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Responses to Comment Set C 
Public Participation Hearing - Julian 2/27/08 

Greg Courson 

C0220-1 The commenter’s views and concern regarding fire risk and the serious fire hazards of 
San Diego County and support for the analysis of fire impacts in the Draft EIR/EIS is 
acknowledged. The commenter’s support for the environmentally superior alternatives 
is acknowledged. Also, please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk.  

C0220-2 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project through ABDSP is acknowledged.  

Eric Stamets 

C0221-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the need for the Proposed Project and 
concern with SDG&E’s financial incentives to build the Proposed Project are acknowl-
edged. Please see General Response GR-12 regarding purpose, need, and cost-benefit 
of the Proposed Project. The commenter’s concern regarding the impacts of the Pro-
posed Project on the San Diego backcountry is acknowledged. 

C0221-2 The commenter’s opposition to the current easement through the ABDSP and suggestion 
to underground the current transmission line through the park along a southern route is 
acknowledged. The current 69 kV transmission line through the ABDSP runs from the 
Warners Substation to the town of Borrego Springs. Undergrounding it along a south-
ern route is not viable because it would not reach Borrego Springs. 

C0221-3 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the growth of San Diego and growth 
inducing effects of the Proposed Project are acknowledged. Growth inducing effects of 
the Proposed Project were analyzed in Section F.2 of Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Growth related to additional provision of power is analyzed in Section F.2.2 and the 
Proposed Project is not intended to supply power related to growth for any particular 
development, either directly or indirectly and would not result in direct growth-
inducing impacts. However, the Proposed Project would facilitate growth indirectly by 
removing obstacles to population growth through the additional increased capacity of 
electric power that it would make available. 

Socioeconomics Section D.14.2 (Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project) pro-
vides a description of the existing populations within the Proposed Project area. Growth 
in the Proposed Project areas is expected to occur with or without implementation of 
the Proposed Project. With implementation of the Proposed Project, SDG&E is respond-
ing to anticipated future load growth in a timely manner. An assessment of the signifi-
cant cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project is provided in Section G of the EIR/EIS 
(Cumulative Scenario and Impacts). 

C0221-4 The commenter’s views and concern regarding fire risk along all proposed routes, north-
ern and southern and concern that the project would impede firefighting is acknowl-
edged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk. The commenter’s con-
cern regarding the cost of the Proposed Project is acknowledged. Please see General 
Response GR-12 concerning the cost-benefit of the Proposed Project. 
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C0221-5 The commenter’s views regarding the non-renewable status of geothermal power and 

the effect extracting geothermal power may have on earthquakes is acknowledged. 
Water injection into geothermal systems is often required for extended and sustained 
production of geothermal resources and as a means to dispose of the geothermal fluid or 
condensate. Seismicity accompanying fluid injection is known to have occurred at 
Rangely, Colorado, and the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, near Boulder, Colorado. Seismicity 
at the Colorado sites was most likely due to high pressure waste fluid injection. The 
magnitudes of earthquakes generated in this manner are typically quite low (M <3.0) 
and referred to as microearthquakes or microseismicity. Studies have demonstrated that 
microearthquakes at the Geysers geothermal area in northern California are associated 
with both water injection and steam extraction. In the existing Salton Sea geothermal 
field low injection pressures are used to re-inject geothermal fluids. Consequently, the 
potential for seismicity related to fluid injection is low and no large earthquakes have 
been linked to the geothermal field operations. The potential for geothermal induced 
seismicity in the proposed West Mesa geothermal area is likely comparable to the 
Salton Sea area due to similar geologic and tectonic setting. 

The commenter’s objection to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. 

Benjamin Kwon 

C0222-1 The commenter’s support for the environmentally superior route because of ease in 
installing and maintaining purposes is acknowledged. The environmentally superior 
transmission line alternative is the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alternative. 

Art Cole 

C0223-1 The commenter views and concerns regarding the threats to the security of our trans-
mission system and support for diversified point source power grids are acknowledged. 
Impact PS-5 in Section D.10.25 of Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses outages to 
transmission or substation facilities. If the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line or a sub-
station along the transmission line were damaged (e.g., from terrorism or a major 
wildfire) and this resulted in a power outage, SDG&E would reroute electricity using 
other components of the regional transmission system. The regional transmission sys-
tem is interconnected in such a way that it is not possible to say that a single line outage 
would cause an outage at a specific hospital, airport, security facility, etc. In addition, 
although most facilities of this type may receive power from the SDG&E transmission 
system supplied by the proposed Sunrise line, major facilities would also have back up 
power/generators to prevent electricity interruptions in the event of an outage. 
Therefore, this impact is considered to be adverse, but less than significant. 

