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Responses to Comment Set B0011 
Utility Consumers Action Network 

B0011-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and belief that a Southern 
Route or the No Action Alternative would be economically and environmentally 
preferable is acknowledged. 

B0011-2 The cost of the Proposed Project is not evaluated or decided within the 
CEQA/NEPA process. NEPA does not require an EIS to perform a monetary cost-
benefit analysis. (See 40 CFR 1502.23.) Similarly, CEQA does not require 
consideration of economic effects that do not result in physical changes to the 
environment. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15131.) The CPUC Administrative Law 
Judge evaluates cost of the project during the CPUC General Proceeding with 
information presented by SDG&E, Cal ISO, and other parties, as described above. 
An Economic Comparison of Alternatives was presented by SDG&E in its Phase II 
testimony which can be found on the CPUC proceeding website listed above. UCAN 
and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates also addressed the cost/benefit of the 
Sunrise Powerlink Project in its Phase II testimony. This testimony can also be 
found on the proceeding website (http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/
A0608010.htm). Please refer to General Response GR-12 (CEQA, NEPA and the 
Decision-Making Process) for a discussion of project costs. 

B0011-3 The eight SDG&E objectives originally set forth in the PEA were used by the 
CPUC and BLM to develop three basic project objectives. These three objectives 
provided a basis for developing alternatives to the Proposed Project. SDG&E has 
not requested any revision to the original objectives to include deliverability of 
renewable resources from Mexico. Although renewable resources in Mexico may 
have different benefits or cost considerations than the originally anticipated Imperial 
Valley renewable development, the economic aspects of delivering renewable 
energy are not in the scope of the EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS does include 
information and environmental impact analysis of connected actions, indirect effects, 
and cumulative projects that may include renewable resources in Mexico (Section 
B.6.2.1, La Rumorosa Wind). This section has been modified in the RDEIR/SDEIS 
to incorporated new information available from Sempra Generation’s Presidential 
Permit Application. 

See Response to Comment B0011-2 for information on how project cost relates to 
the scope of the CEQA and NEPA processes. See also General Response GR-12 
(CEQA, NEPA and the Decision-Making Process) for a discussion of project costs. 

B0011-4 The comment notes that the Green Path North project may be built with or without 
the Sunrise Powerlink Project, but it does not provide new information on whether 
Green Path North would improve the deliverability of power into the San Diego 
territory. The Green Path Coordinated Projects were considered as a potential 
alternative, but eliminated as shown in the Draft EIR/EIS Section C, Table C-3, 
and in Section 4.9.27 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) of Volume 6 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, because it would not meet most project objectives of the 

 
Final EIR/EIS 3-850 October 2008 



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

 
Sunrise project. The comment does not provide any new information demonstrating 
how Green Path North would satisfy most of the basic project objectives, as 
required for CEQA analysis of any alternative. 

B0011-5 Similar to Green Path North (see Response to Comment B0011-4), the projects 
identified by the comment for the IID service territory are not considered 
alternatives to the Proposed Project because they would have limited ability to 
satisfy basic project objectives, as required for CEQA analysis of any alternative.. 
While the upgrades proposed by IID would improve the deliverability of renewable 
power from IID to the SCE territory, the IID projects would not support the other 
basic objectives of improving reliability or reducing the cost of energy in the San 
Diego territory. The IID projects would not expand the deliverability of this power 
to load centers in San Diego County. 

B0011-6 The comment identifies a likelihood of project failure for the Stirling Energy 
Systems (SES) Solar Two LLC (described in Draft EIR/EIS Section B.6.1.1). The 
Stirling project and Sunrise Powerlink are considered to be connected because the 
power purchase agreement between SES and SDG&E is contingent on SDG&E 
gaining approval for Sunrise. However, the EIR/EIS does not presume that Stirling 
is automatically triggered by Sunrise or that Stirling will be successful in 
developing the solar project. See also General Response GR-5 (Status of 
Development of Renewable Generation in the Imperial Valley, Eastern San Diego 
County, and Northern Mexico). 

B0011-7 The RDEIR/SDEIS includes the new and revised analysis for the 1,250 MW wind 
project in Mexico, transmission lines into the U.S., and a new substation located 
northeast of the town of Jacumba, in the category as a “connected action” to the 
Sunrise Powerlink. 

