RPS
goals. And SDG&E has repeatedly stated that it will not meet its goal of procuring at
least 20 percent of SDG&E’s retail sales from renewable energy sources by 2010 without
the Sunrise Powerlink. (SDG&E will comply with its legal obligation in 2010 through
flexible compliance mechanisms).

Sunrise is also the most cost-effective option for customers. SDG&E and CAISO
have repeatedly demonstrated that Sunrise provides more energy cost savings than any
other alternative under consideration by the CPUC/BLM. In fact, the Sunrise Powerlink
will provide CAISO customers over $100 million in annual energy savings and pay for
itself over time.

Improved energy reliability, direct access to clean, renewable resources and lower
costs for consumers make the Sunrise Powerlink the right choice for California. SDG&E
appreciates that the DEIR/EIS focuses on the environmental impacts associated with
Sunrise and various alternatives thereto. But while the DEIR/EIS identifies the “worst
case” environmental impacts of the Proposed Route and examines a reasonable range of
alternatives, the FEIR/EIS should offer more guidance for critical aspects of the
CPUC/BLM’s decision on this project. SDG&E’s overarching comments on the
DEIR/EIS are as follows.

First, the DETR/EIS’s top-ranking alternatives give short shrift to the project
objectives. The DEIR/EIS only offers a conclusory assertion as to whether a particular
alternative satisfies the project objectives. The DEIR/EIS admits that the non-Sunrise
alternatives simply fail to meet the project objective of obtaining access to renewables in
Imperial Valley altogether. Moreover, the DEIR/EIS omits some objectives entirely,
even though they were included in SDG&E’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment



(PEA) and identified in the CPUC/BLM’s Notice of Preparation/Notice of Public
Scoping Meetings dated September 11, 2006 at pages 3-4. One critical project objective
is expandability. Expandability is an important planning consideration, is part of a long
standing and accepted practice in the electric utility industry, and is consistent with
various infrastructure siting principles. Several of the routing options limit future
expandability.

Second, the DEIR/ELS does not thoroughly consider how the alternatives meet or
advance the state energy and environmental mandates, laws and policies that guide utility
operations and investments, in particular, renewable development, greenhouse gas (GHG)
emission reductions and resource procurement. In this letter, SDG&E provides more
information on these issues for the CPUC/BLM to include in the FEIR/EIS.

Third, the DEIR/EIS identifies various purportedly “environmentally superior”
alternatives to Sunrise despite evidence that shows that such alternatives are, at best,
speculative, hypothetical and/or infeasible. The DEIR/EIS admittedly did not evaluate
the feasibility of the alternatives after selecting which proposed options should be given
full evaluation. The FEIR/EIS should recognize these infeasibilities.

Fourth, the DEIR/EIS overstates Sunrise impacts and costs thereby affecting the
comparison, screening and “ranking” of some alternatives against the Proposed Route.
These specific weaknesses must be seen in light of the DEIR/EIS’s limited focus on
environmental effects. All electricity users, generation suppliers and citizens in the San
Diego area have high and enduring social and economic stakes in the Sunrise decision.
Additionally, 37 million Californians have a stake in the potential consequences of the
Sunrise decision on California’s renewable energy and greenhouse gas emission goals.

As described in more detail below, this letter discusses some of the infeasibilities
and impacts not addressed by the DEIR/EIS’s “superior” routing alternatives as well as
the critical shortcomings of generation alternatives that the DEIR/EIS ranks higher than
Sunrise. With respect to routing in particular, the DEIR/EIS identifies three potential
routes for Sunrise:

(N the Proposed Project Route (the route originally proposed by SDG&L)

(2) an “Environmentally Superior Southern Route (SWPL) Alternative”
(Aspen’s Southern Route) and

(3) an “Environmentally Superior Northern Route Alternative” (Aspen’s
Northern Route).

