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Responses to Comment Set D0176 
Trixie Deveau 
D0176-1 The commenter suggests companies should be held accountable for their environmental 

mismanagement and supports alternatives to the Proposed Project. Please note the Draft 
EIR/EIS fully analyzed 27 alternatives and ranked five alternatives as environmentally 
superior to the Proposed Project. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0177 
Janine Palmer 
D0177-1 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the proposed energy corridor in the CNF 

and the impacts to residential areas along the Modified Route D Alternative are 
acknowledged. The commenter suggests that when a person attempts to build or sub-
divide acreage they must comply with protection for multiple special status species many 
of which are found in the general Jamul region. The species mentioned have been 
analyzed in Section E.4.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please see General Response GR-11 regarding EMF. 

D0177-2 The commenter’s support for environmentally friendly energy options is acknowledged. The 
commenter’s concern regarding the groundwater and watersheds within the Jamul region 
are acknowledged. Impact H-2 in Section E.4.12.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
analyzes the degradation of water quality of watercourses within the Modified Route D 
Alternative ROW and the downstream water supply reservoirs due to spills of potentially 
harmful materials. The impact analysis concludes it would be significant but mitigable 
with the implementation of mitigation that would comply with the Forest Service 
Conditions, be subject to an approved SWPPP and Sediment Control Plan, avoid sensitive 
water resources, and properly dispose of and clean-up of hazardous materials. 

D0177-3 The commenter’s views and concern regarding fire risk are acknowledged. Please see Gen-
eral Response GR-9 concerning wildfire issues. Please see General Response GR-11 
concerning property values. 

D0177-4 The commenter’s opposition to the Modified Route D Alternative is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0178 
Mr. and Mrs. Dick Martin 
D0178-1 The commenters’ concern regarding impacts of the Proposed Project to Bullfrog Farms and 

to Imperial County’s dairy industry in general is acknowledged. Please see Responses 
D0152-1 through D0152-6 and D0198-1 through D0198-11. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0179 
Ivars Ozolins 
D0179-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project through the ABDSP because of the 

impacts to a pristine and natural environment and support for an environmentally preferred 
alternative is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0180 
Terence Palmer 
D0180-1 The commenter’s views and concerns about siting a transmission line through the CNF 

and surrounding residential areas in Jamul and concern with the biological impacts of the 
transmission line are acknowledged. The biological impacts to the CNF of the Modified 
Route D Alternative are addressed in Section E.4.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Impact B-7 analyzes direct or indirect loss of listed or sensitive wildlife or a direct loss of 
habitat for listed or sensitive wildlife. Impact B-7 concludes this would be a significant 
unmitigable impact to sensitive species. Please see Section E.4.2 for individual 
discussions on specific species. 

D0180-2 The commenter’s concern regarding the importation of energy generated in Mexico and the 
health impacts of the transmission line is acknowledged. Please see General Response 
GR-7 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink Project connection to Mexican power generation 
and General Response GR-10 concerning EMF. The commenter’s opposition to the Modi-
fied Route D is acknowledged. 

D0180-3 The commenter’s support for environmentally friendly energy, including wind energy, is 
acknowledged. The New In-Area All-Source Generation and New In-Area Renewable 
Generation Alternatives use wind energy as a component of their energy generation. 

The commenter’s concern regarding the groundwater and watersheds impacts within the 
Jamul region are acknowledged. Impact H-2 in Section E.4.12.2 analyzes the degradation 
of water quality of watercourses within the Modified Route D Alternative ROW and the 
downstream water supply reservoirs due to spills of potentially harmful materials. The 
impact concludes it would be significant but mitigable with the implementation of 
mitigation that would comply with the Forest Service Conditions, be subject to an 
approved SWPPP and Sediment Control Plan, avoid sensitive water resources, and 
properly dispose of and clean-up of hazardous materials. 

D0180-4 Please see General Response GR-9 regarding wildfire issues. The commenter’s opposi-
tion to road on forest land and BLM land is acknowledged. 

D0180-5 The commenter’s concern for the environment for future generations and for wilderness is 
acknowledged. 

D0180-6 A transmission line emits a magnetic field and an electric field. Neither would burn skin, 
but the electric field can create shock hazards. Please see discussion in EIR/EIS Sections 
D.10.20 through D.10.26, Public Health and Safety. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0181 
Blake Jopling 
D0181-1 The commenter’s support for the conclusions of the Sunrise Powerlink Project Draft 

EIR/EIS and concern regarding the impacts to wilderness and the importance of the San 
Diego back-country and the Pacific Crest Trail are acknowledged. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Central East Substation and the impacts it 
would have on the region including the commenter’s concern about the lights, towers and 
lines from the substation are acknowledged. Impacts of the Proposed Central East 
Substation are considered in the D Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. Specifically, impacts of 
lights from the Central East Substation are considered in Impact V-21 and in Impact V-22 
in Section D.3.7 in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The impacts conclude this would be a 
significant and unmitigable impact. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0182 
Steve Green 
D0182-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding siting a transmission line within the Cuyamaca 

region of the Cleveland National Forest and the impacts this would have on the region’s 
ecology and cultural resources and opposition to the a proposed 500 kV transmission line 
are acknowledged. The Route D Alternative is located within the Cuyamaca region of the 
Cleveland National Forest. Notice regarding the Alternatives to the Proposed Project, 
including the Route D Alternative, was mailed to individual living within 300 feet of any 
alternative following the CPUC's General Order 131-D which guides utilities in the 
application process. Item 1.b in Section XI, details the 300-foot notification requirement, 
which applies to SDG&E when it files its application. These notification guidelines apply 
only to the proposed route, and the EIR/EIS preparers also used these guidelines to develop the 
mailing list for notification of landowners along alternative routes. The mailing lists were 
developed by using County Assessor’s parcel data. 