C0223-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the impacts to national parks, the National 
Forest System and the State Park System are acknowledged. Impacts to the State parks 
and National Forests are fully disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C0223-3 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the cost of the Proposed Project and 
the investment in an aging technology and support for a new energy paradigm and diver-
sified energy sources are acknowledged. Please see Response to Comment C0223-1 regard-
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ing terrorist threats to the transmission systems. The commenter’s opposition to the 
Proposed Project is acknowledged. 

Ken Childs 

C0224-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the proposed northern route and the 
impacts to property values and to the commenter’s ranching business are acknowl-
edged. Please see General Response GR-10 regarding property values. Impacts to agri-
culture are analyzed in Section D.6 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The commenter’s views and concerns about the Green Path are acknowledged. Section 
4.9.27 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) of Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
analyzes the reasons the Green Path Coordinated Projects Alternative was eliminated 
from detailed consideration. 

C0224-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding fire risk and transmission lines are ac-
knowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 concerning fire risk including mainte-
nance of transmission lines. 

C0224-3 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the importation of energy from Mexico 
and the lack of strict environmental standards in Mexico are acknowledged. Please see 
General Response GR-7 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink connection to Mexican power 
generation. 

C0224-4 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding SDG&E stated objective to import renew-
able energy from the Imperial Valley and the creation of jobs is acknowledged. The 
commenter suggests the stated objectives are misleading. Please see General Response 
GR-12 regarding purpose and need of the Proposed Project. 

Mary Aldern 

C0225-1  The commenter’s concern regarding the environmental impacts of the future transmis-
sion system expansion routes is acknowledged. The impacts of the future transmission 
system expansions are analyzed in addition to the analysis of the Proposed Project in 
the D Sections and the E Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is stated in Section B.2.7.1 
that the Central East Substation would accommodate up to six 230 kV circuits. Six 
circuits can be supported by three sets of double-circuit towers, and the three potential 
routes analyzed for a full 230 kV build-out would easily accommodate all six potential 
future 230 kV circuits. See Response to Comment B0013-1.  

Additionally, the SDG&E 500 kV Full Loop Alternative was analyzed in Section 4.9.18 
in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
route of the 500 kV Full Loop Alternative would follow that of the Proposed Project 
from the Imperial Valley Substation to the proposed Central East Substation. Then it 
would continue to a new substation in SCE’s service territory between the Serrano and 
Valley Substations (possibly near Lee Lake), as shown on the map of System Alternatives 
Eliminated (Figure Ap.1-31). This alternative has been eliminated from further consider-
ation because it does not pose an option to the Proposed Project, but rather an expan-
sion of the Proposed Project. By expanding the Sunrise Powerlink Project to include an 
interconnection with the SCE system, this alternative would enhance the Proposed Proj-
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ect’s ability to meet several of the project objectives. However, this alternative would 
not avoid or minimize any of the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts, but rather 
it would add impacts due to the additional construction and ROW required. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the cost of the Proposed Project are 
acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-12 regarding the cost-benefit of the 
project. 

Kathleen Beck 

C0226-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and support for the Jim Bell and 
Heather Honey plan for rooftop solar power and the jobs it would create is acknowl-
edged. The All Solar Alternative in Section 4.10.7 in Appendix 1 in Volume 6 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS addresses the Jim Bell “Creating a Sustainable Economy and Future on 
Our Planet: The San Diego/Tijuana Region,” proposal. This proposal was used as a ref-
erence for the All-Solar Alternative. Also, please see General Response GR-6 regarding 
the San Diego Smart Energy 2020 plan and the All-Solar Alternative. 

C0226-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding increased cost of natural gas and 
nonrenewable fuels and concern regarding the importation of LNG produced energy is 
acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-7 regarding the connection of the Sun-
rise Powerlink with Mexican power generation. 

C0226-3 Please see Response to Comment C0226-1 regarding the Jim Bell plan and rooftop solar 
PV in San Diego. 

Katy Moretti 

C0227-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. Please see also 
the Responses to Comment Set D0190, which are made by the same commenter. 

C0227-2 The commenter’s views that an objective of the Proposed Power is to import energy 
from Mexico are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-7 regarding the con-
nection of the Sunrise Powerlink with Mexican power generation. The commenter’s 
view that the line may not be necessary is acknowledged. Please see General Response 
GR-12 regarding purpose and need for the Proposed Project. 

C0227-3 Please see Response to Comment D0190-27. 