Neither Aspen’s Northern Route nor Aspen’s Southern Route is feasible. In order
to make a southern route feasible, SDG&E developed slight mitigation re-routes and
identifies it as the “Modified Southern Route.” SDG&E also identifies an “Enhanced
Northern Route,” using route alternatives evatuated in the DEIR/EIS to address some
concerns identified in the DEIR/ELS regarding the Proposed Project Route. These
mitigation re-routes are discussed in depth below. SDG&E’s Enhanced Northern Route



and the Proposed Route are feasible, meet all of the project objectives1 and should be
included in the FEIR/EIS in response to these comments.

L. SDG&E’s Fnhanced Northern Route Is The Best Alternative - It Is Feasible,
Meets Project And State Objectives And Has Limited Environmental Impacts

To mitigate certain environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Route,
SDG&E has identified an “Enhanced Northern Route™ that consists of the Proposed
Route with some segments replaced by the following alternative segments analyzed in the
DEIR/EIS.? The end result is a complete and feasible proposed northern route with
reduced environmental impacts. SDG&E’s Enhanced Northern Route includes the
following modifications to the Proposed Route:

e Flat Tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) Eastern Alternative (Imperial Valley

Link);

e West Main Canal-Huff Road Modification Alternative (Imperial Valley
Link),

e Overhead 500 kV ABDSP Within Existing 100-foot Corridor Alternative
{Anza-Borrego Link);

e CNF Existing 69 kV Route Alternative (Inland Valley Link); and
e Oak Hollow Road Underground Altermative (Inland Valley Link).

FTHL Eastern Alternative

The Proposed Route parallels the existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) for four
miles and turned north before heading in a northeasterly direction towards the West Main
Canal. The FTHL Eastern Alternative also parallels SWPL. but only for three miles,
turning north sooner and taking a more direct route to the West Main Canal. The FTHL
Alternative is shorter by 1.4 miles than the Proposed Route. This alternative was
proposed to avoid a route through a FTHL Management Area, and thus avoid impacts to
this sensitive species. (DEIR/EIS at Ap.1-27.)

This alternative will result in some additional impacts to agricultural areas, but
these impacts are minimal compared to the potential impacts to the FTHL. By locating
the transmission line adjacent to agricultural access roads, canals and property lines,
interference with agricultural operations would be nominal, and any interference would
be compensated by SDG&E to those affected farmers and property owners, as
appropriate. By avoiding FTHL areas, recovery of this species could be assisted. By
avoiding these impacts, and locating the transmission line in a way which substantially

! The DEIR/EIS acknowledged that in its PEA, SDG&E identified eight objectives for the Sunrise Project,
including expandability. (DEIR/EIS at ES-19 and ES-20.) Nevertheless, the DEIR/EIS reduced the eight
project objectives to three broad objectives: (1) maintain reliability in the delivery of power to the San
Diego region; {2) reduce the cost of energy in the region; and (3) accommodate the delivery of renewable
energy to meet State and federal renewable energy goals from geothermal and solar resources in the
Imperial Valley and wind and other sources in San Diego County. {DEIR/EIS at ES-20.)

* A map depicting SDG&E's Enhanced Northern Route is attached as Attachment 1.



minimizes farming impacts, it is expected that there may be a net reduction in impacts to
FTHL by this option.

West Main Canal — Huff Road Alternative

This suggested modification would diverge from the Proposed Route at MP11,
follow the Imperial Irrigation District’s (JTTD) West Main Canal to the east-northeast and
turn north on Huff Road. It would go north on the east side of Huff Road for 1.5 miles
before joining the Proposed Route at MP 15.9. This alternative segment would avoid
direct impacts to the Bull Frog Farms dairy structures and to the Raceway development.
This alternative segment does not change the route length of the Proposed Route.
(DEIR/EIS at Ap.1-34.)

Overhead 500 kV ABDSP Within Existing 100-foot Corridor Alternative

This segment option keeps the route within the existing 100-foot transmission
corridor in Anza Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP), eliminating the additional 50 feet
of right-of-way needed for the Proposed Route and eliminating impacts to
administratively designated wilderness in ABDSP. Delta lattice towers carrying both the
500 kV transmission line and the existing 69 kV and 92 kV circuits would be used for
this area, and those structures would have an average height of 160 feet compared to an
average of 130 feet for the structures in this segment of the Proposed Route. (DEIR/EIS
at Ap.1-68.)

