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Responses to Comment Set CC1 
Barona Band of Mission Indians 

CC1-1 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project and an expeditious schedule is noted.  
Reducing transmission constraints and providing reliability benefits and operational flexi-
bility for SDG&E’s electric system are two of the three project objectives.  The project 
Purpose and Need and the Statement of Objectives can be found in Section A.2 on page A-2 
of the Draft EIR.  Please also see General Response GR-1.   
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Comment Set CC2 
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 
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Responses to Comment Set CC2 
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 

CC2-1 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project and an expeditious schedule is noted.  
Reducing transmission constraints and providing reliability benefits and operational 
flexibility for SDG&E’s electric system are two of the three project objectives.  The project 
Purpose and Need and the Statement of Objectives can be found in Section A.2 on page A-2 
of the Draft EIR. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15131, to consider economic or social effects in a 
CEQA document, there must be an indirect physical effect to the environment resulting 
from the economic or social effects.  As such, CEQA does not consider cost a factor in the 
evaluation of the Proposed Project or alternatives.  However, cost issues associated with the 
Proposed Project and alternatives can be considered by the CPUC in the General Proceed-
ing on the project.  Please refer also to General Response GR-1 and Responses to Comments 
SD-1 and SD-2.  Significant delays to project schedule are considered during the screening 
process and alternatives evaluation and are noted in the impact discussion for the individual 
alternatives in Section 4 of Draft EIR Appendix 2. 

CC2-2 Please refer to Response to Comment CC2-1.  A determination of need for the project has 
already been approved by the CAISO and the CPUC.  The Purpose and Need for the 
Proposed Project is discussed in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR, but it is not an issue specifically 
determined by CEQA.  One of SDG&E’s objectives of the Proposed Project (see page A-3 
of the Draft EIR) is to reduce transmission constraints within SDG&E’s electric system, 
which would reduce system congestion costs.  
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Comment Set CC3 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
Border Generation Group 
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Responses to Comment Set CC3 
Border Generation Group 

CC3-1 Issues related to project cost and ratepayer benefits are not addressed under CEQA.  
Specifically, according to CEQA Guidelines §15131, economic or social effects of a project 
per se are not considered significant effects on the environment. To consider economic or 
social effects in a CEQA document, there must be an indirect physical effect to the 
environment resulting from the economic or social effects. If a project’s probable economic 
or social effects have the potential to spur a physical effect which itself had the potential to 
significantly affect the physical environment, the environmental analysis could then 
consider the physical impacts associated with the economic or social effect.  Project cost 
and ratepayer benefit issues are addressed in the CPUC’s General Proceeding and in the 
Decision on the project. 

CC3-2 In accordance with CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(1), among the factors that may be taken into 
account when addressing the feasibility of is economic viability.  Regarding economic 
feasibility, it is acknowledged that underground transmission lines can cost from 5 to 10 
times more than overhead lines.  However, this does not mean that they are economically 
infeasible.  Also, please see Responses to Comment SD-2 and SD–3 regarding economic 
feasibility. 

CC3-3 Please see Responses to Comment SD-2 and SD–3 regarding construction scheduling. 

CC3-4 This comment summarizes the interest of the BGG in the Miguel-Mission proceeding and 
does not require a response. 

CC3-5 This comment summarizes the history of issues surrounding the Miguel-Mission proceeding 
and does not require a response. 

CC3-6 This comment summarizes the objectives of the Miguel-Mission project and the 
commenter’s concern that it be timely constructed due to the ratepayer benefits.  This issue 
will be addressed in the CPUC’s General Proceeding. 

CC3-7 This comment summarizes the Proposed Project, and does not require a response. 

CC3-8 This comment summarizes the alternatives considered in the EIR.  It then states that the 
DEIR improperly failed to consider the economic impacts of the alternatives.  With respect 
to economic feasibility, please see Responses to Comment CC3-2, SD-2 and SD–3.  The 
underground alternatives, while clearly more costly than the Proposed Project, represent a 
small fraction of the project route and are considered to be economically feasible under 
CEQA review standards (i.e., CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(1)). 

CC3-9 The commenter is correct that the Lead Agency is not required to select the Environ-
mentally Superior Alternative.  In its decision, the CPUC may consider issues beyond 
environmental concerns, including cost, schedule, community values, and ratepayer interests.  
Also, please see Response to Comment CC3-8 regarding economic impacts 

The commenter is correct in stating that there were no significant, unmitigable (Class I) 
impacts identified for the Proposed Project or any of the alternatives evaluated.  The com-
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menter incorrectly states that no alternative was clearly preferable to the Proposed Project.  
In Section E.2, the Draft EIR discusses trade-offs between alternatives and the weighing of 
impacts between short-term construction impacts and long-term permanent impact in the 
decision of the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  See also Response to Comments SD-4 
and SD-5.  However, as summarized in DEIR Section E.2.3, the two underground alternatives 
are found to be environmentally superior to the comparable Proposed Project segments.   

CC3-10 Please see Responses to Comments SD-4, SD-5, and SD–263. 

CC3-11 Please see Responses to Comments SD-4, SD-5, and SD–263. 

CC3-12 The comment is correct in its summary of the environmentally superior alternatives and the 
weighting of long-term impacts over short-term impacts.  Project costs and economic 
benefits are not considered in the CEQA process, but will be considered by the CPUC in its 
decision.  Also, please see Responses to Comment CC3-1 and CC3-2. 