C0227-4 The commenter’s support for the non-wires alternatives and the Environmentally 
Superior Southern Route and opposition to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. 

C0227-5 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding wildfires and the increase of fuels for 
wildfires are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk. 

C0227-6 The commenter’s concern regarding the cost of the Proposed Project and the reduction 
of SDG&E claimed net benefits to ratepayers is acknowledged. Please see General 
Response GR-9 regarding the cost-benefit of the Proposed Project. 
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Sandy Moretti 

C0228-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding needs for the Proposed Project and support for 
the least environmentally detrimental alternatives are acknowledged. The commenter’s 
views and concern regarding the impacts of the towers and access roads on ranching 
families and the impacts to viewsheds are acknowledged. Impacts to ranching are con-
sidered in Section D.6 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Visual impacts are analyzed 
in Section D.3 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Rick Johnson 

C0229-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project, especially the northern route 
alternatives because of environmental impacts is acknowledged. 

C0229-2 The commenter’s support for smart building, conservation, a carbon tax, and other 
better local sources and opposition to importing energy from Mexico is acknowledged. 
Please see General Response GR-7 regarding the connection of the Sunrise Powerlink 
with Mexican power generation. 

An Energy Efficiency Alternative is discussed in Section 4.10.5 of Appendix 1 in 
Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. This alternative is not technically feasible because 
SDG&E is required already to achieve aggressive energy efficiency goals laid out by the 
CPUC in 2004 (Energy Savings Goals for Program Year 2006 and Beyond (2004) Cal. 
P.U.C. Dec. No. 04-09-060), with the aim of exceeding the maximum achievable poten-
tial energy savings defined at that time. Additional energy efficiency beyond that occur-
ring in the baseline condition may be technically possible, but it is speculative to assume 
such a level of energy efficiency is achievable. 

Ken Wright 

C0230-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and support for the findings of the 
Draft EIR/EIS are acknowledged. The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the 
environmental quality of the backcountry and impacts to the state parks, natural forest 
lands, BLM lands, and private lands are acknowledged. 

Carol Schloo-Wright 

C0231-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project in its entirety and concern regard-
ing need of the Proposed Project is acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-12 
regarding purpose and need of the project. 

C0231-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding Stirling solar energy are acknowledged. 
Please see General Response GR-5 regarding the status of renewable energy in Imperial 
Valley. 

C0231-3 The commenter’s concern regarding importing energy from Mexico and LNG energy is 
acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-7 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink con-
nection with Mexican power generation. 
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C0231-4 The commenter’s concern regarding an increase in fire risk because of the Proposed 

Project is acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk. The 
commenter’s support of the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS, the non-wires alternatives, 
and the San Diego Smart Energy Plan 2020 is acknowledged. 

Norman Feigel 

C0232-1 The commenter’s support of a southern route alternatives and opposition to a transmis-
sion line through the ABDSP, Ranchita, Warners, Santa Ysabel, and other regions is 
acknowledged. The commenter’s concerns regarding an increase in access roads and 
the threat of trespassers and gates that are left ajar are acknowledged. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding fire risk and the impacts to firefighting 
abilities are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk. 
Impact F-3 in Section D.15.8 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impacts of 
the Proposed Project to firefighting effectiveness and concludes this would be signifi-
cant and unmitigable. 

C0232-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding impacts to the health of cattle caused 
by the Proposed Project are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 concern-
ing EMF. Section D.6.7 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses impact to agri-
culture including cattle rearing. 

C0232-3 The commenter’s concern that the Proposed Project will cause erosion is acknowl-
edged. Impact H-1 in Section D.12.7 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the 
impacts of increased erosion to the water supply and concludes they would be less than 
significant. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed route through the ABDSP is 
acknowledged. 

Jennifer Smith 

C0233-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding fire risk caused by power lines is ac-
knowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding wildfire risk. The commenter’s 
opposition to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. 

Luke Smith 

C0234-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding impacts to the desert landscape, con-
tamination caused by the transmission towers, and impacts due to EMF are acknowl-
edged. Impacts to visual resources are addressed in Section D.3 in Volume 2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Please see General Response GR-10 concerning EMF. The com-
menter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and the impacts to Santa Ysabel and the 
ABDSP are acknowledged. 