The Route D Alternative, within the Cuyamaca region of the Cleveland National Forest, 
was not found to be an environmentally preferred route to the Proposed Project and 
therefore is not among the top six environmentally ranked alternatives including the 
Proposed Project. Please see Section H in Volume 5 regarding the comparison of alter-
native routes. 

D0182-2 The commenter’s opposition to a proposed route through the CNF and support for the 
pristine environment that exists within this region is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0183 
Carl Johnson 
D0183-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Sunrise Powerlink Project and especially the Route D 

Alternative is acknowledged. No further response is required because the comment does 
not address significant environmental issues. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0184 
Marley & Lorell Hardaker 
D0184-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Sunrise Powerlink Project route through the ABDSP 

because of the impact it would cause to wilderness areas is acknowledged. The impacts to 
wilderness and recreation within the ABDSP of siting a 500 kV transmission line were 
fully disclosed in the D Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. The commenter’s support for 
alternatives that do not degrade the ABDSP even if the cost is higher is acknowledged. 
Please see General Response GR-12 regarding the cost-benefit of the Proposed Project 
and alternatives. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0185 
Kay Stewart 
D0185-1 The commenter’s support for the No Project/No Action Alternative is acknowledged. 

Please see Responses D0185-2 though D0185-5 for responses to specific comments on 
the Proposed Project and Alternatives. 

D0185-2 The commenter’s opposition to the Route D Alternative is acknowledged. Impacts from the 
Route D Alternative were fully disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section E.3 in Volume 4. 
Impacts to water quality are discussed in Section E.3.12 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Impact H-1 analyzes the impact of construction activity on water quality due to erosion 
and sedimentation and Impact H-2 analyzes the impact of construction activity on water 
quality through spills of potentially harmful materials and both were found to be 
significant but mitigable with the implementation of mitigation that would comply with 
the Forest Service Conditions, be subject to an approved SWPPP and Sediment Control Plan, 
avoid sensitive water resources, and properly dispose of and clean-up of hazardous 
materials. 

Fire and fuels management was analyzed in Section E.3.15 in Volume 4 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Impact F-2 analyzed the impact that the presence of the overhead transmission 
line would increase the probability of a wildfire and found this to be significant and 
unmitigable. Biological resources were analyzed in Section E.3.2 in Volume 4 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts to archaeological resources were analyzed in Section E.3.7 in 
Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS and impacts to visual resources were analyzed in Section 
E.3.3 of Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

D0185-3 The commenter states the Draft EIR/EIS did not apply careful onsite analysis and that 
rare plants in impact areas would not be adequately protected. See General Response 
GR-16 regarding the adequacy of rare plant surveys. Mitigation Measure B-5a provides 
adequate mitigation for impacts to rare plants and requires pre-construction surveys, 
avoidance where possible, and mitigation in the form of relocation and/or habitat acqui-
sition and preservation. 

D0185-4 The commenter’s support for decentralized and in-basin solar PV and opposition to San 
Diego County relying on fossil fuels, including LNG from foreign countries is acknowl-
edged. Please see General Response GR-7 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink Project con-
nection with Mexican power generation. 

D0185-5 The commenter’s opposition to the cost of the transmission line being passed on to the 
ratepayers and concern regarding the lack of renewable energy in Imperial Valley is ac-
knowledged. Please see General Response GR-12 regarding the cost-benefit of the Pro-
posed Project and General Response GR-5 concerning the status of renewable power in 
Imperial Valley. The commenter suggests Sempra and SDG&E should look into manu-
facturing and installing solar PV on rooftops throughout San Diego. California allows net 
metering and provides kilowatt-based credits to residential producers on a monthly basis, but 
does not require producers to be compensated for excess energy produced above what is 
consumed on an annual basis. 

Other incentives have been created through CPUC rules, such as the California Solar 
Initiative (CSI), which was developed through a public rulemaking process and provides 
$2.2 billion in incentives for PV over the next decade for existing residential homes and 
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existing and new commercial, industrial, and agricultural properties. The CSI incentives 
were taken into consideration in development of the All Solar Alternative, which is 
presented in Appendix 1 of the EIR/EIS, and which was rejected for full analysis based 
on the infeasibility of developing sufficient electrical capacity in the near term to match 
the reliability benefits of Sunrise. 