CC3-13 The DEIR’s description of alternatives does clearly indicate that the existing lines in the 
transmission corridor would remain in the ROW, and that the 230 kV circuit would be added, 
even with the undergrounding of the 138/69 kV circuits.  The CPUC’s decision will weigh 
the environmental benefits of the underground alternatives against their additional cost.  
The Border Generation Group’s preference is noted. 

CC3-14 Please see Response to Comment SD-23. 

CC3-15 The analysis of the visual effects of the Jamacha Valley Underground Alternative is pre-
sented in DEIR Section D.13.4.1.  As summarized in this comment, the analysis in this section 
does consider the transition stations to be potentially significant impacts, and mitigation is 
recommended to reduce their visibility.  Also refer to General Response GR-5 for a discus-
sion of aesthetic effects and Response to Comment SD-4 regarding weighting of various 
impacts and comparison of alternatives.   

CC3-16 The DEIR does conclude that impacts primarily related to construction would be greater for 
the underground alternative than for the Proposed Project.  However, as pointed out in the 
DEIR, these impacts would be short-term and mitigable, while the visual impacts would 
exist over the life of the project, which could easily be 50 years or more.  The DEIR clearly 
lays out the impacts in each issue area.  As stated in the Response to Comment CC3-9, the 
decision of the CPUC may consider other factors, such as economic benefits, besides the 
environmental impacts. 

CC3-17 Please see Response to Comments SD-3 and SD–4. 

CC3-18 The issues raised by the commenter regarding the Santee Underground Alternative are sim-
ilar to those raised on the Jamacha Valley Underground Alternative.  Please see Responses 
to Comments CC3-15 through CC3-17. 

CC3-19 The commenter is correct that the existing 138/69 kV lines that would be placed under-
ground are currently on overhead towers.  However, the installation of these lines underground 
would eliminate the need for construction of new towers for the 230 kV circuit in the 
existing corridor.  Therefore, there is the elimination of a visual impact associated with the 
proposed project.  The commenter is also correct that the visual resources analysis did not 
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identify any Class I (significant and unmitigable) impacts.  The commenter’s position regard-
ing project approval is noted. 

CC3-20 The balancing of project benefits with environmental impacts and costs will be presented in 
the CPUC’s decision on the project.  Also, please see Responses to Comments CC3-2, 
SD-2 and SD–3 regarding cost issues. 

CC3-21 Issues related to power import capability and economic benefits are described briefly in 
DEIR Section A for the information of readers, but these issues are not considered in the 
EIR’s conclusions.  These issues would be considered separately by the CPUC in the 
General Proceeding. 

CC3-22 Please see Responses to Comments CC3-2, CC3-20, SD-2, and SD–3 regarding cost issues. 

CC3-23 The DEIR analyzes the impacts of installation of a second 230 kV circuit to the Miguel-
Mission corridor.  This project component was proposed by SDG&E in the recently-filed 
Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agreement Project.  The delay in consideration of this second 
circuit resulted from SDG&E’s submittal of information as an Amendment to the Miguel-
Mission Project, and then later withdrawing it.  The Otay Mesa Project will be considered 
by the CPUC in a separate process that is now underway in Application A.04-03-008. 

CC3-24 Please see Response to Comment SD-2 and SD–3. 
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Comment Set CC4 
Barratt American, Inc. 
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Comment Set CC4, cont. 
Barratt American, Inc. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC4 
Barratt American, Inc. 

CC4-1 As discussed in Response to Comment E-1, Section F (Other CEQA Considerations) analyzes 
the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project in conjunction with other past, present, or 
probable future projects.  Therefore, the Cumulative Project Table (Table F-1) has also 
been modified to include the Fanita Ranch development.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment E-3 for a discussion of land use and cumulative impacts. 

Please refer to Section D.9 (Public Health and Safety) for a discussion of the health effects 
of the Proposed Project and General Response GR-2, which specifically addresses EMF.   

The Proposed Project would include the relocation of the 138 kV and 69 kV circuits on 
wood and steel pole structures and the installation of the 230 kV line on replaced or modified 
lattice towers.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1 through V-6 would reduce all 
potential visual impacts to less than significant levels.  These measures, which are listed in 
Table 13-9 on page D.13-130 of the Draft EIR, include mitigation that would act to mini-
mize potential visual impacts, such as ensuring the conductors do not cause view obstruc-
tions from residences, using screening around construction staging areas, and minimizing 
ground disturbance to landscaping, etc.  In addition, two underground alternatives were carried 
forward for full analysis in the Draft EIR: the Jamacha Valley 138 kV/69 kV Underground 
Alternative, discussed in Section C.4.2.1 (see page C-9), and the City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV 
Underground Alternative, discussed in Section C.4.2.4 (see page C-30).  The EIR analysis 
in Section E (Comparison of Alternatives) concluded that the underground alternatives, 
including one within the City of Santee, are preferable to SDG&E’s Proposed Project and 
these route modifications have been incorporated into the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.  Please refer to General Responses GR-3 and GR-5 regarding undergrounding 
transmission lines and aesthetic effects, respectively. 

CC4-2 The commenter’s support for underground transmission lines is noted.  Please see Response 
to Comment CC4-1 and for a discussion of noise and vibration please refer to Response to 
Comment 10-3, as well as Section D.8.3 for noise and vibration impacts of the Proposed 
Project.  Impact N-2 (Construction activity would temporarily cause groundborne vibration) 
specifically addresses vibration impacts. 
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