Bob Stuart 

C0235-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the fire risk of transmission lines is ac-
knowledged. The commenter suggests that if the Sunrise Powerlink is needed, the line 
should be entirely underground. Please see General Response GR-12 regarding the 
purpose and need for the Proposed Project. Section 4.9.26 of Appendix 1 (Alternatives 
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Screening Report) in Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the reasons that an All Under-
ground 230 kV or 500 kV Alternative was not carried forward for full analysis in the 
EIR/EIS. Please note, the Environmentally Superior Northern Route includes under-
grounding the transmission lines through the ABDSP. Please see General Response 
GR-9 regarding fire risk. 

C0235-2 The commenter’s support for undergrounding the transmission lines is acknowledged. 

Denis Trafecanty 

C0236-1 The commenter’s report about the Public Participation Hearings and support for follow-
ing the request of the public is acknowledged. 

C0236-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the San Diego backcountry and the 
Santa Ysabel Preserve are acknowledged. While the EIR/EIS does not include the view 
from the Santa Ysabel Preserve, Figure D.3-18A in Section D.3.7 in Volume 2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS presents the existing view to the west toward the span of SR78 from 
KVP 17 on westbound SR78, approximately 0.4 miles west of the intersection with 
SR79. This viewpoint analysis is representative of project views from Santa Ysabel 
Valley in general and SR78 in particular. Impact V-20 analyzes the increased structure 
contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining from the key viewpoint and 
concludes it would be significant and unmitigable. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding impacts to bald eagles from the Pro-
posed Project are acknowledged. Impact B-7I in Section D.2.11 in Volume 1 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impact to bald eagles and concludes there would be no impact. 

Shannon Davis 

C0237-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding her scoping comments are acknowledged. The 
commenter’s scoping letters were published in full in the March 2007, Scoping Report 
Part Two, available for review at 26 repositories. Section J, Public Participation, in 
Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS only describes the scoping process and public participa-
tion program for the Sunrise Powerlink Project. 

C0237-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the impact of the Proposed Project to 
the Quino checkerspot butterfly and the impact of the electrical substation fire at the 
Barrett Substation are acknowledged. See Response to Comment C0012 regarding 
Quino checkerspot butterfly. The Barrett Substation would not be connected to the 
Sunrise Powerlink Project; the Modified Route D Alternative route would pass to the 
east of the substation. 

C0237-3 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the integrity of the Sunrise Powerlink 
EIR/EIS and the relationship it may have with the FERC West-Wide Energy Corridor 
are acknowledged. See Response to Comment C0088-1. Please note, the consultants 
who prepared the EIR/EIS are under contract to the CPUC and also take direction from 
the BLM as the federal Lead Agency. The consultants work under strict conflict of 
interest rules to ensure that they have no relationship with the Applicant. Previous EIR 
cases are beyond the scope of the Sunrise Powerlink EIR/EIS. 
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The commenter’s concern for the biological species along the Modified Route D Alter-
native is acknowledged. Impact B-7 in Section E.4.2.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
analyzes direct or indirect loss of listed or sensitive wildlife or a direct loss of habitat 
for listed or sensitive wildlife and concludes this would be a significant impact (Class I 
for construction impacts to sensitive species; Other impact classes depend on species; 
see individual discussions). 

The commenter’s concern regarding electrical shocks by transmission lines to birds is 
acknowledged. As stated in Section D.2. 14 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS large, 
aerial perching birds, such as hawks and eagles, are most susceptible to electrocution 
because of their large size, distribution, and behavior (APLIC, 2006). Because raptors 
and other large aerial perching birds often perch on tall structures that offer views of 
potential prey, the design of transmission poles or towers appears to be a major factor 
in raptor electrocution (APLIC, 2006). Electrocution occurs when a perching bird simul-
taneously contacts two energized phase conductors or an energized conductor and grounded 
hardware. Electrocution can occur when horizontal separation is less than the wrist-to-
wrist (flesh-to-flesh) distance of a bird’s wingspan or where vertical separation is less 
than a bird’s length from head-to-foot (APLIC, 2006). Electrocution can also occur 
when birds perched side-by-side span the distance between these elements (APLIC, 2006). 
Golden eagles wintering in Idaho have been observed to roost communally on power 
line structures (APLIC, 2006); turkey vultures have been observed doing the same (Helix, 
2006). Recent extrapolations from various databases indicate that tens to hundreds of 
thousands of birds die each year in North American from power line electrocutions 
(Manville II, 2005). The majority of raptor electrocutions are caused by lines that are 
energized at voltage levels less than 69 kV (APLIC, 2006; Manville II2, 2005). The 
Proposed Project’s voltage levels are 230 kV and 500 kV. BIO-APM-21 requires that 
structures be constructed to conform to “Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on 
Power Lines” (Raptor Research Foundation, Inc., 1981). Because of its voltage and 
conformance with BIO-APM-21 the Proposed Project would not present an electrocu-
tion risk to birds. 

