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Responses to Comment Set B0002 
Boulevard Planning Group 
B0002-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and all the route alternatives is 

acknowledged. The commenter suggests that any increases in wind generation in the 
Campo Reservation or elsewhere can use the existing SWPL transmission line to import 
the energy to the City of San Diego and that the Proposed Project is not needed. Please 
see General Response GR-12 regarding the purpose and need for the Proposed Project, 
and GR-5 regarding the many potential renewable projects in the Imperial Valley, 
Eastern San Diego County, and Northern Mexico. 

B0002-2 The commenter suggests that upgrades to transmission lines within the IID system 
would allow for the export of renewable energy from the Salton Sea area. While the 
IID transmission system with the proposed upgrades may be able to export proposed 
renewable power, it would not support the other basic objectives of improving 
reliability and reducing congestion costs identified by the CPUC and BLM for the 
Sunrise Powerlink Project, because absent further transmission upgrades, no facilities 
would be provided to expand the deliverability of this power to load centers in San 
Diego County. 

B0002-3 The commenter is correct in stating that the Sempra Presidential Permit application of 
December 19, 2007 stated that the La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects would intercon-
nect with the existing SWPL transmission line. In March of 2008, Sempra submitted an 
Addendum for Baja Wind U.S. Transmission, LLC Application for Presidential permit, 
PP-334 which stated that since the time of the December application, CAISO indicated 
that the Sunrise Powerlink or other transmission upgrade would be necessary to deliver 
energy from the wind energy development in La Rumorosa, Mexico.1 Please note that 
the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS of the La Rumorosa Wind Development has been 
updated in the RDEIR/SDEIS to reflect the information from the Sempra Presidential 
Permit and addendum. Please see RDEIR/SDEIS Section 2 for a description of the Sempra 
project and impact analysis. 

B0002-4 The commenter suggests that the Proposed Project would impede some of the San 
Diego Regional Energy Strategy which calls for 75% in-county generation by 2020. As 
stated in Section A.4.2 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, SDG&E’s estimate of peak 
load having a 10 percent chance of occurrence in 2010 is 5,038 MW (the 90/10 peak 
loads are shown in Appendix III of the December 2005 SRPL Purpose and Need). 
According to the Regional Energy Strategy Goal 2, Achieve and maintain capacity to 
generate 65% of summer peak demand with in-county generation by 2010 and 75% by 
2020, the region would need to have in-county capacity to generate 3,275 MW. In 
order to meet this goal by 2010, available in-county generation must include operation 
of large generators that either do not exist today or are slated for retirement. The 
pending development of the Otay Mesa power plant and continued operation or re-
powering of both South Bay and Encina power plants would be necessary to bring in-

 
1 Sempra, Submittal of Addendum for Baja Wind U.S. Transmission, LLC: Application for Presidential Permit, 

PP-334. March 19, 2008.  
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county generation over 3,275 MW by 2010 (see Table III-4 of December 2005 SRPL 
Purpose and Need). 

SDG&E states that the SRPL would aid delivery of 300 MW of solar thermal power 
presently under contract between SDG&E and Stirling Energy Systems, which would 
represent a substantial portion of the SDREO’s 740 MW target, stated in goal 3A of the 
Regional Energy Strategy. Also, the SRPL project could facilitate future interconnec-
tion of renewable resources located east of the County or within central or eastern San 
Diego County, in accordance with goal 3B, to achieve 50% of total renewable resources 
from resources located within County. Additionally, the transmission line project would 
not prevent implementation of other regional energy strategies such as the CSI. 

B0002-5 The commenter’s support for the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative is 
acknowledged. The commenter suggests other renewable technologies, such as micro 
wind turbines, solar panels on existing structures, and combined heat and power projects 
should also be considered. These technologies are within the range of alternatives con-
sidered in the EIR/EIS. Specifically, the New In-Area Renewables Alternative consid-
ered various options for renewable resources including both rooftop solar PV on exist-
ing structures and wind projects. The reasons combined heat and power projects were 
not retained for full analysis are addressed in Section 4.10.4 (Non-Renewable Distrib-
uted Generation Alternative) in Appendix 1 of Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Combined heat and power (CHP) applications are among the likely Distributed 
Generation technologies considered in the No Project Alternative (see Section C.6.2). 
An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative. (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6(a).) Therefore, the suggested alternative will not be incorporated in the EIR. 
Please note that many routes and generation alternatives were considered, as described in 
Draft EIR/EIS Appendix 1. The large number alternatives that were carried forward for 
detailed analysis in the EIR/EIS represent a reasonable range of alternatives and include 
those that are considered to have the least impacts two of which are in-county 
generation alternatives. 

B0002-6 The commenter suggests an increase in energy efficiency can help reduce energy need 
and the need for the Proposed Project. An Energy Efficiency Alternative is discussed in 
Section 4.10.5 of Appendix 1 in Volume 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. SDG&E is already 
required to achieve aggressive energy efficiency goals laid out by the CPUC in 2004 
(D.04-09-060), with the aim of exceeding the maximum achievable potential energy 
savings defined at that time. Additional energy efficiency beyond that occurring in the 
baseline condition may be technically possible, but it is speculative to assume such a 
level of energy efficiency is achievable. Also please see General Response GR-12 
regarding the purpose and need for the Proposed Project. 

B0002-7 The commenter suggests there are many technologies that are environmentally friendly 
and would require less energy demand. 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 
unlikely to be technically feasible because SDG&E is already required to achieve 
aggressive energy efficiency goals laid out by the CPUC in 2004 (D.04-09-060). The 
commenter further suggests feed-in tariffs should be required as a means of ensuring the 
success of new renewable industries. SDG&E may use feed-in tariffs with water and 
wastewater energy providers. 
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As discussed on the CPUC’s website, 

The small renewable generator feed-in tariffs available as of today provide a 10, 15, 
or 20-year fixed-price, non-negotiable contract to participating small renewable 
generators, sized up to 1.5 MW. Customers can sell renewable power under the feed-
in tariff terms to Southern California Edison, Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E), San Diego Gas and Electric Company, PacifiCorp, Sierra Pacific Power 
Company, Bear Valley Electric Service Division of Golden State Water Company, 
and Mountain Utilities. Any customer may sell to Edison or PG&E, but the feed-in 
tariffs are limited to water and waste water customers in the other four utilities.2

B0002-8 The detailed list of seismic activity near the Calexico, California region is acknowledged. 
SDG&E indicates in the PEA that project structures would be designed to withstand 
geologically induced stresses and that appropriate tower design accounting for lateral wind 
loads and conductor loads would likely exceed any creditable seismic loading, minimizing 
potential damage to tower structures from groundshaking. Moderate to strong ground-
shaking is expected within the Imperial County alignment of the Interstate 8 Alternative 
and moderate to severe groundshaking is expected in the event of an earthquake on the 
faults in the Imperial Valley Link area. To ensure that project structures are not dam-
aged by strong to severe groundshaking causing injury to nearby people, Mitigation 
Measure G-4a, Reduce effects of groundshaking, would be required for both the Inter-
state 8 Alternative and the Imperial Valley Link of the Proposed Project to reduce impacts 
to less than significant. 

