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Responses to Comment Set F 
Caltrans 

F-1 Impacts to biological, visual, paleontological, and cultural resources, and impacts related to 
hazardous materials and water quality that could occur as a result of ground disturbance 
within Caltrans ROW are detailed in Sections D.3 (Biological Resources), D.4 (Cultural 
Resources), D.5 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology), D.6 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 
D.9 (Public Health and Safety), D.12 (Transportation and Traffic), and D.13 (Visual 
Resources) of the DEIR.  The discussions include the potential impacts to resources and 
associated mitigation for underground and overhead project alternatives. 

F-2 Comment noted. DEIR page D.12-6 notes that it will be necessary for SDG&E to obtain a 
Caltrans encroachment permit. 

F-3 SDG&E is responsible for submitting a complete application for the encroachment permit.  
SDG&E is free to submit this environmental document to Caltrans during that application 
process.  Section D.12 of the DEIR (specifically Table D.12-7) includes a description of the 
measures that would be needed for avoiding or mitigating impacts for the Proposed Project 
or alternatives.  Also, please see Response to Comment F-1. 

F-4 As part of Mitigation Measure T-1a (Prepare traffic control plans), SDG&E would be 
required to prepare and submit a traffic control plan to Caltrans.  Lane and shoulder 
closures would need to be identified by SDG&E in this plan in consultation with the 
Caltrans District Traffic Manager. 

F-5 All construction activities within Caltrans ROW would need to be identified by SDG&E in 
the application for the encroachment permit. 

F-6 As part of Mitigation Measure T-1a (Prepare traffic control plans), SDG&E would also 
need to address compliance with the Caltrans Manual of Traffic Controls and strategies for 
pedestrian and bicycle detours.  

F-7 As part of Mitigation Measure T-3a (Repair damaged roadways), SDG&E would be 
responsible for protecting roadway features.  The CPUC and Caltrans would share 
responsibility for monitoring compliance with this measure, as shown in DEIR Table 
D.12-7.  

F-8 A description of State Route 125 (SR 125) South has been added to the Transportation and 
Traffic analysis of Section D.12, page D.12-3.  This highway is not shown on project maps 
because it is presently under construction.  This transportation facility should be fully 
avoided by the Proposed Project because construction of SR 125 South is occurring west of 
the Miguel Substation, and modifications that would occur with the Miguel-Mission 230 kV 
#2 Project would all be on the east side of the substation.   

F-9 Tools used to determine the scope of an EIR include the Initial Study, early public and 
inter-agency consultation, the NOP, and scoping meetings with agencies and the public.  Of 
these tools, only the NOP is mandatory under CEQA for preparation of an EIR as discussed 
under CEQA Guidelines §15082.  Therefore, the Lead Agency is not required to respond to 
each individual scoping comment as it does for comments received on the Draft EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §15088).   
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Regardless, the CPUC issued a comprehensive Scoping Report in December 2003 
summarizing concerns received from the public and various agencies and presenting copies 
of comment letters received.  Sixty-three letters and emails were received from public 
agencies and local residents during the NOP scoping period.  The Scoping Report was 
made available for review on the project website and commenting agencies and scoping 
meeting attendees were notified via postcard that the Scoping Report was posted on the 
CPUC’s website and available for review.  Written and oral comments received during the 
scoping process became part of the project record and were considered in the EIR. 

In addition to the discussion in Section 1.3 of the Executive Summary (page ES-7 of the 
Draft EIR), the main issues of concern raised during the scoping period are summarized in 
Section H.1.3, Scoping Report, of the Draft EIR.  Section 2.1.2 of the Alternatives 
Screening Report in Appendix 2 of the Draft EIR also summarizes the individual comments 
received during the scoping period as they were used to develop the project alternatives.  
Finally, the individual alternative descriptions in Section 4 of Appendix 2 make reference to 
why each alternative was developed and who suggested it.   

F-10 As the commenter notes, minimization is the direct reduction of an impact or effect.  
Mitigation is used to achieve this minimization of an environmental effect and is used 
within the Draft EIR strictly as an official CEQA term. According to CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(1) and quoted on page ES-29, mitigation measures are described in general 
saying, “an EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse 
impacts . . . .”  Therefore, on page ES-29 and within the Draft EIR, the terms are used in 
different contexts and have not been used interchangeably, therefore, no additional 
clarification is necessary. 