Nancy Parinetto 

C0238-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter’s 
concern with increased fire danger, global warming and increased carbon emissions, 
preservation of the park lands and new green technology is acknowledged. Please see 
General Response GR-9 regarding wildfire risk. Air quality and emissions are addressed 
in Section D.11 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts to the ABDSP are analyzed 
in Section D.5.6 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

David Lewis 

C0239-1 The commenter’s concern about the grading involved in the access roads and required 
culverts are acknowledged. Please see the responses to Comment Set D0190 (Moretti 
Family). Specifically, Response D0190-5 addresses concerns about erosion caused by 
the development of access roads. The Draft EIR/EIS analyzed impacts to water quality 
and sedimentation caused by construction of access roads under impact H-1. The Draft 
EIR/EIS determined that, with implementation of Applicant Proposed Measures, impact 
H-1 would be less than significant. 
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Craig Maxwell 

C0240-1 The commenter’s concern for impacts to the ABDSP and opposition to the Proposed 
Project are acknowledged. Section D.5.6 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes 
impacts to wilderness and recreation within the ABDSP. Please note, Impact WR-4 in 
Section D.5 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impact that the presence of 
a transmission line in a designated wilderness or wilderness study area would result in 
loss of wilderness land and concludes this would be significant and that no mitigation 
exists that would reduce this impact to a less than significant impact. 

Gordon and Janet Gastil 

C0241-1 The commenter’s support for moving large energy users to the source of power rather 
than transporting the energy to the user and concern with the dangerous and unsightly 
transmission lines are acknowledged. The commenter’s opposition to the transmission 
lines is acknowledged. 

C0241-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the visual and environmental impacts 
of the Proposed Project and support for an underground alternative are acknowledged. 
Visual and environmental impacts are fully disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Visual 
impacts are analyzed in Section D.3 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Section 4.9.26 of Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in Volume 6 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS discusses the reasons that an All Underground 230 kV or 500 kV Alternative 
was not carried forward for full analysis in the EIR/EIS. The commenter’s views and 
concerns regarding impacts to property values are acknowledged. Please see General 
Response GR-11 regarding property values. 

Skip Miller 

C0242-1 The commenter’s suggests that people chose to live in the backcountry for the natural 
surroundings, the views, and the absence of development. The commenter’s opposition 
to the Proposed Project and suggestion that the transmission towers would destroy his 
home are acknowledged. 

Franklin Barnes 

C0243-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the length of the EIR/EIS and support 
for the finding of the EIR/EIS are acknowledged. The commenter suggests the upgrades 
to the Encino and South Bay Power Plants should be considered more seriously. 

C0243-2 The commenter’s support for nuclear power is acknowledged. Please see Response to 
Comment D0014-2. 

C0243-3 The commenter suggests that should fossil fuels be used for electric generation the 
emissions and wastes should be dealt with in the area that benefits from this generation 
and not in a remote region. Please note emissions and waste from fossil fuel generation 
is considered in the design plan of the plant. While some emissions are localized, others 
are more global in nature and will impact greater physical regions. 

 
Final EIR/EIS 3-1946 October 2008 



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

 
C0243-4 The commenter’s views and concerns with the New In-Area All-Source Generation 

Alternative and the transmission line required to bring the energy generated by the 
renewable wind and solar energy from point of origin to the user are acknowledged. 
Please note, in the alternative, the solar energy would be rooftop solar PV, and would 
not require large transmission lines. The impacts of the transmission line required for 
the wind energy component are fully disclosed in both Section E.5 in Volume 4 and 
Section E.6 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C0243-5 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alter-
native are acknowledged. Impacts of the Santa Rosa pump and storage component of 
the LEAPS project are not considered part of the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alterna-
tive and are fully disclosed in Section E.7.2, LEAPS Generation and Transmission 
Alternative in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Also, please see General Response 
GR-4 regarding the LEAPS alternatives. 

C0243-6 The commenter’s support for the Environmentally Superior Southern Route Alternative 
with the use of the Interstate 8 Alternative and the Campo North and West Buckman 
Spring Options is acknowledged. 

C0243-7 The commenter’s support for a combination of the Environmentally Superior Southern 
Route Alternative with a combination of the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alter-
native is acknowledged. 