Even though the Sunrise line would remain within the existing transmission
corridor through ABDSP under this alternative, SDG&E would continue its efforts to
work with California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) officials in
making adjustments to minimize impacts to biological, cultural and recreational
resources. To the extent that State Parks would prefer to mitigate certain cultural impacts
by routing the overhead 500 kV line around a sensitive cultural resource known as
Grapevine Canyon and/or mitigate certain recreational impacts at Tamarisk Grove
Campground by routing the overhead 500 kV line east of the campground, SDG&LE
would continue its efforts to work with State Parks to implement those mitigation re-
routes in a timely way.

Cleveland National Forest (CNF) Existing 69 kV Route Alternative

This segment option was suggested during scoping to reduce property and visual
impacts to single-family residences on State Route (SR)78 and Deer Canyon Drive in
unincorporated San Diego County. At MP 111.5, where the Proposed Route includes
locating the 230 kV and existing 69 kV transmission lines west of CNF, the CNF
Existing 69 kV Route Alternative would site the new 230 kV line adjacent to the existing
69 kV transmission line, traveling southwest through CNF for approximately 0.5 miles
and rejoining the Proposed Route at MP 112.5. It would be 0.5 miles shorter than the
Proposed Route and the existing 69 kV transmission line would not need to be relocated.
(DEIR/EIS at Ap.1-129.) This option would be contingent upon Forest Service approval,



but SDG&E believes that this could be achieved with a project specific non-significant
Forest Plan amendment in a time frame consistent with SDG&E’s project objectives.

Oak Hollow Road Underground Alternative

This alternative was developed to reduce property and visual impacts to Starlight
Mountain Estates. The double circuit overhead 230 kV line would transition
underground as a 230 kV double circuit line in parallel duct banks at approximately MP
116.7 at transition poles within Mount Gower Open Space Preserve on a hill
approximately 100 feet north of an existing dirt access road. The route would enter
private property and would travel underground in the dirt road for approximately 1,400
feet before passing between a residence and a fenced pasture to join the residence’s paved
driveway at its intersection with Oak Hollow Road. The route would turn west and
would travel underground in paved Oak Hollow Road for approximately 1,300 feet.
When Oak Hollow Road turns into a dirt road, just west of the most western driveway in
the Starlight Mountain Estate Owners (SMEO) area, the line would continue west-
southwest in a maintained dirt and gravel access road (Oak Hollow Road) to exit SMEO
private property, traveling under a fenced gate into Mt. Gower Open Space Preserve for
approximately 600 feet to west of Structure 1125. It would continue into Gunn Stage
Road and would rejoin the underground segment of the Proposed Route at MP 1 17.3
along Gunn Stage Road. (DEIR/EIS at Ap.1-133.)

The mitigation re-routes proposed by SDG&E in its Enhanced Northern Route
reduce impacts and render the route more feasible, by potentially reducing the regulatory
obstacles associated with State Parks,” while still meeting the project objectives —
including access to Impetial Valley renewable energy resources and ensuring system
reliability and expandability.

A. SDG&E Believes That It Will Be Able To Obtain Any Necessary Approvals
To Construct Sunrise Through ABDSP

SDG&E developed its Enhanced Northern Route, in part, to directly address
concerns raised by State Parks regarding the Proposed Route’s impacts to
administratively designated state wilderness through ABDSP. Although SDG&E does
not agree with State Parks’ conclusions regarding the scope. severity or implications of
the Proposed Route’s impacts, to avoid a potentially lengthy dispute regarding these
issues, SDG&E sought to develop a transmission line route through ABDSP that would
entirely avoid crossing any designated wilderness areas and would obviate the need for
State Parks to amend the General Plan for ABDSP.*

The existing transmission line, which was built close to a decade before the Park

3 SDG&E notes that State Parks has recently asserted that a General Plan amendment will be necessary
even if Sunrise remains within SDG&E’s existing transmission corridor. SDG&E does not agree with that
assessment as discussed ifra. In all events, SDG&E believes that many of State Parks’ concerns may be
addressed by keeping Sunrise in the existing transmission corridor.