B0002-9 Please see Response to Comment B0002-3 regarding the Sempra Presidential Permit. 

B0002-10 Please see General Response GR-12 regarding the purpose and need for the Proposed 
Project and the cost-benefit of the Proposed Project. 

B0002-11 Impact AQ-4 in Section D.11.13.3 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes how 
project activities would cause a net increase of greenhouse gas emissions and concludes 
this would be a significant and unmitigable impact. Also, please see General Response 
GR-7 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink Project potential connection to Mexican power 
generation including LNG. 

B0002-12 The commenter suggests there may be unknown costs related to remote energy projects, 
including the cost of water requirements and fossil fuels. Please see General Response 
GR-12 regarding the cost-benefit of the Proposed Project. Water requirements and 
impacts of the connected actions, including the Stirling Solar Energy Systems Projects 
and the Esmeralda–San Felipe Geothermal Project in Imperial are analyzed in Section 
D.12.12 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Cost of these projects is unknown. 

B0002-13 The commenter suggest the Proposed Project would not increase reliability because it 
would be dependent on the Imperial Valley Substation and vulnerable to any extreme 
event (natural or otherwise) that occurred at this one point. Impact PS-5 in Section 
D.10.25 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impact that would occur if the 
Sunrise Powerlink transmission line or a substation along the transmission line were 

 
2 “CPUC approves feed-in tariffs to support development of onsite renewable generation.” CPUC, February 14, 

2008. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/NEWS_RELEASE/78824.htm Accessed March, 2008.  
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damaged (e.g., from terrorism or a major wildfire) and this resulted in a power outage 
and concludes this would be less than significant because SDG&E would reroute 
electricity using other components of the regional transmission system. During the fires 
of October 2007, the SWPL was shut down and SDG&E was able to continue providing 
electrical service by using in-area generation and transmission lines serving San Diego 
from the north. 

B0002-14 The commenter suggests San Diego should focus on in-basin renewable generation 
including solar rooftop photovoltaic energy, energy efficiency, and combined heat and 
power projects. Please note the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative and the 
New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative include in-basin renewable generation 
components. Please see General Response GR-1 and General Response GR-2 regarding 
the non-wires alternatives. 

B0002-15 Please see General Response GR-9 regarding fire risk and the comparison of alternatives. 
Please see Response to Comment B0002-21 for specific details regarding wind turbine 
fires. 

B0002-16 The Boulevard Planning Group has commented that the EIR/EIS Geology section erro-
neously dismisses earthquake impacts as Class III and less than significant and does not 
discuss the potential earthquake impacts on the Imperial Valley Substation. The com-
menter is concerned that an earthquake on one of the nearby faults (San Andreas, 
Laguna Salada, Imperial Valley, Brawley Seismic Zone, San Jacinto Fault Zone, etc.) 
could cause significant damage to the substation resulting in disruption of service. The 
impacts identified in the analysis of Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils do not dis-
miss earthquake impacts as Class III (less than significant), see Section D.13 in Volume 
3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS recognizes that earthquake-related impacts are 
significant. These impacts include Impact G-4 (Project would expose people or structures 
to potential substantial adverse effects as a result of seismically induced groundshaking 
and/or ground failure) and Impact G-5 (Project would expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects as a result of seismically induced groundshaking and/or 
ground failure). Both are classified as significant, and mitigation is recommended that 
would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level (Class II). 

The setting for the Imperial Valley Substation is equivalent to that discussed for the 
proposed transmission line at its start (MP-0). This area has potential for moderate to 
strong groundshaking (PGA of 0.4-0.5 g), but would not be susceptible to liquefaction 
or slope failures due to the deep groundwater in the area and the flat terrain, respec-
tively. Work for the Proposed Project at the Imperial Valley Substation would consist 
only of adding new equipment for installation of the new 500 kV line in the existing 
fenced substation yard. This equipment would be similar to that already installed at the 
substation and would add any new potential seismic impacts to the already existing 
facility. Text has been added to the Impact discussion in Section D.13.5 (Modifications 
to Imperial Valley Substation) to clarify that although there are indeed seismic risks at 
the substation, the potential for these risks has not changed, as follows: 

Operational Impacts from Modifications to Imperial Valley Substation 

Although the Imperial Valley Substation is subject to seismic risks related to ground-
shaking from the nearby active San Andreas and San Jacinto fault zones, and the 

 
Final EIR/EIS 3-700 October 2008 



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

 
Brawley seismic zone, Nno new geologic or seismic impacts would result at the exist-
ing Imperial Valley Substation due to the operation of new line structures and equip-
ment similar to the respective structures already in place within the existing fenced 
area of the substation. 

B0002-17 The commenter suggests that the vulnerability of the Imperial Valley Substation and to 
the transmission lines that originate at this substation is great, especially considering its 
location near the U.S.-Mexico border. Impact PS-5 in Section D.10.25 in Volume 3 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impact that would occur if the Sunrise Powerlink 
transmission line or a substation along the transmission line were damaged (e.g., from 
terrorism or a major wildfire) and this resulted in a power outage and concludes this 
would be less than significant not because the threat of an outage is not real, but because 
SDG&E would reroute electricity using other components of the regional transmission 
system in the case of such an outage. 

The ability of the transmission grid to operate in emergency situations was demon-
strated during the October 2007 wildfires, when the 500 kV Southwest Powerlink was 
out of service for several days due to the proximity of the Harris Fire. Even though this 
transmission line generally imports the majority of San Diego’s power, SDG&E was 
able to maintain service (to areas not directly burned) by rerouting electricity to lines 
that connect its system to the Southern California Edison system. The regional trans-
mission system 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 out-
age. Clark W. Gellings, vice president of the Electric Power Research Institute, an industry 
research organization, also believes the U.S. grid is an unlikely target of terrorism for 
this same reason. “It’s not terribly sensational,” he explains, “The system could over-
come an attack in hours, or at worst, days.”3

B0002-18 Please see General Response GR-5 regarding the status of renewable energy in Imperial 
Valley. Please see General Response GR-2 regarding the feasibility of the solar compo-
nent of the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative including a discussion of 
the SCE rooftop solar proposal. 