Section 5.3.3 (UCAN’s Modified Southern Routes) in the RDEIR/SDEIS addresses 
the option of a SDG&E building a 500 kV transmission line from Jacumba to 
Sycamore Canyon as suggested by UCAN in this comment. The analysis of 
UCAN’s Modified Southern Routes concludes that additional in-area generation 
would be needed to maintain reliability in the delivery of power to San Diego 
County (Basic Project Objective No. 1). UCAN’s option of adding wind generation 
in Mexico along with the Jacumba to Sycamore Canyon route would function much 
like a variation of the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative evaluated in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, except without the solar components and with the wind location 
changed from the Crestwood area to Mexico. No additional analysis of UCAN’s 
option is needed because the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative in the 
Draft EIR/EIS is a similar, though broader alternative to the Proposed Project that 
would meet most objectives.  

The economic performance of UCAN’s Modified Southern Routes along with the 
development contemplated by the application for the Sempra “Presidential Permit” 
is not a subject for consideration in the EIR/EIS. The updated analysis of the 1,250 
MW La Rumorosa Wind Development Projects based on the Sempra Presidential 
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Permit and Addendum to the Presidential Permit can be found in Section 2 of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS. The March 19, 2008 Addendum to the Application for Presidential 
Permit filed by Sempra Generation states that since the time of the December filing 
of the Application for Presidential Permit, CAISO has indicated that the Sunrise 
Powerlink or other transmission upgrade would be necessary to deliver energy from 
the wind development in the La Rumorosa region. 

B0011-8 The Draft EIR/EIS compares the environmental impacts of the southern routes and 
substation alternatives, where comparable. Generally, the southern routes are found 
to be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project and the Environmentally 
Superior Northern Route, both of which could include the connected action of the 
500/230 kV San Felipe Substation. The Comparison of Alternatives in Section H of 
the Draft EIR/EIS notes the specific alternatives where impacts caused by the 
connected actions might be avoided, because with some alternatives the connected 
actions would be less likely to be built. 

B0011-9 The comment notes that the existing SWPL could be used to achieve the Basic 
Project Objective of delivering renewable power. No revision is needed to the Draft 
EIR/EIS because it does not contradict this position. The Draft EIR/EIS includes 
analysis of Non-Wires Alternatives that would partially rely on the existing SWPL 
to deliver renewable power, where available. Other local generation of renewable 
energy would also be used in the Non-Wires Alternatives to supplement SDG&E’s 
efforts to comply with the RPS. 

B0011-10 The Draft EIR/EIS considers that the Proposed Project would satisfy the three basic 
project objectives. The Draft EIR/EIS then considers alternatives that could 
accomplish “all or most” of the basic project objectives (as explained in Section 
C.2.1, CEQA Requirements for Alternatives.) The extent to which each alternative 
accomplishes the objectives, consideration of the costs and benefits, and the specific 
flexibility or effectiveness of each alternative, is not addressed in the EIR/EIS but 
will be considered in the general proceeding. Analyzing the degree to which any 
alternative, including the No Project/No Action Alternative, reduces energy costs is 
beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. See Response to Comment B0011-2 and General 
Response GR-12. 

B0011-11 Implementing the identified modifications at the Miguel Substation may reduce the 
cost of energy delivered to the region, but this would not by itself accomplish “all 
or most” of the basic project objectives. Accordingly, these modifications to the 
Miguel Substation would not qualify as an appropriate project alternative as that 
term is used under CEQA and NEPA, while they could occur as part of the No 
Project/No Action Alternative. The comment indicates that the system protection 
scheme (SPS) modification could be implemented without needing to build 
anything, which implies that no additional environmental analysis would be needed 
beyond what is included in the No Project/No Action Alternative of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 
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B0011-12 The Draft EIR/EIS considers the Proposed Project and the alternatives against 

SDG&E’s stated objectives and CPUC’s Basic Project Objectives. The need for the 
project is the focus of the general proceeding. Increasing import capability or 
generation by any specific amount (such as 1,000 MW) is not a threshold of 
satisfying basic project objectives. The Draft EIR/EIS considers and evaluates 
alternatives that could provide approximately equivalent levels of capacity, but no 
specific import threshold was used to screen alternatives. Relatively small upgrades 
that would provide incremental increases in the import capability were considered 
and included in the No Project/No Action Alternative of the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 
C.6.2 and Table C-4). 