4 ABDSP General Plan website link: httn://www parks.ca gov/defaultasp?page id=21314




itself was established, is located within an existing 100 foot corridor that State Parks has
acknowledged in its own records and designated in the ABDSP General Plan as part of
the Backcountry Zone.” Both the management standards for Backcountry Zone areas and
the ABDSP General Plan expressly allow for the expansion of the existing transmission
line within (and outside) the existing corridot.

Finalized in 2005, the ABDSP General Plan provides the broad framework that
guides State Parks staff in managing and operating ABDSP. (See CaL. PuB Res. CODE §
5002.2(a) (General Plans serve as “guides for the future development, management, and
operation” of state park units); CAL. STATE PARKS PLANNING DIVISION, PLANNING
MILESTONES FOR THE PARK UNITS AND MAJOR PROPERTIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE CAL.
STATE PARKS SYSTEM 95 (July 1, 2007)7 [“Planning Milestones™] (noting that a General
Plan should be more of a “vision” document than a “specific, detailed directive™));
(ABDSP General Plan at XI (plan “does not provide detailed management

5 The plan designated six management zones within the Park, and these zones “describe the overall
management purpose and intent of specific regions within the Park as well as depict their intended uses.”
(General Plan at X1II); see also id. at 3-8 (“Each zone provides direction for the general level and type of
development and use within the Park.”). (General Plan at Table 5.6).

SSDG&E believes that in several places the DEIR/ELS inaccurately states the nature and scope of the
property rights and interests within the existing 100-foot transmission corridor in the Park. (See, e.g.,
DEIR/EIS at B-9 to B-13.) SDG&E refers the CPUC/BEM to SDG&E’s data request responses on these
topics, which are incorporated herein by reference. (See SDG&E’s Response to California Public Utilities
Commission Data Request No. 1 dated January 11, 2007; SDG&E’s Supplemental Response to California
Public Utilities Commission Data Request No. | dated July 25, 2007; SDG&E’s Response to California
Public Utilities Commission Data Response No. #8, ALT-74 (initial and supplemental responses).) The
existing 100-foot corridor follows the existing transmission line which was built a decade before ABDSP
was created; historical evidence demonstrates that many affirmative and intentional steps have been taken
to protect and grandfather the existing 100-foot transmission corridor. (See, e.g., Letter from Mike Pool,
State Director, BLM to Bret Lane, SDG&E dated July 5, 2007 attached as Attachment 2.) While SDG&E
agrees with the DEIR/EIS that it is outside the scope of the CEQA and NEPA processes to verify the legal
status of the existing transmission line corridor, the DEIR/EIS contains inconsistencies and other inaccurate
information about these issues that should be deleted or, in the alternative, corrected in the FEIR/ELS. For
example, on page B-10, n. 3 the DEIR/EIS states that Section 16 lands are heid in trust by the State.
Historical evidence demonstrating the sale of these lands to private individuals at the time the transmission
line was built indicates that these lands were proprietary in nature, and not held in trust. SDG&E provided
the CPUC with this documentary evidence in data request responses. Similarly, on page B-10, the
DEIR/EIS states that “State Parks contends that ROW for transmission infrastructure is excluded from
these lands.” Again, SDG&E disagrees with State Parks’ contention. As the DEIR/EIS correctly reports in
the text on the same page, the BLM is still reviewing the status of the federal interests in the Section 16
lands. Likewise, on page B-13, the DEIR/EIS states that there is no documented width of certain segments
of the transmission corridor, and argues that this allows for “an interpretation of minimal width equal to
what the existing transmission line occupies.” SDG&E disagrees with this inaccurate assertion, particularly
given that the undisputed width of the rights-of-way abutting each of these private parcels is 100-feet, as
expressly reserved in federal patents and legislation. In any event, State Parks may grant a ROW for
Sunrise across all of these lands under its authorizing statutes. (CAL. PUB. RES. CODE § 5012 (State
Parks authority to grant permits and easements for “electric, gas, water, sewer, telephone, telegraph and
utility lines, and pipelines and structures incidental thereto . . .").} These conclusions should be deleted
from the DEIR/EIS. In the alternative, the corrections here noted, and other clarifications consistent with
SDG&E’s data request responses, should be corrected in the FEIR/EIS.