F-11 As discussed in CEQA Guidelines §15123(a), “An EIR shall contain a brief summary of the 
proposed actions and its consequences.”  As such, the intent of the Executive Summary is 
to provide a brief summary of the Draft EIR sections.  Please refer to the detailed descrip-
tion and analysis of recreational uses provided in Section D.7 (Land Use and Recreation) of 
the Draft EIR.  This section provides a discussion of impacts to recreational facilities 
(Impact L-4) and activities (Impact L-5) under Section D.7.3.3. 

Section D.3.2.3 of the Draft EIR discusses the relationship of the Proposed Project with 
regional resource plans.  The applicant, SDG&E, has a U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) 
and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) approved Subregional Natural Com-
munity Conservation Plan (NCCP). The SDG&E NCCP is consistent with the requirements 
of the NCCP Act of 1991 and covers the entire SDG&E right-of-way (ROW) alignment.  
As such, the proposed project and alternatives addressed in the Draft EIR are subject only 
to SDG&E NCCP requirements.  It should be noted that the SDG&E NCCP is based on the 
same requirements that the County of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP), City of San Diego’s MSCP Subregional Plan (which includes the MHPA), and 
draft City of Santee Subarea Plan are based on, and thus many of the conditions, standards 
and policies of the SDG&E Plan are duplicative with the other plans.  Thus, the Proposed 
Project or alternatives would not additionally be subject to the requirements of the County or 
City’s MSCPs.  No further analysis regarding the applicability of these three plans is required.  

F-12 As the commenter notes, Sections F.3 and F.4 of the Draft EIR discuss cumulative impacts.  
Under CEQA Guidelines §15123, which discusses the requirements of the summary 
section, no inclusion of a summary of cumulative impacts is required unless there is a 
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significant cumulative effect or a required mitigation measure.  Regardless, text has been 
added to Section ES.3 providing the following paragraph summary of the cumulative 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Cumulative Impacts.  As defined in CEQA Guidelines §15355, “a cumulative impact 
consists of an impact which is created as a result of a combination of the [Proposed 
Project] together with other projects causing related impacts.”  As discussed above, the 
impact assessment methodology includes the consideration of cumulative impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines §15130).  Therefore, each individual issue area within the EIR 
evaluated the effect of over 40 past, present, and probable future projects in conjunction 
with the Proposed Project.  Overall, in every issue area, cumulative impacts were 
found to be less than significant and no Class I (significant, unmitigable) impacts were 
found. 

F-13 Please refer to the Response to Comment F-11.  

F-14 The mitigation ratios discussed in Section D.3.3.3 on page D.3-25 and again in Section 
D.3.6 on pages D.3-51 through D.3–58 were extracted from Table 7-4 on page 122 of the 
SDG&E NCCP. Pursuant to the SDG&E NCCP, temporary and permanent impacts are 
assigned mitigation ratios based on a location either within or outside the Preserve. The 
Preserve is defined as habitat within the Multiple Habitat Preservation Area (MHPA), and/or 
the high/very high habitat classifications of the Habitat Evaluation Model (Ogden, 1994), 
and/or within quino checkerspot butterfly suitable or occupied habitat.  Based on Table 7-4 
of the SDG&E NCCP, appropriate mitigation ratios were used in determining mitigation 
acreage requirements in the Draft EIR. Additionally, SDG&E, pursuant to requirements 
under the NCCP, provided the USFWS and CDFG with funds for the procurement of 
approximately 240 acres of high quality habitat in order to create a conservation bank in 
which SDG&E would hold approximately 240 acres of Mitigation Credit. These Mitigation 
Credits are to be used by SDG&E for unavoidable impacts to covered species or sensitive 
habitats resulting from SDG&E activities and are subject to the mitigation ratios established 
in Table 7-4 of the SDG&E NCCP. 