B0002-19 Please see General Response GR-12 regarding the cost-benefit of the Proposed Project. 
The commenter is correct in stating that should the Sunrise Powerlink Project be built, 
there will be no guarantee what type, renewable or conventional, of energy is trans-
mitted over the transmission line. Basic Project Objective 3, however, of the Proposed 
Project is to accommodate the delivery of renewable energy to meet State and federal 
renewable energy goals from geothermal and solar resources in the Imperial Valley and 
wind and other sources in San Diego County. 

Water requirements and impacts of the connected actions, including the Stirling Solar 
Energy Systems Projects and the Esmeralda–San Felipe Geothermal Project in Imperial 

                                              
3 Kaplan, Eben. America’s Vulnerable Energy Grid. Council on Foreign Relations, April 24, 2007. http://www.cfr.org/

publication/13153/americas_vulnerable_energy_grid.html in May, 2008. 
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are analyzed in Section D.12.12 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Cost of these 
projects is unknown. 

B0002-20 The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not analyze the cumulative impact of 
wind projects in the Crestwood/Boulevard/Jacumba/La Rumorosa area and the associ-
ated transmission interconnections. 

On December 20, 2007, when the Draft EIR/EIS was being printed, Sempra Gene-
ration filed a Presidential Application detailing the components of the Baja Wind U.S. 
Transmission, LLC project designed to connect the La Rumorosa wind farm with the 
existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) transmission line and on March 19, 2008 Sempra 
Generation filed a Supplement to the Presidential Application. These filings expanded 
the size of the project from 250 MW to 1250 MW and changed the location of some of 
the original project components as described in Section 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The La 
Rumorosa Wind Area is described in the cumulative impact analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS in 
Section G. Table G-1 of Section G.2.1 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS as: 

Potential development of over 1000 MW of wind generation south of Jacumba area. 
Possible transmission connection to Imperial Valley Substation or SWPL. 

Therefore, the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS did consider the larger 
wind development, as described in Sempra’s December 2007 and March 2008 filings 
with DOE. Although the proposed location of the wind generation area and the substa-
tion are slightly different than what was assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS, the cumulative 
impacts (including those to peninsular big horn sheep and wilderness areas) remain sig-
nificant and unmitigable (Class I) as stated in Section G.3 in Volume 5 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Please see Response B0002-3 regarding the analysis of Sempra’s wind project in 
the Final EIR/EIS. 

The California Independent System Operator’s interconnection queue identifies four wind 
projects in the Crestwood area. One of these (Kumeyaay) is operational, two others have 
been withdrawn (117 and 36 MW), and one has an active application for 201 MW (CAISO, 
2008).4 A description of the proposed wind project has been added to Table G-3 as fol-
lows, and the analysis of cumulative impacts has been modified throughout Section G.4.2 
to include consideration of the wind project. 

 
CRESTWOOD WIND PROJECT: 
Development of up to 791 MW of 
wind generation. Possible 
transmission connection via the 
Boulevard-Crestwood 69 kV 
transmission line or existing SWPL 
(this would include the 17,000-acre 
PACIFIC WIND IBERDROLA 
PROJECT in McCain Valley)

Public 
Facilities 
and Utilities

Crestwood/Boulevard
/McCain Valley area; 
San Diego County

In planning 
(Iberdrola Project is 
in monitoring and 
testing, ROW issued 
9/15/04, renewed 3 
yrs 1/08 with 
submission of POD)

N/A

Impacts of the Interstate 8 and BCD Alternatives would combine with similar impacts 
from other past present and reasonably foreseeable energy generation and transmission 

                                              
4 CAISO 2008. The California ISO Controlled Grid Generation Queue as of May 16, 2008. Accessed: June 2, 

2008. http://www.caiso.com/14e9/14e9ddda1ebf0.pdf 
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projects (e.g., the SWPL transmission line, Kumeyaay wind project, Stirling Energy Proj-
ect, and the Imperial Valley Substation expansion), including the Crestwood-area wind 
project. However, the impact determinations remain significant and unmitigable (Class I) 
for affected biological, visual, and recreation impacts, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Additionally, the impacts of wind generation were analyzed as a component of the New 
In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative. The wind component area comprised McCain 
Valley and portions of the Manzanita and Campo reservations. This impact analysis 
was presented in Section E.5 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-21 Wind turbine fire risk was not specifically discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, nor was mit-
igation specific to wind turbine ignitions developed. Potential ignitions can occur due to 
power collection line failure, turbine malfunction or mechanical failure, and bird-related 
incidents. Numerous wind turbine fires have been reported in the United States, Aus-
tralia, Europe, and Asia. Some of these have ignited wildfires. The extreme height of 
wind turbines makes extinguishing fires nearly impossible, and wind turbine fires are often 
left to burn out. In 1993, a 220-acre fire in the Antelope Valley, Kern County, Cali-
fornia was ignited by a wind turbine, and in 2006, wind turbines ignited a 200,000-acre 
fire in Australia and an 800-acre fire in Tehachapi, California. Impact F-2 has been revised 
to incorporate a more specific accounting of fire risk associated with wind turbines in 
Section 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS (Fire and Fuels Management for La Rumorosa Wind 
Project) and Section E.5.15 (Fire and Fuels Management Impacts for Wind) of Volume 4 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. A new mitigation measure is developed to reduce the severity of the 
potential impact. Impact F-2 (Presence of the overhead transmission line would increase 
the probability of a wildfire) would remain significant despite mitigation in both cases. 

The first paragraph of Impact F-2 in Section E.5.15, under Fire and Fuels Management 
Impacts for Wind, has been modified as follows: 

The presence of the overhead transmission line would create an ongoing source of 
potential wildfire ignitions for the life of the project. Line faults can be caused by 
such unpredictable events as conductor contact by floating debris, gun shots, and 
helicopter collisions; these events are rare but would be unavoidable. The wind 
component would traverse extremely high fire risk landscapes, and any line faults 
that create sparks or ignite nearby vegetation could result in a large and catastrophic 
wildfire, putting many acres and many homes at risk if transmission line ignitions 
were to occur during extreme weather conditions. Wind turbines can also be the 
source of wildfire ignitions due to power collection line failure, turbine malfunction 
or mechanical failure, and lightning- and bird-related incidents. When mechanical 
or electrical failures cause turbines to catch fire, they may burn for many hours due 
to the limited ability of fire suppression crews to effectively fight fires hundreds of 
feet above the ground. Wind-blown flaming debris from a turbine fire can ignite 
vegetation in the surrounding area.

