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Responses to Comment Set B0044 
Sierra Club Visual Pollution Task Force 
B0044-1 The Environmentally Superior Southern Alternative, as designated in the Draft EIR/EIS, 

did not include the entire Interstate 8 Alternative (See Section H.4.5, Conclusion: 
Environmentally Superior SWPL Alternative). The Interstate 8 Alternative between the 
eastern boundary of the Campo Reservation and the eastern end of Alpine Boulevard was 
not included. This includes the entire I-8 segment within the Cleveland National Forest. 
Please see Section 5.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated description of the 
Environmentally Superior Southern Route. 

B0044-2 The Draft EIR/EIS provides a discussion of high-temperature low-sag (HTLS) conductors in 
Section C.5.8.23 (with additional detail in Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, 
Section 4.9.25). The discussion explains that while HTLS or aluminum conductor 
composite reinforced (ACCR) conductors could be used as part of the Proposed Project 
or in existing corridors, the higher costs would not be balanced by any notable environ-
mental advantages. Retrofitting the existing Southwest Powerlink with HTLS or ACCR 
would incur substantial upgrade costs related to the conductor and tower retrofits without 
clearly meeting the basic objectives of the project. 

B0044-3 The extent to which the Proposed Project meets the state’s renewable energy needs will 
be determined by the CPUC in the general proceeding. Please see General Responses 
GR-2 (Feasibility of the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative) and GR-5 
(Status of Development of Renewable Generation in the Imperial Valley, Eastern San 
Diego County, and Northern Mexico). 

B0044-4 The commenter’s support for the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative is 
acknowledged. The commenter suggests that additional discussion of in-area generation 
in comparison to transmission lines should be presented in the Final EIR/EIS. The non-
wires alternatives were rated as both the first and second environmentally superior alterna-
tives in the Draft EIR/EIS. Further discussion of the non-wires alternatives, specifically 
related to the feasibility of these alternatives, can be found in General Response GR-1 
and General Response GR-2; no additional information is required. 

B0044-5 The Sunrise Powerlink Project would not change the existing cross-border transmission 
capacity from the existing Mexican power plants in the Mexicali area. Information in the 
Draft EIR/EIS (in Table D.11-5) shows the relative emissions performance of the existing 
power plants in the Mexicali area that export to California, and their performance is 
comparable to domestic plants. This would not change as a result of the Proposed Project 
or alternatives. See General Response GR-7 on how the environmental effects of the 
existing Mexican power plants would be influenced by the Proposed Project. 

B0044-6 Please see Response to Comment B0044-5. See also General Response GR-7 on how the 
environmental effects of the existing Mexican power plants would be influenced by the 
Proposed Project. Because the Proposed Project is not anticipated to influence operation of 
these power plants in a way that would adversely affect the environment, no further 
analysis is necessary. 

B0044-7 Comments regarding the project creating environmental injustice are acknowledged. The 
Environmental Justice evaluation (Section F.1, Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS) included 
evaluation of four connected action projects (five connected action projects were 
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evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS). The connected actions and indirect effects included the 
Esmeralda–San Felipe Geothermal Project, Stirling Solar Two Project, Jacumba Station, 
and Sempra La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects (see RDEIR/SDEIS Section 2 and the 
Draft EIR/EIS Project Description, Section B.6, Volume 1 for more information on these 
projects). The Sempra La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects would be located in Mexico. 
The Environmental Justice assessment used minority and low-income data from the 2000 
U.S. Census for populations within 0.5 miles of these anticipated projects. However, 
there was no equivalent information available for the project (indirect effect) in Mexico 
and therefore, the environmental justice evaluation for this project could not be 
completed. In addition to the environmental justice evaluation in Section F.1, Section 2 of 
the RDEIR/SDEIS analyzes the La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects Presidential Permit 
and Related Facilities. Therefore, the potential impacts associated with connected actions 
and indirect effects, whether in the U.S. or Mexico, were disclosed in the EIR/EIS. The 
EIR/EIS evaluates each of the connected actions/indirect effect for the benefit of 
decision-makers and the public. 

B0044-8 The visual resources analysis presented in Sections D.3, E.1.3, E.2.3, E.3.3, and E.4.3 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS is comprehensive, and concludes that numerous significant and 
unmitigable impacts would occur. The significance of the impacts is in part due to the 
vast vistas in the desert areas and the area over which the project would be visible. 

An economic evaluation of the project is beyond the scope of the CEQA and NEPA 
analysis required in the EIR/EIS. As cited in CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic 
and social effects of a project are not considered significant effects on the environment 
unless there is an indirect physical effect to the environment. However, the cost and 
benefit of the project will be considered by the CPUC in its General Proceeding. 

B0044-9 The commenter is correct that PG&E has installed portions of its 230 kV transmission 
system underground in scenic areas, dense urban areas, and residential areas. For these 
same reasons, numerous underground alternatives (for example: the Partial Underground 
230 kV ABDSP SR78 to S2 Alternative (Section C.4.3.1), Santa Ysabel All Underground 
Alternative (Section C.4.4.2), Santa Ysabel Partial Underground Alternative (Section 
C.4.4.3), Oak Hollow Road Underground Alternative (Section C.4.5.2), and Buckman 
Springs Underground Option (Section E.1.1.3)) are considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0044-10 Please see General Response GR-7 regarding the potential connection of the Sunrise 
Powerlink Project to Mexican Generation. Because these power plants are already oper-
ating, visual pollution is not expected to increase as a result of the Sunrise project. See 
also Response to Comment B0044-6. 