Ms. Faller 

C0244-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the impacts of the Proposed Project to 
wildlife species are acknowledged. Impact B-7 in Section D.2.11 in Volume 1 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS analyzes direct or indirect loss of listed or sensitive wildlife or a direct 
loss of habitat for listed or sensitive wildlife and concludes this would be a significant 
impact (Class I for construction impacts to sensitive species; Other impact classes 
depend on species; see individual discussions). 

C0244-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding SDG&E’s maintenance of its existing 
lines and concern regarding an increase in fire risk are acknowledged. Please see Gen-
eral Response GR-9 regarding wildfire risk. Please note Mitigation Measure F-2a, Estab-
lish and maintain adequate line clearances, in the fire sections of the Draft EIR/EIS 
addresses maintenance of the transmission lines. 

C0244-3 The commenter’s concern that the Proposed Project would impact property values is ac-
knowledged. Please see General Response GR-11 regarding property values. 

C0244-4 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and support for alternatives to the 
project are acknowledged. Please note, the top two environmentally preferred alterna-
tives would not require large transmission lines throughout the San Diego County. 

Pam Nelson 

C0245-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and support for the non-wires alter-
natives is acknowledged. The commenter’s concern that the Proposed Project would 
compromise electrical security and support for small, local distributed generation is acknowl-
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edged. Section 4.10.4 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in Volume 6 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes a Non-Renewable Distributed Generation Alternative and the 
New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative (Section 4.10.1) encompasses renew-
able energy facilities that are distributed. The Non-Renewable Distributed Generation 
Alternative would involve deployment of DG in the form of many small projects at a 
pace more aggressive than what SDG&E anticipates. While potentially feasible, the level 
of DG deployment under this alternative could not provide sufficient In-Area generation 
alone to satisfy the reliability objective and was therefore eliminated from full analysis 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The commenter’s views and concerns that the Proposed Project is dangerous, degrad-
ing, and does not provide protection for the San Diego County resident are acknowledged. 

John Raifsnider 

C0246-1 The commenter suggests there is a division between corporate will and the community. 
The commenter’s support for a solution that brings together the many stakeholders 
within the project and opposition to the Proposed Project is acknowledged. 

Betty Birdsell – Julian Chamber of Commerce 

C0247-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project on behalf of the Julian Chamber of 
Commerce is acknowledged. The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the impacts 
of the Proposed Project to the backcountry environment and to the tourism economy of 
Julian are acknowledged. Impacts to the tourism industry are not required to be ana-
lyzed in under CEQA or NEPA. CEQA requires analysis of economic impacts only to 
the extent such impacts would have physical, environmental consequences. Neverthe-
less, the proposed route would be located more than five miles from the Town of Julian 
and would not cause a significant change in tourism or associated revenues in Julian. 
Key Viewpoints for visual effects analysis were not established in the community of 
Julian because the community is spatially and geographically removed from the pro-
posed transmission lines, and there would be no visual impacts to residents in Julian. It 
should be noted that the Draft EIR/EIS found the Santa Ysabel All Underground Alter-
native was the environmentally preferred route in the Mesa Grande and Santa Ysabel 
area, which is the closest segment of the project to Julian. The route would be installed 
underground in SR79 for the length of the Santa Ysabel Valley. If the Santa Ysabel All 
Underground Alternative is determined to be infeasible, the Mesa Grande Alternative 
with the northern portion only of SDG&E Santa Ysabel Partial Underground Revision 
(near the Santa Ysabel Mission) and the remainder of the Santa Ysabel Partial Under-
ground Alternative would be constructed to replace the Santa Ysabel All Underground 
Alternative (see discussion in Section 3.2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS). Also see Response 
to Comment E0004-42. 

C0247-2 The commenter’s concerns regarding fire risk and the impacts of the Proposed Project 
on firefighting abilities are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding 
fire risk. 

C0247-3 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the process of eminent domain and 
objection to eminent domain are acknowledged. If the project is approved by the 
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CPUC, SDG&E would have eminent domain rights in California. Therefore, if a parcel 
is required for the Proposed Project or for an alternative route that is approved, SDG&E 
would initiate negotiations with landowners and attempt to reach a mutually agreeable 
settlement. If an agreement cannot be reached, then SDG&E would be forced to initiate 
a condemnation action in which fair market value of the property required for the 
project would be determined by a court. 