A fourth paragraph has been added as follows: 

Mitigation Measure F-2d, Install wind turbine protection system, would reduce the 
risk of a turbine-related wildfire ignition.

And the final paragraph has been modified as follows: 
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This impact is thus considered significant and unavoidable (Class I). Mitigation 
Measures F-2a, Complete and implement SDG&E Draft Fire Plan, and F-2b, 
Prepare and implement a Multi-agency Fire Prevention MOU, and F-2d, Install 
wind turbine protection system, are required to prevent wildfires to the extent 
possible, and to aid in the suppression of all fires within the project influence area. 

Finally, Mitigation Measure F-2d has been imposed for the wind component of the New 
In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative in Section E.5.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Mitigation Measures or Impact F-2: Presence of the overhead transmission line would
increase the probability o  a wildfire 

f    
f

F-2a Establish and maintain adequate line clearances. 
F-2d Install wind turbine protection system. 
F-1e Contribute to defensible space grants fund. 

Groundwater contamination through malfunctions and explosions of turbines and trans-
formers would be extremely unlikely to occur. No further changes to the text have been 
made. 

B0002-22 The commenter is correct in stating that per the Sempra Presidential Application from 
December 20, 2007 and the Supplemental Application from March 19, 2008 the loca-
tion of the Jacumba Substation has moved approximately 4 miles southeast of the location 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. The resulting increase in length of the 230 kV trans-
mission line from the New In-Area Renewable Resource wind component would remain 
within the existing SWPL corridor the impacts of this additional 4 miles are analyzed in 
Section E.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. As stated in Section E.5.1.4, the Jacumba Substation 
is only one possibility for a loop-in substation, another possibility would be on the 
Campo Reservation. In response to the new information in the Presidential Permit 
Application, the EIR/EIS has been recirculated in order to analyze the effects that will 
result from the modified description of Sempra’s project. 

The commenter suggests renewable projects on closed landfills and military bases would 
cause fewer impacts to the environment. Please see Response to Comment C0139-3 regard-
ing siting renewable energy projects on military land. An EIR is not required under 
CEQA to consider every conceivable alternative (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).). 
Similarly, the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Regulations provide 
that “[w]hen there are potentially a very large spectrum of alternatives, only a reason-
able number of examples, covering the full spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed 
and compared in the EIS.” (CEQ 40 FAQs, No. 1b.) This EIR/EIS includes a compre-
hensive alternatives analysis, as documented in Appendix 1, of a reasonable range of 
alternatives that meet the CEQA and NEPA screening criteria by meeting the basic 
project objectives and reducing the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project (see 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 (a)). Renewable projects on closed landfills and 
military bases are within the range of alternatives already considered in the EIR/EIS. 

B0002-23 The commenter is correct in stating that the Campo Band, in its comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS, objected to any route through Campo tribal lands. As stated in Section H.4.2.2 
in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Interstate 8 Alternative, including the Campo 
North Option, would pass through reservation lands of the Campo and La Posta Bands 
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of Kumeyaay Indians, and tribal lands would be avoided by the BCD Alternative with 
the BCD South Option. These tribes retain sovereign rights to determine whether they 
would negotiate easements for SDG&E to construct and operate transmission lines across 
their lands. As stated in Section 5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the segment of the Interstate 8 
Alternative between McCain Valley Road and La Posta Road (MP I8-40 to I8-51) has 
been replaced by the BCD/BCD South Option Reroute. The Environmentally Superior 
Southern Route would no longer affect tribal lands. 

B0002-24 Although it is not anticipated that blasting would be required to install tower founda-
tions along the Modified Route D Alternative, the Planning Group and several individ-
uals have raised an important concern about maintaining the integrity of groundwater 
wells, especially in sole-source aquifers, should blasting be required. It should be noted 
that, in comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS, SDG&E voluntarily augmented item 
4 of WQ-APM-6 as follows: 

4. SDG&E will negotiate with affected landowners to provide alternative water sup-
plies in the event a supply well or springs dry up directly caused by project activities. 
Negotiation shall be by either a remedial cash payment to the landowner or by SDG&E 
contracting for the drilling of a replacement well.

However, a significant impact could still occur as a result of blasting or drilling for the 
placement of towers or roads. Impact H-4 (Groundwater dewatering for project 
construction could deplete local water supplies) has been modified throughout the Water 
Resources sections of the Draft EIR/EIS to be a Class II (significant, mitigable) impact 
as a result of the potential effect on groundwater wells, and Mitigation Measure H-4b has 
been added to ensure that impacts to groundwater wells would be less than significant. 
The full text of Mitigation Measure H-4b follows. 

H-4b Avoid blasting where damage to groundwater wells or springs could occur. 
Blasting shall be managed with a Blasting Plan for each site. The Plan shall 
include the blasting methods, distance calculations to estimate the area of 
effect of the blasting, and surveys for wells and springs within the blast influ-
ence area. Blasting shall not be allowed where damage to wells or springs 
could occur, and a rock anchoring or mini-pile system shall be used if these 
resources could be damaged as a result of blasting or any earthworking method 
used as an alternative to blasting. Where inadvertent damage to wells within 
an EPA-designated Sole Source Aquifer occur as a result of earthwork, the 
Applicant shall compensate the landowner in the form of well repair or 
replacement, and shall provide the landowner with a water storage tank and 
sufficient potable water within 48 hours and throughout the interim between 
damage and repair or replacement. Where inadvertent damage to other wells 
or springs occurs as a result of earthwork, the Applicant shall compensate 
the landowner in the form of remedial cash payment, repair, or replacement, 
as appropriate. The burden of proof of no impact shall rest with the Applicant. 

B0002-25 The commenter is correct in noting that the San Diego County construction and demoli-
tion debris ordinance, effective April 27, 2007 was not referred to in the text of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. The text of Section D.14.3 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards: 
Local) has been amended to include: 
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San Diego County Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance 
The San Diego County construction and demolition debris ordinance, effective April 21, 
2007, is designed to divert debris from construction and demolition projects away 
from landfill disposal in the unincorporated County of San Diego. The ordinance 
requires that 90 percent of inerts (non-biodegradable products) and 70 percent of all 
other materials must be recycled. The ordinance applies to all construction, demoli-
tion, or renovation projects 40,000 square feet or greater. The Applicant must sub-
mit a Construction and Demolition Debris Management Plan and refundable Perform-
ance Guarantee prior to building permit issuance. 