Although SDG&E paid incentives for solar PV was not considered as an alternative in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, other types of existing incentives were evaluated. Even if increased 
incentives for solar photovoltaics (PV) and other modes of distributed generation (DG) are 
undertaken, increased market penetration of these modes via producer payback incentives 
is not, in and of itself, expected to result in the production of sufficient electrical capacity in 
the near term (2010 or 2012). 
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Responses to Comment Set D0186 
Catherine Gorka 
D0186-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Interstate 8 Alternative is acknowledged. Please see 

responses D0186-2 and D0186-3, which address the commenter’s specific reasons for her 
opposition. 

D0186-2 The commenter’s concerns regarding the ability to subdivide her property and to continue 
her business are acknowledged. The commenter suggests subdividing her property would 
be more difficult should the Interstate 8 Alternative be approved because two of the lots 
would be adjacent to transmission lines causing a loss of property value. Please see 
General Response GR-11 regarding property value. Please see General Response GR-10 
concerning EMF. No further response is required because this aspect of the comment 
does not address significant environmental issues. 

The commenter’s views and concerns regarding impacts to the commenter’s business are 
acknowledged. As is discussed in Section E.1.15 under Impact F-2 (Presence of the 
overhead transmission line would increase the probability of a wildfire) in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, there would be a significant increase in the probability of wildfires with the 
presence of the overhead line under the Interstate 8 Alternative. An increase in wildfires, 
would result in an increase in risk of property and business loss in the surrounding area. 
These factors have been incorporated into the fire analysis in Section E.1.15. The fire 
analysis methodology is described in Section D.15 in the Draft EIR/EIS and in General 
Response GR-9 (Fire Risk and the Comparison of Alternatives). 

D0186-3 The commenter’s opposition to having any transmission line built on her property and 
concerns regarding loss of view are acknowledged. Impacts to visual resources are 
analyzed in Section E.1.3 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The commenter’s support 
for the Proposed Project northern route is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0187 
Paul Zablotny 
D0187-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project route through the ABDSP and con-

cerns regarding the loss of view shed of the ABDSP is acknowledged. Section D.3.6 in 
Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes 8 key viewpoints within the Anza-Borrego Link 
and concludes the impacts would be significant and unmitigable. 

D0187-2 The commenter’s concern for the protection of Scenic Highways is acknowledged. Please 
see Response to Comment D0175-4 regarding Scenic Highways and visual impacts. Section 
D.16.4.1 of Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses applicable policies and the 
Proposed Project’s consistency with these policies and states that the Proposed Project is 
not consistent with the Scenic Highway Element Objective 2 of the San Diego County 
General Plan. 

D0187-3 The commenter’s concern that the Proposed Project would set a precedent for further 
development within the ABDSP and opposition to the Proposed Project because of the 
impacts to the ABDSP as a resource for Southern California are acknowledged. The 
decision on the project’s merits will be made by the Lead Agencies’ decision-makers, who 
will consider all comments. No further response is required because the comment does not 
address significant environmental issues. 
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Responses to Comment Set D0188 
Lynn A. Snyder 
D0188-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Modified Route D Alternative is acknowledged. 

Please see Responses D0188-2 through D0188-7. 

D0188-2 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the impacts to visual resources and the 
views of the CNF are acknowledged. Impacts to visual resources are analyzed in Section 
E.4.3 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

D0188-3 The commenter’s concern regarding corona noise levels of a 500 kV powerline is ac-
knowledged. Impact N-3 in Section E.4.8.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes 
the increase in permanent noise levels due to corona noise from operation of the trans-
mission lines and noise from other project components and concludes this would be sig-
nificant and unmitigable. 

D0188-4 Please see General Response GR-11 regarding property values and transmission lines. 
Please note that the commenter’s request to be provided with all reports and studies cited 
in the Draft EIR/EIS related to property values is outside the scope of these responses to 
comments. Please also note that preparation of an EIR is dependent upon information 
from many sources, which may be cited, but need not be included, in the EIR. (See 
CEQA Guidelines § 15148.) 

D0188-5 Please see General Response GR-10 regarding EMF. 

D0188-6 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding impacts to water resources are acknowl-
edged. Impacts H-1 and H-2 in Section D.4.12.2 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
address impacts to water quality due to construction activities and concludes these 
impacts would be significant but mitigable with the implementation of mitigation that 
would comply with the Forest Service Conditions, be subject to an approved SWPPP and 
Sediment Control Plan, avoid sensitive water resources, and properly dispose of and 
clean-up of hazardous materials. 

The commenter’s concern that drilling may interfere with the water resources of the 
region is acknowledged. Mitigation Measure H-4b has been added to address damage to 
water supply wells and springs. For the full text of Mitigation Measure H-4b see 
Response to Comment A0009-45. 

D0188-7 The commenter suggests there is no need for the Sunrise Powerlink Project and that the 
energy needs can be satisfied through other means such as the non-wires alternatives. 
Please see General Response GR-12 concerning purpose and need for the project. Please 
note that the commenter’s request to be provided with all reports and studies cited in the 
Draft EIR/EIS related to her comments is outside the scope of these responses to 
comments. Please also note that preparation of an EIR is dependent upon information 
from many sources, which may be cited, but need not be included, in the EIR. (See 
CEQA Guidelines § 15148.) 
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