B0044-11 See Response to Comment B0044-6. 

B0044-12 The “National Historic Trail” noted in this comment is presumably the National Register–
listed Fages–De Anza Trail–Southern Emigrant Road in the Imperial Valley Link of the 
Proposed Project. This resource was given weight in the EIR/EIS analysis as a Class II 
impact, one that is significant, but that can be reduced to a level that is less than signifi-
cant with mitigation. (See Draft EIR/EIS Sections D.7.2, D.7.9, and D.7.16.2). Impacts to 
this important trail are considered Class II because the trail would not be impacted directly 
by towers, or other facilities, but may be lightly graded for an access road. Visual 
intrusions would be mitigated by reducing the contrast of nearby towers and visual 
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screening. As well, impacts would be partially mitigated by emplacing interpretive 
signage in accordance with an existing management plan for this resource. 

B0044-13 The commenter states that the Proposed Project would not result in increased energy 
security. The CPUC and BLM disagree with this statement; one of basic objectives that 
SDG&E aims to satisfy with the Proposed Project is to maintain reliability in the delivery 
of power to the SDG&E service. Adding infrastructure to improve reliability would 
improve domestic energy security. The potential for market manipulation is not an envi-
ronmental issue and is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS. 

B0044-14 The cost of power is not an environmental issue and is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. 

B0044-15 Sections E.1.15 and E.4.15 of Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS considered the impacts to 
firefighting operations that the components of the Environmentally Superior Southern 
Route would present. Over the entire length of the Environmentally Superior Southern 
Route, there would be 6.5 miles of significant Wildfire Containment Conflict areas. Please 
see General Response GR-9 for a comparison of the southern and northern routes in all 
wildfire risk categories. 

B0044-16 The commenter states that “long transmission towers block access to roads by emergency 
medical helicopter services” and requests that this be considered in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Towers and conductors pose a potential hazard to aircraft, including helicopters, as dis-
cussed in Section D.9, Traffic and Transportation, of Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
However, it is not clear how a transmission line within a specified ROW would block 
access to roads for landing. A helicopter could not land at the exact location of the trans-
mission line, but could land on the road on either side if it or in suitable open space. 

B0044-17 Please see General Response GR-5 (Status of Development of Renewable Generation in 
the Imperial Valley, Eastern San Diego County, and Northern Mexico). While there are 
no operational large scale solar generation facilities in Imperial County at this time, it is 
not the responsibility of the EIR/EIS document to evaluate the relative importance of 
SDG&E’s project objectives. The decision-makers (CPUC and BLM management) will 
consider these issues in making their decisions. 

B0044-18 The commenter is correct that portions of the Proposed Project are not within federally 
designated energy corridors. However The Proposed Project traverses 33.78 miles of 
BLM land and of that, 4.7 miles would be within BLM-designated corridor “N” and 16.6 
miles would be within contingent corridor “Z.” (See Draft EIR/EIS Section D.17.2.1 on 
BLM Plan Amendments.) 

Regarding the suggested use of composite aluminum conductors to upgrade the capacity 
of the Southwest Powerlink, please see the Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix 1 to 
the EIR/EIS), Section 4.9. This section describes several alternatives that would upgrade 
the SWPL in different ways, and the reasons that each was not evaluated in the EIR/EIS. 
Please also see Response to Comment B0044-2. 

B0044-19  The commenter suggests that the federally designated “new Western States Energy Cor-
ridor” near the Mexican border be considered for the new transmission line. In fact, the 
Environmentally Superior Southern Route Alternative does follow the corridor desig-
nated in the Draft Programmatic EIS on the West-wide Energy Corridors along the Mod-
ified Route D Alternative, as stated in Section E.4.1 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Final EIR/EIS 3-1668 October 2008 



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

 
B0044-20 As detailed in Section D.7.7, numerous federal, state and local regulations and require-

ments were employed to develop the significance criteria used for the Proposed Project 
and alternatives. Among these were the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 and Title 14 C.C.R., Section 4852, 
which is the “California Historical Preservation Act” to which this comment refers. Not 
only were these laws used in the alternatives analysis, but they were integral to the 
development of the mitigation measures that will reduce adverse effects to cultural 
resources. 

The relevant climate change and New Source Review requirements for stationary sources 
of emissions are considered in the weighing of alternatives to the Proposed Project. New 
Source Review requirements, with the federal Clear Skies Initiative, are part of Clean Air 
Act requirements and are reflected in local air district rules and state-wide standards. No 
further information is needed in the Final EIR/EIS because these regulations are 
identified generally in Section D.11.3.3 and in Section E.6.11 for power plants in the 
New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative. See General Response GR-8 for more 
information on the consistency of the project and alternatives with AB32. 
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