Additionally, the text of Mitigation Measure S-3a has been amended to include the San 
Diego County construction and demolition ordinance requirements as follows: 

S-3a Recycle construction waste. To comply with the Integrated Waste Manage-
ment Act of 1989, during project construction SDG&E and/or its construc-
tion contractor shall recycle a minimum of 50 percent of the waste generated 
during construction activities. In unincorporated San Diego County, to 
comply with the construction and demolition debris ordinance, SDG&E 
and/or its construction contractor shall recycle a minimum of 90 percent of 
inerts and 70 percent of all other materials, and submit all applicable plans 
and documentation. Following the completion of construction activities, SDG&E 
shall provide the CPUC and BLM with documentation from the recycling 
and landfill facilities used to show that the amount of waste recycled was 50 
percent or more in Imperial Valley and incorporated San Diego County, and 
90 percent of inerts and 70 percent of all other materials in unincorporated 
San Diego County. 

B0002-26 Extensive vegetation management and the extensive use of herbicide treatments is not 
anticipated, and would not be required by the revised mitigation measures as presented 
in Section D.15 of the Final EIR/EIS. As a result, groundwater contamination is unlikely 
to result, and would remain a less than significant impact, as presented in Section D.12 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-27 Section D.12.12.1 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that the three phases of the 
SES project would require approximately 36,000 solar concentrating dishes, the mir-
rored surfaces of which would require routine washing that would consume 4.4 gallons 
of water per Megawatt-hour (MWh) of electricity produced (Stirling, 2007a). At an annual 
output of 60 MWh per dish (Stirling, 2007a), the wash water requirement of the three-
phased project would be approximately 9.5 million gallons per year (30 acre-feet per 
year [Stirling, 2007b]). This volume of water represents 0.03 percent of the total 
average annual quantity of water delivered to non-agricultural uses in the IID service area 
(IID, 2007). Washing would be required for the mirrored surfaces of the solar-
concentrating dishes, utilize de-mineralized water, and would occur an estimated 
maximum of 11 times per year. Section D.14.12.1 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
further states that although impacts to the regional water supply would not be significant 
and no mitigation measure is required, Mitigation Measure S-3b (Use reclaimed water) 
would be recommended for implementation to reduce water usage for construction to 
further reduce adverse effects of the cumulative volume of water from all of the SES 
project. The water required for washing the mirrors would be de-mineralized onsite 
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using a pumped filtration system that would require electricity to run (Stirling, 2007b). 
Neither the cost of using IID water, recycled or not, is not known at this time, nor is the 
cost of the SES project known at this time. 

A 50 MW Esmeralda–San Felipe Geothermal Project would use approximately 79 acre-
feet per year on average but could require up to 267 acre-feet per year if brine salinity 
increases up to 25 percent.5 Some of the cooling tower water demand could be satisfied 
by the condensate from stem extracted from the geothermal brine. This volume of water 
required represents less than 0.2 percent of the total average annual quantity of water 
delivered to non-agricultural uses in the IID service area (IID, 2007). Neither the cost of 
using IID water, recycled or not, is not known at this time, nor is the cost of the geo-
thermal project known at this time. Section D.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS states under 
Impact S-3 (Project construction and operation would increase the need for public 
services and facilities) that given the low quality of nearby groundwater, if onsite wells 
were used then the impact on water supply would potentially be significant and 
unmitigable during operation (Class I). 

B0002-28 Please see Response to Comment A0010-7 and Response to Comment A0010-8 regard-
ing the IID investment in its transmission system upgrades. 

B0002-29 The commenter is correct in stating that per the Sempra Presidential Application from 
December 20, 2007 the La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects is greater than previously 
stated and in a more westerly location. Additionally, the location of the Jacumba Sub-
station has moved approximately 4 miles southeast of the location identified in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. This new information was incorporated into the La Rumorosa Wind Energy 
Projects in Section 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

B0002-30 Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Sempra La Rumorosa wind development 
project has been redefined based on Sempra’s application for Presidential Permit. The 
visual analysis has been updated and is provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS Section 2.3 

B0002-31 The commenter suggests the Jacumba Substation, the La Rumorosa Wind Energy Proj-
ects, and the southern route alternatives would impact all the bi-national wildlife corri-
dors such as the Las Californias and Parque to Park initiatives involving Baja California 
and the State of California. The Las Californias Binational Conservation Initiative has 
been described as “a shared vision for landscape-scale conservation strategies, sustain-
able land use planning, and workable long-term management programs in the center of 
hotspot of biodiversity and cultures.”6 According to the Las Californias Binational Con-
servation Initiative, 61 percent of public land in the border region has been set aside as 
open space and is administered by federal, state, and local government agencies. The 
Park-to-Parque Linkage (Montane cross-border linkage) is one of the primary linkages 
identified by the Las Californias Binational Conservation Initiative that would include a 

 
5 This water estimate is based on the amount of water required for the Santon Sea Geothermal Power Plant, a 

185 MW geothermal plant located in the Salton Basin. Final Staff Assessment for the Salton Sea Geothermal 
Unit #6 Power Project, Application for Certification (02-AFC-2) August 2003. http://www.energy.ca.gov/
sitingcases/saltonsea/documents/2003-08-05_FSA_1.PDF in August 2008.  

6 http://64.233.167.104/search?q=cache:pZFXtMMMJCoJ:www.consbio.org/cbi/cbi_at_work/work_in_progress.htm
+las+californias+Binational+Conservation+Initiative&hl=en&ct=clnk&cd=1&gl=us 
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new trans-boundary conservation area linking Anza-Borrego Desert State Park with 
Parque Nacional Constitución de 1857 in Baja California.7 While the CPUC and BLM 
acknowledge the Las Californias Binational Conservation Initiative, they are not obli-
gated under CEQA, NEPA or any other law to analyze the implications of projects on 
non-governmental conservation efforts. Further, to the extent any of the 61 percent of 
land referenced above is within the Cleveland National Forest or ABDSP, impacts to 
these lands were accounted for in the Draft EIR/EIS, and authorizations for the project 
are required in many cases for it to affect these lands (e.g., special use authorization 
from the USFS for impacts to National Forest lands). 

For La Rumorosa, the specific location and design of the wind farm had not been dis-
closed by Sempra, Cannon, or SCE prior to publication of the Draft EIR/EIS. In order 
to evaluate the potential effects of the project, a hypothetical description was developed 
for the Draft EIR/EIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS presented an updated description (based on 
the Presidential Permit Application) and revised impact analysis of the La Rumorosa 
Wind Energy Projects. 