See also the Responses to Comment Set A0029 (CAISO). 

B0011-13 The reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives considered in the Draft 
EIR/EIS includes projects and facilities that are well-defined and that may be 
developed depending on decisions made by individual sponsors. New biomass or 
wind power purchase agreements made recently by SDG&E are evidence of the 
potential feasibility of the renewable projects. The Draft EIR/EIS provides decision-
makers with an analysis of the environmental impacts of these components as part 
of Non-Wires Alternatives, but no revision is needed because the Draft EIR/EIS it 
is not intended for use as the CEQA or NEPA document that would allow approval 
of any specific biomass or wind project. 

B0011-14 The comment debates the range of distributed generation (DG) that could be 
developed and forecasts a high deployment case of over 100 MW of additional 
reliable resources in excess of that expected in the Draft EIR/EIS. The level of DG 
shown in the Draft EIR/EIS (in the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative 
and in Section C.5.9.1) would involve many small DG projects at a pace more 
aggressive than what SDG&E anticipates. Whether a high deployment case of DG 
like that in the comment would improve the performance of the No Project/No 
Action Alternative is a subject of the general proceeding and beyond the scope of 
the EIR/EIS. Because a higher level of DG would not change the conclusion that 
DG alone could not provide sufficient in-area generation to satisfy the reliability 
objective (p. C-141), no change is needed in the analysis of the No Project/No 
Action Alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS. As identified in the description of the No 
Project/No Action Alternative (Table C-4), increased DG deployment would be 
expected to occur under this scenario. 

B0011-15 The comment identifies varying forecasts and recent information from SDG&E on 
the range of solar photovoltaic generation that could be developed and describes how 
SDG&E has the ability to affirmatively influence whether it achieves a deployment 
scenario in excess of that expected in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 210 MW of 
nameplate capacity solar photovoltaic generation assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS (in 
the Non-Wires Alternatives and the No Project/No Action Alternative) is realistic, 
yet still very aggressive.  The descriptions of the Non-Wires Alternatives (Sections 
C.4.10.1 and C.4.10.2 and Sections E.5 and E.6) show that 105 MW of firm 
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capacity is assumed achievable in the short-term, instead of the 230 MW of firm 
capacity that is mentioned in the comment. 

Depending on development timing, the 210 MW incremental nameplate capacity 
would be a market penetration target on the order of five to ten percent of the 
technical potential for PV installation levels in San Diego County. This would be a 
significantly greater level of installed PV than either SDG&E or the CSI predict. 
The scenario described in the comment would provide higher levels later which 
would improve the performance of the Non-Wires Alternatives and the No 
Project/No Action Alternative. The performance of alternatives including solar PV 
is a subject of the general proceeding and beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. The 
function of the EIR/EIS is to evaluate and compare the environmental impacts of 
the Proposed Project and its alternatives. The final determination regarding the 
project’s and the alternatives’ ability to implement project objectives is left to the 
Administrative Law Judge and the CPUC. As identified in the description of the No 
Project/No Action Alternative (Table C-4), increased photovoltaic deployment 
would be expected to occur under this scenario. 

B0011-16 The comment debates the level of demand response and energy efficiency that is 
feasible. The levels of demand response and energy efficiency assumed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS (in Sections C.5.9.2 and C.5.9.3) are based on the overall savings goals 
presented in D.04-09-060 and SDG&E’s baseline forecasts from 2006.. As the 
comment notes, a higher level of demand response and energy efficiency could be 
achievable. The description of the No Project/No Action Alternative in the Draft 
EIR/EIS (Section C.6.2.1) shows that an increase in demand-side actions could 
occur in the absence of the Sunrise project. The EIR/EIS needs no further 
quantification of load reduction forecasts because the higher levels of demand 
response and energy efficiency contemplated by the comment would improve the 
performance of the No Project/No Action Alternative. The performance of the No 
Project/No Action Alternative is a subject of the general proceeding and beyond the 
scope of the EIR/EIS. The function of the EIR/EIS is to evaluate and compare the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and its alternatives. The final 
determination regarding the project’s and the alternatives’ ability to implement 
project objectives is left to the Administrative Law Judge and the CPUC.  