7 hpnswww.parks.ca.cov/nlanning




recommendations, but rather provides conceptual parameters for future management
actions.”)).) The plan “provides goals and guidelines for the appropriate types, locations,
and designs of [facilities] that may be proposed in the future.” (General Plan at XIII; id.
at XII (General Plan established “management goals and guidelines and management
zones for resource management, facility operations, and accessible interpretive and
recreational programs for the public within ABDSP”); CAL. STATE PARKS, PLANNING
HANDBOOK 69 (Feb. 2002) [“Planning Handbook”] (noting that the General Plan may be
referred to by subsequent environmental documents prepared for specific proposed
projec-ts)).8

As a broad framework document, a general plan is meant to be enduring and
should “only be reconsidered for amendments or revisions when circumstances and needs
dictate.” (Planning Handbook at 21.) The circumstances requiring a plan amendment
might include “major and unforeseen changes in the unit and its surroundings.” (Planning
Milestones at 121.)

Upgrading SDG&E’s existing transmission line through the Park is not a “major
and unforeseen circumstance” and, instead, is explicitly contemplated within ABDSP’s
General Plan. Specifically, the plan states:

Utility companies such as San Diego Gas & Electric and the Imperial
Irrigation District have existing transmission lines through the Park.
These companies have responsibility to address California’s future need
for additional electrical power, which is critical to the continued economic
viability of the State. Anticipated electrical needs in Southern California
will require the utility companies to evaluate proposals to expand the
existing level of service... Reconciling the inherent conflicts between the
future electrical needs of the State and the protection of the Parks’
resources will require the utility companies and the Department (o work
closely together in planning for the size and location of these future
facilities.

(General Plan at 2-96)(emphasis added). Additionally, under the Goals and Guidelines
section for Infrastructure and Operations, Goal-Operations 4/Guideline-Operations 4a
states that “[sJhould Caltrans or utility companies propose to improve or expand existing
facilities (within existing easements); the department will work in collaboration with
them to minimize adverse impacts to Park resources and the visitor experience.” (General
Plan at 3-52 (emphasis added); see also id. (“The department shall work with local
agencies, Caltrans, and utility companies to minimize the adverse impacts associated with
developments.”).)

That the improvement of the existing line would take place within an area now

S pursuant to CEQA requirements, the ABDSP General Plan serves as a first-tier EIR. See CAL. CODE
REGS. tit, 14, § 15166 (noting that EIR requirement can be satisfied by using the General Plan). As is the
case here in considering the Sunrise Project, “[i]ndividual and/or site-specific projects and appropriate
CEQA compliance will follow the General Plan/EIR.” {(General Plan at XVIL)



designated as Backcountry Zone does not alter the conclusion that no General Plan
amendment is required for SDG&E’s Enhanced Northern Route. When State Parks first
proposed that the area surrounding the existing transmission corridor be designated
Backcountry Zone, SDG&E questioned State Parks to ensure that this zone designation
was appropriate given the presence of the existing transmission line and the fact that
SDG&E likely would seek to upgrade the line'in the future. Ina series of
communications and then in writing, State Parks explicitly acknowledged that expansion
of the existing line was possible within the Backcountry Zone, noting that the
Backcountry Zone goals and guidelines allow flexibility for utilities, such as SDG&E, to
expand existing utility lines. See Attachment 3, (California State Parks Response to
SDG&E Comment Letter, Response #5-5 (noting that new language would be added in
the goals and guidelines section of the General Plan to atlow for greater flexibility within
the Backcountry Zone)). State Parks altered the language in the final plan subsequently
approved by the California Park and Recreation Commission (Park Commission) to
include, among other things, Goal-Operations 4/ Guideline-Operations 4a in response to
SDG&E’s request, and which allows utilities to improve or expand existing facilities
within existing easements. ) See also Attachment 4 (Transcript In the Matter of:
Informational Proceeding and Preparation of