It is possible that two goals of the Las Californias initiative would be affected by devel-
opment of wind at La Rumorosa: (1) work toward creation of a binational park that 
links Parque Constitución de 1857 in the Sierra Juárez in Baja California with Bureau 
of Land Management wilderness areas, Cleveland National Forest, and Anza-Borrego 
Desert State Park wilderness areas in San Diego County; and (2) provide technical sup-
port to Mexican partners in conserving large, intact natural areas and working landscapes 
within Baja California. 

B0002-32 As stated in Section C.2.1.3 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Table C-1 presents a sum-
mary of the potential significant effects of the Proposed Project. As discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, this impact summary was prepared prior to completion of the EIR/EIS 
analysis to provide an initial identification of potentially significant impacts, so it may 
not be complete in comparison to the detailed analysis now presented in Section D of 
this EIR/EIS. However, the impacts in the table are representative of those resulting 
from preliminary EIR/EIS preparation and were therefore used to determine whether an 
alternative met this CEQA requirement. A full analysis of the impacts of each 
alternative is provided in the sections dedicated to those alternatives. 

B0002-33 Noise impacts associated with the indirect effects of SCE’s La Rumorosa Wind Project 
in Mexico are discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS on p. D.8-51 and on page 2-157 of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR and were found to be a Class II impact. The Draft EIR/EIS 
New In-Area Renewables Alternative also describes and analyzes the noise from the 
turbines themselves(Impact N-3, pages E.5-178 to E.5-179, including Mitigation Mea-
sure N-3b [Perform Operational Noise Study]) including the rotation of the blades and 
operation of the generator. Wind turbine generator noise would be minimized through 
the use of current industry standard turbine technology. Generally, the three-blade 
upwind orientation and lower rotational speeds of new turbines create less noise than 
older turbine systems. The “upwind” configuration, i.e., the blades spin on the upwind 
side minimizes the low frequency noise by eliminating the wind shadow “thumping” 

 
7 California Biodiversity Council. 2006. “Biodiversity Along the Border Committee: Strategies for Considera-

tion.” http://biodiversity.ca.gov/Meetings/AlongtheBorder/finalreport.pdf in August 2008.  
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and vibration caused by blades passing behind the tower, which was common on many 
older downwind machines. Regardless operational noise from the wind turbines would 
cause a significant noise impact to the neighboring residents and residents within the 
reservations. Mitigation Measure N-3b (Perform Operational Noise Study) would 
reduce the operational noise impact experienced by residences. However, as shown in 
Tables G-13 and G-14 in Section G.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Impact N-3 (Permanent 
noise levels would increase due to corona noise from operation of the transmission lines 
and noise from other project components) is already considered to be a cumulatively 
significant and unavoidable impact (Class I) with regards to the non-wires alternatives. 

B0002-34 The commenter suggests that SDG&E announced a power purchase agreement for an 
additional 10 MW of biomass in November of 2007. Such new biomass purchase agree-
ments are evidence of the potential feasibility of the renewable projects. The Draft 
EIR/EIS provides decision-makers with an analysis of the environmental impacts of 
these components as part of Non-Wires Alternatives, but no revision is needed because 
the Draft EIR/EIS it is not intended for use as the CEQA or NEPA document that 
would allow approval of any specific biomass project. 

B0002-35 As the commenter notes, the wind component of the New In-Area Renewable Genera-
tion Alternative is sited on reservation and BLM land. As such it is not subject to San 
Diego County zoning ordinance regulations. For a discussion on the feasibility of the 
wind component of the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative please see Gen-
eral Response GR-2. Additionally, the potential project locations are described in Sec-
tion E.5.1 in the Draft EIR/EIS to the extent possible, but as not all these potential 
projects have been proposed at these locations by a specific applicant, the analysis of 
their environmental effects is based on reasonable assumptions about what could be 
developed. The renewable generation projects would also be required to undergo their 
own CEQA and potentially NEPA review before being developed. 

B0002-36 The commenter states the Interstate 8 Alternative and Jacumba Substation are counter-
productive to the goals of conservation and protection in the East San Diego County’s 
Draft MSCP. The commenter is correct in noting that the Jacumba Substation footprint 
has been revised. As stated in Section 2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the SDG&E Jacumba 
Substation would encompass 62 acres, although the construction of the substation would 
disturb a total of approximately 85 acres. Impacts of the SDG&E Jacumba Substation 
on Quino Checkerspot Butterfly and Peninsular bighorn sheep are addressed in Section 
2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. See General Response GR-17 regarding consistency with 
draft and existing regional conservation plans Appendix 8O, Consistency with Existing 
and Draft Regional Conservation in the Final EIR/EIS, provides the acreages of 
temporary and permanent impacts within the preserve areas for the Environmentally 
Superior Southern Route Alternative. 

The commenter notes that the BCD Alternative would impact the 2001 Specific Plan for 
Big Country Ranch in McCain Valley. See Response to Comment B0002-55. 

The commenter also notes the presence of various sensitive species on the 2,276-acre 
Big Country Ranch property. The Draft EIR/EIS incorporated known location data of 
sensitive species for the BCD Alternative. Coast (San Diego) horned lizard, Cooper’s 
hawk, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, western spadefoot, two-striped garter snake, 
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and Jacumba milk-vetch were considered to have a moderate to high potential to occur 
along the BCD Alternative. Tri-colored blackbird was considered to have a low poten-
tial to occur because suitable breeding habitat is not present along this alternative. 
Desert beauty and sticky geraea were observed along the BCD Alternative. Fremont 
barberry (= Higgin’s barberry) and Parish’s larkspur were not considered special status 
(sensitive) species as defined on page E.1.2-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-37 Comment noted. Any questions or comments pertaining to the proposed change in VRM 
classification (which is not part of this present study) should be directed to the Bureau 
of Land Management El Centro Field Office. Cumulative visual impacts of the South-
ern Route Alternatives are addressed in Section G.4.2 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
and include inconsistency with Interim BLM VRM Class III management objective. 