F-15 Section D.3.3.3, Impact B-4.4: San Diego Fairy Shrimp on page D.3-32 of the Draft EIR, 
identifies Tower #873072 and its associated stringing site as being located within the 
Murphy Canyon Naval Family Housing Vernal Pool Preserve. Coordination with the USFWS 
and CDFG continues regarding appropriate mitigation for impacts to these preserved vernal 
pools and sensitive vernal pool species, as discussed in Mitigation Measure B-4e in Section 
D.3.3.3 on page D.3-33 of the Draft EIR.  With regard to potential Caltrans mitigation 
sites, it is not expected that there would be any conflicts with the Proposed Project since all 
proposed work is located within SDG&E easements.  It is assumed that any mitigation site 
that would have been constructed by Caltrans in the SDG&E easement would have already 
been coordinated with SDG&E and would have been disclosed by the project applicant and 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.   

F-16 The DEIR assesses the foreseeable impacts to transportation facilities (Section D.12) and 
includes strategies that would minimize those impacts (Table D.12-7), in a level of detail 
sufficient for CEQA purposes.  For the purpose of issuing an encroachment permit, SDG&E 
would need to provide additional detail to Caltrans, after SDG&E successfully completes 
the CPUC proceeding. See also Response to Comment F-3. Additional information re-
garding SR 125 South is provided in this FEIR, as described in Response to Comment F-8. 
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F-17 A discussion regarding wildlife corridors is included in Section D.3.1.4 on page D.3-10.  
No adverse impact would occur to wildlife corridors upon implementation of the Proposed 
Project or any alternative due to the fact that much of the SDG&E alignment itself acts as a wild-
life corridor and that both temporary and permanent impacts would be minimal. Although 
some wildlife movement would be disrupted at the location of the current phase of con-
struction, construction would be conducted in phases, with limited areas of staging and 
stringing occurring at any one time. Due to the contiguity of the native habitat in the SDG&E 
ROW, it is assessed that wildlife would be able to circumvent construction activity.  Once 
complete, the project would consist of structures and appurtenances that would not ulti-
mately impose a barrier on the land surface for wildlife.  As a result no significant impacts 
are assessed for the Proposed Project, therefore, no cumulative impacts were determined to 
occur. 
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Comment Set G 
San Diego County Board of Supervisors 

 

 

G-1 
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Responses to Comment Set G 
San Diego County Board of Supervisors 

G-1 Please refer to Section D.9 (Public Health and Safety) for a discussion of the health effects 
of the Proposed Project and General Response GR-2, which specifically addresses EMF.   

The following two underground alternatives were carried forward for full analysis in the 
Draft EIR: the Jamacha Valley 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, which would 
eliminate 14 proposed poles and is discussed in Section C.4.2.1 (see page C-9), and the 
City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, which would eliminate three 
proposed and two existing poles and is discussed in Section C.4.2.4 (see page C-30).  The 
EIR visual analysis in Section D.13.4 (beginning on page D.13-124), concluded that the 
underground alternatives are preferable to SDG&E’s Proposed Project, since these alter-
natives would not result in substantial visual changes to SDG&E’s existing utility corridor; 
and long-term visual impacts along roadways where the lines would be installed underground, 
would not be visually evident after construction and restoration, except at the transition poles 
or structures.  

In addition, within in Jamacha Valley, the Jamacha Valley Overhead A and the Jamacha 
Valley Overhead B Alternatives were developed based on concerns from residents.  As shown 
in Sections D.13.4.2 and D.14.4.3 (see page D.13-128) and in the Comparison of Alter-
natives in Section E.2.1 (see also Executive Summary 4.2.1), both would also be preferred 
visually to the Proposed Project.   

For the remainder of the project route, including other areas in unincorporated San Diego 
County, the Proposed Project would include the relocation of the 138 kV and 69 kV circuits 
on wood and steel pole structures and the installation of the 230 kV line on replaced or modi-
fied lattice towers.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1 through V-6 in these areas 
would reduce potential visual impacts to less than significant levels.  These measures, which 
are listed in Table 13-9 on page D.13-130 of the Draft EIR, include mitigation that would 
act to minimize potential visual impacts, such as ensuring the conductors do not cause view 
obstructions from residences, using screening around construction staging areas, and min-
imizing ground disturbance to landscaping, etc.  Please refer to General Response GR-5 for 
a discussion of aesthetic effects. 
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Comment Set H 
Federal Aviation Administration 

 

 

H-1 
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Responses to Comment Set H 
Federal Aviation Administration 

H-1 The Federal Aviation Administration was included in the distribution of the Draft EIR based 
on the helicopter construction plans and the requirement for a Lift Plan Permit.  It is noted 
that the Proposed Project would not affect AF facilities and personnel. 
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Comment Set I 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game 
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Comment Set I, cont. 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game 
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Comment Set I, cont. 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game 
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Responses to Comment Set I 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game 

I-1 Comment I-1 is a statement explaining history, the various roles of the USFWS and CDFG, 
and a general overview of the proposed project. No response is required.  