B0011-17 The Draft EIR/EIS incorporates the Path 44 Upgrades as part of the No Project/No 
Action Alternative. The No Project/No Action Alternative is a viable alternative 
that decision-makers may select; its environmental impacts are fully analyzed in 
Section E.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS is in agreement with the 
comment that the No Project/No Action Alternative (Table C-4) with its full menu 
of demand-side and supply-side actions could achieve “all or most” of the basic 
project objectives, including reliability. Further quantifying the level of import 
capability that could be achieved with the Path 44 Upgrades and the level import 
capability that is needed for the region’s future are subjects of the general 
proceeding and beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. The function of the EIR/EIS is to 
evaluate and compare the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and its 
alternatives. The final determination regarding the project’s and the alternatives’ 
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ability to implement project objectives is left to the Administrative Law Judge and 
the CPUC. 

B0011-18 See Response B0011-17 and General Response GR-12 for information on how relia-
bility is considered in the comparison of alternatives, including the relative 
reliability performance of the No Project/No Action Alternative. Increasing import 
capability or generation by any specific amount (such as 1,000 MW) is not a 
threshold of satisfying basic project objectives. The Draft EIR/EIS considers and 
evaluates alternatives that could provide approximately equivalent levels of capacity, 
but no specific import threshold was used to screen alternatives. Relatively small 
upgrades that would provide incremental increases in the import capability were 
considered and included in the No Project/No Action Alternative. The comment 
asserts that the No Project/No Action Alternative is a viable alternative, and the 
Draft EIR/EIS does not contradict this. 

The environmental impacts of the No Project/No Action Alternative are fully 
analyzed in Section E.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Also, note that the Draft EIR/EIS 
concludes that the impacts of the No Project/No Action Alternative are comparable 
to those of the three highest ranked alternatives in terms of the fewest impacts. 

B0011-19 The description of the No Project/No Action Alternative considers transmission 
projects and upgrades that are foreseeable, and the comment identifies the work that 
SCE and SDG&E have done that may have partially initiated the Path 44 Upgrades 
part of the alternative. The Draft EIR/EIS does not attempt to quantify the value of 
these transmission projects aside from determining that they are a predictable action 
under the alternative. 

B0011-20 See Response to Comment E0011-11. 

B0011-21 See Response to Comment E0011-16. 

B0011-22 See Response to Comment E0011-15. 

B0011-23 See Response to Comment E0011-14. 

B0011-24 See Response to Comment E0011-13. 

B0011-25 Please see General Response GR-1 (Project Objectives and Feasibility of the New 
In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative). As explained in that General Response, 
the CPUC and BLM agree that the particular scenarios defined in the non-wires 
alternatives are not the only possible scenario for assembling generation resources 
to serve the San Diego area. The resources selected for analysis were intended to 
demonstrate the feasibility of this alternative and to define the types of 
environmental impacts that result from construction and operation of generation, for 
comparison with transmission line impacts. 

B0011-26 UCAN has presented a different way to assemble the Southern Route alternatives 
than the way they were assembled to create the Environmentally Superior Southern 
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Route identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. A description and brief analysis of UCAN’s 
Modified Southern Routes can be found in Section 5.3.3 of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Each of UCAN’s route selection points is addressed 
below: 

 Avoid southernmost part of Modified Route D Alternative (potentially too 
close to SWPL). Separation from the SWPL in areas of high fire risk is an 
important goal of the Southern Alternatives. The CPUC and BLM believe that 
the Modified Route D Alternative has adequate separation from the SWPL; see 
further discussion in Section 4.8 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, Responses B0037-6 and B0037-7, and General Response 
GR-9. 

 Avoid I-8 route through Buckman Springs area. The U.S. Forest Service has 
made it clear that it would not support installation of a new transmission line in 
the western half of the BCD Alternative or along the Interstate 8 Alternative 
between Buckman Springs and the area of Descanso (see USFS comment letter 
dated March 12, 2008). In its comment letter on the Draft EIR/EIS, SDG&E 
has defined a route for the I-8 Alternative between Buckman Springs and 
Descanso that would be located in compatible Forest land use zones (see 
SDG&E comment letter dated April 11, 2008 and discussion of Pine Valley I-8 
Non-Motorized Revision reroute). However, this route segment could not be 
reached without using the entire length of the BCD Alternative, which cannot be 
re-defined to avoid incompatible Forest land use zones. In addition, the Forest 
Service has indicated a serious concern about having a transmission line parallel 
to the Interstate 8 Freeway due to the large number of fires that start along the 
freeway and the firefighting challenges posed by a nearby transmission line. 