B0002-38 With respect to a cumulative analysis of any future wind projects in the McCain Valley 
area, Table G-3 Project Alternatives Cumulative Project List for the BCD Alternative 
has been changed as follows:  

 
CRESTWOOD WIND PROJECT: 
Development of up to 791 MW of 
wind generation. Possible 
transmission connection via the 
Boulevard-Crestwood 69 kV 
transmission line or existing SWPL 
(this would include the 17,000-acre 
PACIFIC WIND IBERDROLA 
PROJECT in McCain Valley)

Public 
Facilities 
and Utilities

Crestwood/Boulevard
/McCain Valley area; 
San Diego County

In planning 
(Iberdrola Project is 
in monitoring and 
testing, ROW issued 
9/15/04, renewed 3 
yrs 1/08 with 
submission of POD)

N/A

Changes have been made to Section G.4.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS to specifically 
discuss the Pacific Wind Iberdrola Project as follows: 

Other than the roads listed in Table E.2.9-1 in Section E.2.9 (Transportation and 
Traffic), the lands crossed by the BCD Alternative are vacant and undeveloped. 
Besides the existing roads, wind development by Pacific Wind (Iberdrola) has been 
identified in the McCain Valley as a reasonably foreseeable project along this 
alternative routeno past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects have been iden-
tified along this alternative route. The geographic extent of the cumulative analysis 
and existing cumulative conditions for each issue area for the BCD Alternative 
would be the same as those identified for the I-8 Alternative in Section G.4.2.1, 
with the following exceptions: 

 The Dart and Volli Residential Developments would not be within close 
enough proximity to this route to be affected by it. 

 The Campo, La Posta, and Manzanita Reservations would not be traversed 
by this route. 

 The Active Agricultural Operations land between MP I8-51 and MP I8-52 
would not be affected. 

 Permanent conversion of 88.689.4 acres of Williamson Act lands. 

 Pacific Wind (Iberdrola) wind project within the McCain Valley would be 
within close enough proximity to the BCD Alternative to be affected by it. 
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B0002-39 Please see Response to Comment B0002-24. 

B0002-40 Please see Response to Comment B0002-63. 

B0002-41 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20. 

B0002-42 The commenter states that the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan is addressed only in 
passing in Section D.4-12-13. However, Appendix 2, Policy Screening Report, and Sec-
tion D.16, Policy Consistency, provide a thorough evaluation of applicable policies from 
this Plan. Section D.16 identified inconsistencies with Industrial Goal – Policy 6 and with 
Scenic Highway – Policy 1. Please refer to these sections of the EIR/EIS for more infor-
mation on how the policies were addressed and evaluated for this Plan. 

Although the policy analysis identified inconsistencies with two policies of the Mountain 
Empire Subregional Plan, no local discretionary permits (e.g., Conditional Use Permits 
or Specific Plan approval) or local plan consistency evaluation is required for the Proposed 
Project or the project alternatives as the CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction over the con-
struction, maintenance, and operation of public utilities. However, SDG&E would be 
required to obtain all ministerial building and encroachment permits from local jurisdictions. 

B0002-43 As the commenter notes, the SDG&E press release concerning an additional 40 MW 
power purchase agreement with the Esmeralda–San Felipe Geothermal facilities was 
released in February of 2008 after the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS. However, as 
the Truckhaven Geothermal Leasing Final EIS states, under the maximum expected devel-
opment scenario for the Truckhaven area, there would be two 25 MW power plants 
built. As the Sunrise Draft EIR/EIS analyzed up to 50 MW of geothermal energy in the 
Truckhaven area, the impact analysis for the Esmeralda–San Felipe Geothermal facil-
ities would not change. For informational purposes only, the additional 40 MW power 
purchase agreement between SDG&E and Esmeralda Truckhaven has been incorporated 
into the Project Description in Section B.6.1.2 (Section B.6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS) 
as follows: 

Esmeralda has secured a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with SDG&E for 20 MW 
of geothermal power that would likely be developed within Truckhaven. In March 
2007, the CPUC approved this renewable contract. The project that would develop 
the 20 MW of geothermal resources at Truckhaven is referred to as the Esmeralda–
San Felipe Geothermal Project. Geothermal energy uses heat from the earth, extracted 
through geothermal wells in the form of steam or brine, which is then transported 
via pipeline and used to drive turbines, which drive electricity generation. In Feb-
ruary 2008, SDG&E announced a 40 MW power-purchase agreement with Esmeralda 
Truckhaven bringing SDG&E’s total geothermal energy supply from the Esmeralda 
facilities to 60 MW. This agreement has yet to be approved by the CPUC. Addi-
tionally, as the Truckhaven Geothermal Leasing Final EIS states that under the maxi-
mum expected development scenario for the Truckhaven area, there would be a 
total of 50 MW. 

Impacts to water resources are discussed in Section D.12 (Water Resources) and under 
Impact S-3 (Project construction and operation would increase the need for public 
services and facilities) in Section D.14 (Socioeconomics, Services and Utilities) of the 
EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS states under Impact S-3 that given the low quality of 
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nearby groundwater, if onsite wells were used then the impact on water supply would 
potentially be significant and unmitigable during operation (Class I).  In addition, see 
Response to Comment B0002-27. 

B0002-44 The commenter states that the analysis of the Jacumba Substation expansion and the 
SCE La Rumorosa Wind Project should be revised to reflect Sempra’s recent filing with 
DOE, which increased the size and location of these projects. Please refer to Response 
to Comment B0002-29. 

B0002-45 Table D.7-1 refers only to the transmission portion of the Sunrise Powerlink Project; it 
does not include the Connected Actions or Indirect Effects, including the Jacumba Sub-
station. Please see Section 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for a revised analysis of the SDG&E 
Jacumba Substation. 

B0002-46 Please see Response to Comment B0002-17 regarding impacts on transmission lines and 
or substations from terrorist activities. 

B0002-47 Section E.5.10 Public Health and Safety: Wind of the Draft EIR/EIS has been amended 
to state: 

Field-Related Public Concerns. As described in Sections D.10.23 through D.10.25, 
there are five impacts related to electric and magnetic fields. The impact discus-
sions for these issues presented in for the Proposed Project would apply equally to 
the renewable alternatives, because all involve transmission lines. Those impacts and 
relevant mitigation measures are presented for the solar thermal component above; 
for additional discussion, please see Sections D.10.23 to D.10.25. Concern regard-
ing the interference of radar caused by wind farms has also been considered. As the 
U.S. Department of Energy’s Frequently Asked Question about Wind and Radar 
states, the Department of Defense has direct experience with wind energy projects 
and successful radar operations on several domestic and overseas facilities. Wind 
projects are currently operating safely at military bases in Wyoming, California, 
Cuba and Ascension Island, all in close proximity to various forms of military and 
civilian radar (DOE, 2007). The DOE further states that there are a number of 
technical mitigation options available today, including software upgrades to existing 
radar, processing filters related to signature identification, replacing aging radar, and 
potentially more. The Department of Energy is currently working with radar system 
experts across the country and overseas to catalogue known mitigation experiences, 
most promising options that exist, and those that are worth of developing in the 
future.8 As such, the interference of radar by wind farms will not be considered 
further.  