Mitigation Measure L-2b (Revise project elements to minimize land use conflicts) was 
designed to lessen any impacts of tower locations and access roads on property owners. 
Mitigation Measure L-2b states that at least 90 days prior to completing final 
transmission line design for the approved route, SDG&E shall notify landowners of 
parcels through which the alignment would pass regarding the specific location of the 
ROW, individual towers, staging areas, access roads, or other facilities associated with 
the project that would occur on the subject property. The notified parties shall be 
provided at least 30 days in which to identify conflicts with any planned development 
on the subject property and to work with SDG&E to identify potential reroutes of the 
alignment that would be mutually acceptable to SDG&E and the landowner. Property 
owners whose land may be divided into potentially uneconomic parcels shall be afforded 
this same opportunity, even if development plans have not been established. SDG&E 
shall endeavor to accommodate these reroutes only to the extent that they are reasonable 
and feasible, do not create a substantial increase in cost, and do not create adverse 
impacts to resources or to other properties that would be greater in magnitude than 
impacts that would occur from construction and operation of the alignment as originally 
planned. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the development and maintenance of 
access roads are acknowledged. After project construction, existing and new permanent 
access roads would be used by maintenance crews and vehicles for inspection and main-
tenance activities. Temporary construction roads not required for future maintenance 
access would be removed and restored after project construction is complete. Gates 
would be installed as required to restrict unauthorized vehicular access to the ROW. 

C0247-4 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the impacts that helicopters use for 
construction would have on ranchers near the Mesa Grande region and any potential 
loss of their livestock are acknowledged. 

Please note, Mitigation Measure L-1a, Prepare Construction Notification Plan, has been 
modified to include reference to helicopter activities: 

The notice shall state the type of construction activities that will be conducted, and the 
location and duration of construction, including all helicopter activities. SDG&E 
shall mail the notice to all residents or property owners within 1,000 feet of the right-
of-way, any property owners or tenants that could be impacted by construction activi-
ties and specific public agencies with facilities that could be impacted by construction. 
If construction delays of more than seven days occur, an additional notice shall be 
prepared and distributed. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding erosion caused by access roads are ac-
knowledged. Please see Response to Comment C0247-3 regarding access roads. 
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C0247-5 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and the impacts it will have on the 

environment are acknowledged. 

Gidon Singer 

C0248-1 The commenter’s support for self-sufficient locally generated energy solutions is ac-
knowledged. The New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative and the New In-Area 
Renewable Generation Alternative include locally generated energy. 

C0248-2 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and the impacts to the parklands, 
the CNF, and the ABDSP are acknowledged. Impacts to the CNF and to the ABDSP 
are fully disclosed in the D and E Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

April Kochur 

C0249-1 The commenter suggests that solar panels can be installed for $10,000 to $15,000 
rather than the approximately $25,000 to $35,000 that SDG&E estimates for installation 
of solar power. The cost of installing solar panels is varied and depends on multiple 
factors, including labor requirements, battery life, among others. The cost of an All 
Solar Alternatives is addressed in Section 4.10.7 of Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening 
Report) in Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Cost estimates used in the screening criteria 
come for a variety of sources including the San Diego Smart Energy 2020 plant, Jim 
Bell’s report “Creating a Sustainable Economy and Future on Our Planet: The San Diego/
Tijuana Region,” and the SDG&E estimate. In addition, please see General Response 
GR-6. 

C0249-2 The specific occupation of property owners along the routes of the Proposed Project is 
beyond the scope of the environmental analysis required by CEQA and NEPA. The CPUC 
accepts comments from all citizens and stakeholders. 

C0249-3 The commenter’s concerns regarding how the decision regarding the acceptance or denial 
of the Proposed Project is made are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-12 
regarding the CEQA and NEPA process. 

Manya Traub 

C0250-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and concern regarding fire risk of 
the Proposed Project are acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding 
fire risk. 

The commenter’s views and concern regarding erosion due to access roads and visual 
and noise impacts are acknowledged. Measures to minimize erosion during construction 
are included in the EIR/EIS in Section D.12. Response to Comment D0190-5 addresses 
concerns about erosion caused by the development of access roads. The Draft EIR/EIS 
analyzed impacts to water quality and sedimentation caused by construction of access 
roads under impact H-1. The Draft EIR/EIS determined that, with implementation of 
Applicant Proposed Measures, impact H-1 would be less than significant. 

Visual impacts in the Central Link are addressed in Section D.3.7 in Volume 2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Impact V-21analyzes increased structure contrast, industrial character, 
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view blockage, and skylining when viewing the Central East Substation site from Key 
Viewpoint 18 on BIA Road 51 (VS-VC) and concludes this impact would be significant 
and unmitigable. Noise impacts are addressed in Section D.8.7 in Volume 3 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Impact N-3 analyzes the permanent noise levels increase due to corona 
noise from operation of the transmission lines and noise from other project components 
and concludes this impact would be significant and unmitigable. 