 Avoid crossing Indian lands. Use of the BCD Alternative in conjunction with 
the BCD South Option (as modified in this Final EIR/EIS in response to 
comments from the U.S. Forest Service) also avoids tribal lands. 

 Minimize underground mileage. The Environmentally Superior Southern 
Alternative, as defined in the Final EIR/EIS, also presents no 500 kV underground 
segments. 

 Take account of future expandability issues. UCAN points out the feasibility 
challenges of the future transmission expansion routes, and the fact that 
SDG&E’s suggested 500 kV expansion route passes through tribal land. Section 
4.9.18 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in Volume 6 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS acknowledged that the 500 kV Full Loop Alternative (connecting with 
SCE’s territory) would require permitting within both the Cleveland National 
Forest and Indian Lands. 

 Avoids cultural or archaeologically sensitive habitat. UCAN is correct that 
the Draft EIR/EIS’s Environmentally Superior Southern Route would avoid the 
cultural site at the east end of Alpine Boulevard. As described in Section 4.1.3, 
research into the site descriptions and boundaries of the cultural site previously 
identified as being within Alpine Boulevard shows that the site does not extend 
south of Interstate 8, so would not be affected. Therefore, the original Modified 
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Route D Alternative would be used, with the 230 kV transmission line 
continuing north from the Modified Route D Substation, then transitioning to 
underground at the east end of Alpine Boulevard. As a result, the Star Valley 
Option, which would have significant visual impacts, as described in Section 
E.4.3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, would not be included as part of the 
Environmentally Superior Southern Route. However, the Star Valley Option (as 
modified by SDG&E reroutes described in Section 3.3.8, Star Valley Option 
Revision) could still be used if additional concerns about the eastern end of 
Alpine Boulevard are identified through any additional tribal consultation prior 
to construction based on preliminary cultural resources investigations. SDG&E 
has commented on another area of cultural sensitivity (east of Jacumba); see 
Responses E0004-63 through E0004-65. 

 UCAN’s recommended southern route. The route identified by UCAN has 
many similarities with the Environmentally Superior Southern Route identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS. However, as described above, the western portion of the 
BCD Alternative and the central portion of the Interstate 8 Alternative are not 
acceptable to the U.S. Forest Service, so are not included. 

B0011-27 UCAN states that its recommended southern route is electrically equivalent to the 
proposed route. The EIR/EIS reaches the same conclusion. Regarding the cost com-
parisons, the EIR/EIS does not take a position because such considerations are 
outside the scope of the environmental analysis. 

B0011-28 The advantages of the UCAN southern route stated in this comment also apply to 
the Environmentally Superior Southern Alternative defined in the Final EIR/EIS. 
The route does benefit from proximity to wind generation areas in northern Mexico 
and eastern San Diego County. 

UCAN is correct that the Draft EIR/EIS presented future transmission system 
expansion primarily in terms of reaching the Escondido Substation. This was done 
because SDG&E had identified expansion to the North County area as important 
due to demand growth in that area. UCAN is also correct that the Southern 
Alternatives would allow future expansion to other substations like the Los Coches 
Substation. 

B0011-29 UCAN points out that the Southern Route’s requirement for a Forest Plan 
Amendment would impose similar time delays as would the Northern Route’s 
requirement for a Plan Amendment to the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park Plan. 
This comment is acknowledged. 

B0011-30 The BCD Alternative was determined to be environmentally inferior to the 
Interstate 8 Alternative (with the Campo North Option and the West Buckman 
Springs Option), which was found to be inferior to the Modified Route D 
Alternative, because the BCD Alternative would create significant, unavoidable 
impacts to bighorn sheep, golden eagles, and cultural resources. Fire risk was not 
the only consideration in selecting the environmentally superior route. However, the 
BCD Alternative Revision has been incorporated into the Final Environmentally 
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Superior Southern Route Alternative, because it would be legally feasible (see 
Section 5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS). 

B0011-31 UCAN is correct in its statement that a Southern Route would have fewer impacts 
than the Proposed Project route through Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. 
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