I-2 Text in Sections D.3.3.3 and D.3.6 regarding vernal pools [specifically, Impact B-3: 
Impacts to Vernal Pools and Mitigation Measure B-4e(3)] has been revised to discuss the 
SDG&E Subregional Plan – Vernal Pool Clarification Document dated May 17, 2004.  Mitiga-
tion Measure B-4e(3) has been revised to state that the anticipated mitigation ratio would be 3:1 
for vernal pools that do support listed, covered, and/or sensitive species.  

3. The mitigation program required by USFWS and CDFG is expected to include a 
quantification of project impacts, a mitigation ratio of 2:1 for vernal pool surface 
area impacts that do not support sensitive species, a mitigation ratio of 3:1 for 
vernal pools that do support listed, covered, and/or sensitive species, implementa-
tion of a vernal pool restoration plan on an area with appropriate soils, and main-
tenance and monitoring for five years. 

I-3 Text has been added to Mitigation Measure B-4f(7) (Protect quino checkerspot butterfly and 
its suitable habitat) in Sections D.3.3.3 and D.3.6 to clarify that quino checkerspot butterfly 
larval surveys may be necessary concurrent with the adult flight season.  

7. If grading and grubbing activities occur during the quino checkerspot butterfly 
larval and adult activity season (October 16 through May 31), a qualified quino 
checkerspot butterfly biologist shall survey the area prior to grading activities.  If 
the adult flight season has not begun, according to USFWS Survey Protocol (2002), 
a qualified larval quino checkerspot butterfly biologist shall survey the area for 
larval quino checkerspot butterfly prior to grading and grubbing activities.  As post-
diapause larvae may also be present during the adult flight season, larval surveys may 
also be necessary concurrent with the adult flight season. If egg clusters, larvae, and/or 
adults are present within the impact area, and impacts to these individuals are 
unavoidable, the USFWS shall be contacted to determine whether the quino check-
erspot butterfly shall be salvaged or relocated. 

I-4 An additional mitigation measure has been incorporated into Mitigation Measure B-4f 
(Protect quino checkerspot butterfly and its suitable habitat) in Sections D.3.3.3 and D.3.6. 
This new measure addresses the USFWS/CDFG concerns regarding the presence of 
diapause larvae within 10 meters of primary host plants (identified during the 2004 adult 
flight season survey) in occupied quino checkerspot butterfly habitat.  

10. Activities occurring at a time when diapause quino checkerspot larvae could be 
present shall either (1) avoid disturbance within 10 meters of primary host plants (iden-
tified during the 2004 adult flight season survey) within occupied habitat, or (2) a 
biologist qualified to identify diapause quino checkerspot butterfly larvae should 
conduct surveys within 10 meters of primary host plants prior to project activities. 

I-5 The CPUC understands that Hermes copper butterfly has a limited range and that the 
October 2003 fires severely burned a large percentage of known sites supporting this 
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species. However, the Proposed Project would impact 0.5 acres (less than 2 percent) of 
suitable habitat for this species. Impacts to this amount of “potential” habitat are not con-
sidered significant.  Potential adverse impacts have been limited to an acceptable level.  

I-6 Text has been incorporated into Mitigation Measure B-4b(2) (Protect coastal cactus wren 
and its habitat) in Sections D.3.3.3 and D.3.6 in order to restrict clearing of all cactus 
patches during the cactus wren breeding season.  

2. All grading or brushing of maritime succulent scrub, habitat for the coastal cactus 
wren, shall be conducted from September through February, which is outside the 
coastal cactus wren breeding season.  Grading, brushing, and any other project activity 
shall avoid impacting large cactus patches within proximity to coastal cactus wren 
populations and/or that provide suitable nesting habitat for the coastal cactus wren. 
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