The commenter’s concern regarding EMF is acknowledged. Please see General Response 
GR-10 regarding EMF. 

Lisa Traub 

C0251-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and concern for the eagles and 
mountain lions who reside on her property are acknowledged. Impact B-7 in Section 
D.2.11 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses impacts to of listed or sensitive 
wildlife or a direct loss of habitat for listed or sensitive wildlife and concludes this would be 
significant and unmitigable for sensitive species. 

The commenter’s concern regarding fire risk of the Proposed Project are acknowl-
edged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk. 

The commenter’s concern that SDG&E has placed equipment on the commenter’s private 
property and that her property has been broken into is acknowledged. The CPUC and 
BLM is not able to verify the commenter’s concerns about unauthorized entrances onto 
her property or property damage. The commenter is urged to bring her concerns to 
local authorities as this concern is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS. 

Renee Traub 

C0252-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding hunting season and impacts of the Pro-
posed Project on recreational activities are acknowledged. Impact WR-2 in Section 
D.5.7 analyzes the impact the presence of a transmission line or substation would have 
on the character of a recreation area, diminishing its recreational value, and concludes 
this would be significant and unmitigable. 

The commenter’s opposition to the location of the Proposed Central East Substation and 
concern with the impacts of the substation on wildlife and the increased fire risks are 
acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding wildfire impacts. 

Mr. Costanzo 

C0253-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project along any of the route alternatives 
is acknowledged. The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the safety of the gates 
that lead to access roads on private property are acknowledged. Please see Response 
C0251-1. 

Daniel Beman 

C0254-1 The commenter’s views and concern regarding the cost of the Proposed Project are ac-
knowledged. Please see General Response GR-12 regarding cost of the Proposed Proj-
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ect. The commenter’s support for rooftop solar PV is acknowledged. The New In-Area 
All-Source Generation Alternative and the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alterna-
tive include components of solar PV as energy generators. 

C0254-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding impacts to cultural resources and 
Native American resources within the Santa Ysabel area are acknowledged. Section 
D.7.11 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses impacts to cultural and historical 
impacts within the Central Link. Impact C-3 in Section D.7.11 analyzes impacts the 
construction of the project would cause to unknown significant buried prehistoric and 
historical archaeological sites or buried Native American human remains and concludes 
these would be significant and unmitigable or significant but mitigable with the imple-
mentation of mitigation measures that would develop a Historic Properties Treatment 
Plan, conduct data recovery, train construction personnel, properly treat human remains, 
and monitor construction in areas of high sensitivity for buried resources. Impacts to 
cultural resources within the Santa Ysabel Valley are also addressed in Section 3 and 4 
of the RDEIR/SDEIS.  

C0254-3 The commenter suggests SDG&E took funds from the ratepayers to underground power 
lines in the City of San Diego but did not fulfill these obligations. The commenter sug-
gests the public will need to act to oppose the project and one means of avoiding the 
Proposed Project would be to include rooftop solar PV on many of the buildings. Please 
see Response to Comment C0254-1 regarding rooftop solar PV. 

Patty Reedy 

C0255-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding an increased fire risk because of the 
Proposed Project is acknowledged. Please see General Response GR-9 regarding wildfire 
risks and impacts. 

Terry Linthicome 

C0256-1 The commenter’s opposition to the all the routes of the Proposed Project and concern 
about the technology used in the Proposed Project are acknowledged. The commenter’s 
views and concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed Stirling Energy Systems 
Concentrating Solar Power plant are acknowledged. Each of the D Sections in Volumes 
1 through 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impacts of the Stirling solar power plant 
as a connected action to the Proposed Project. Please also see General Response GR-5 
regarding the status of renewable energy in Imperial Valley. 

C0256-2 The commenter’s concern that the energy that will be transmitted along the Proposed 
Project will be from Mexico or other states is acknowledged. Please see General Response 
GR-7 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink Project Connection to Mexican generation. 

C0256-3 The commenter’s support for other locally produced power alternatives and other solar 
technology is acknowledged. The New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative and 
the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative include locally generated energy. 

 The commenter’s concern regarding potential eminent domain proceedings is 
acknowledged. 
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Christine Diadro 

C0257-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the use of less energy and the fire risk 
are acknowledged. Section 4.10.5 in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) in 
Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS details the reasons an energy efficiency and energy reduc-
tion alternative was not considered for full analysis. 

The commenter’s concern about fire risk is acknowledged. Please see General Response 
GR-9 regarding wildfire risk. 
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