As stated by the DOE, wind turbines can sometimes cause electromagnetic interfer-
ence affecting TV and radio reception. Such interference can typically be mitigated 
by using satellite TV or wireless cable TV. Instances of TV or radio interference 

                                              
8 DOE, 2007. Frequently Asked Questions about Wind and Radar. http://www1.eere.energy.gov/windandhydro/

federalwindsiting/radar_faqs.html#1 in May 2008.  

 DOE, 2007b. Wind and Hydropower Technologies Program - Wind Powering America. http://www.eere.energy.gov/
windandhydro/windpoweringamerica/ne_issues_interference.asp?&print in May 2008.  
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are infrequent. Mitigation Measures PS-1a and PS-1b are recommended to reduce 
the potential impact of interference (Class II) (DOE, 2007b). 

B0002-48 The commenter outlines concerns regarding wind turbines and effects, and the role of 
the FAA. Wind farms in the Boulevard region would be required to comply with FAA 
regulations. Wind farms in Mexico are outside of the FAA jurisdiction and would be 
subject to Mexican laws regulating potential impacts to aeronautics. Impact T-11 in 
Section 2.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS addresses potential impacts of the Rumorosa Wind 
Energy Projects on low flying aircraft along the border region. Please also see 
Response B0002-47. 

B0002-49 The commenter’s opposition to future transmission expansions in the Boulevard region 
is acknowledged. Impacts of future transmission expansions for the southern route alter-
natives were analyzed in the E Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-50 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20 regarding cumulative impacts of the wind 
farms in the Boulevard and La Rumorosa region. 

B0002-51 Key viewpoints are selected to be representative of different types of viewing opportu-
nities and to capture a variety of effected landscapes. As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, 
Key Viewpoint 58 was identified as generally representative of Interstate 8 views along 
the Campo North Option, a relatively short route segment along the north side of I-8 in 
the vicinity of the Golden Acorn Casino. See also Response to Comment B0002-37 regard-
ing the proposed change to the VRM classification in McCain Valley. 

B0002-52 The commenter is correct in noting that the California Botanical Habitat filed a late 
motion for party status to the Sunrise CPCN proceeding. The status was denied by the 
CPUC on June 20, 2008 as it did not identify any direct involvement it would have in 
developing the record in the Scoping Ruling. Visual Impacts of the Interstate 8 
Alternative were analyzed in the Section E.1.3 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-53 Key Viewpoint 50 is considered representative of views of the I-8 Alternative from I-8. 
The BCD South Option (in combination with the BCD Alternative and the Modified 
Route D Alternative) is considered an alternative to the I-8 Alternative and not just the 
Campo North Option. The BCD South Option along with the BCD Alternative, from 
the point of diversion from I-8 at McCain Valley to the span of I-8 in La Posta Valley, 
would be substantially greater in length relative to the corresponding I-8 Alternative 
segment. However, compared to the longer and more remote BCD South Option, the 
shorter I-8 Alternative would be substantially more visible to greater numbers of 
viewers due to the route’s immediate proximity to I-8. 

B0002-54 The commenter notes that the Draft EIR/EIS does not describe all surface waters in the 
Bankhead Springs, Boulevard, Manzanita, McCain Valley, Live Oak Springs, and La Posta. 
All surface waters including springs, seeps, and meadows were not identified in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Only streams were identified for all alternatives. Wetlands are covered 
in the Biological Resources Sections E.1.2, E.2.2, E.3.2, and E.4.2 for the SWPL Alter-
natives.  Please see Response to Comment B0002-55.  No changes to the document 
have been made. 
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B0002-55 The commenter states that the BCD Alternative would impact groundwater resources 
(e.g., freshwater seeps, open water, freshwater marsh, coast live oak woodland, 
southern riparian forest, and Waters of the U.S.) on the 2,200-acre Big Country Ranch. 
The commenter also states that the Grizzle subdivision and the Erdman parcel contain 
wetlands, which may be impacted by the Interstate 8 and BCD Alternatives. 
Construction of the Interstate 8 and BCD Alternatives would impact groundwater 
resources and jurisdictional resources. If either of these alternatives is selected to be 
built, a jurisdictional delineation would be completed to determine impacts to 
jurisdictional habitats (see General Response GR-15). 

The commenter states that there are open space easements for Big Country Ranch, the 
Grizzle subdivision, and Erdman parcel. It is acknowledged that there are open space 
easements on file with the County’s Department of Planning and Land Use. Sensitive 
biological resources will be avoided to the extent practicable during final engineering 
(see BIO-APM-8 and BIO-APM-18). 

The commenter also states the Grizzle subdivision contains cultural and historical resources 
in the portion of the property bisected by the Interstate 8 Alternative. Please refer to 
Response to Comment B0002-102. 

B0002-56 Impacts to surface water along the Modified Route D Alternative are identified in Sec-
tion E.4.12.2 of Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and Impacts H-1, H-2, and H-6 are 
considered significant without mitigation. The mitigation measures identified for these 
impacts would ensure less than significant impacts would occur to surface waters along the 
Modified Route D Alternative. Similarly, impacts to surface water along the BCD South 
Option are identified in Section E.2.12.3 of Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and Impacts 
H-1, H-2, and H-6 are considered significant without mitigation. The mitigation measures 
identified for these impacts would ensure less than significant impacts would occur to 
surface waters along the BCD South Option. 

B0002-57 The incorrect notation on Figure E.2.15-4 was a typographical error, and the figure has 
been modified as suggested. 

B0002-58 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20 regarding cumulative impacts of wind farms 
in the Boulevard region. Please see Section G.4.2 for the cumulative analysis of the 
southern route alternatives. 

B0002-59 The commenter suggests the wind farms in the McCain Valley could cause electromag-
netic interference impacting television and radio. Please see Response B0002-47. 

B0002-60 It is unlikely that the EMF generated by wind turbines would interfere with radio com-
munications of firefighters because as the DOE states, instances of electromagnetic inter-
ference caused by wind turbines are infrequent.9 Additionally, Mitigation Measures PS-1a 
and PS-1b are designed to limit and address any radio interference. With regard to the 
presence of wind generation facilities interfering with firefighting operations due to 
their height and extent, because wind farms are not linear facilities, they would not pose 
significant impacts to firefighting operations because the firefighters would be able to 

 
9 DOE, 2007.  
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go around and avoid the wind project. No changes to the text of the Draft EIR/EIS have 
been made. 

B0002-61 When the original alignment for Modified Route D passed through Cameron Valley, a 
viewpoint was established on Cameron Truck Trail. However, once Modified Route D 
was relocated to the hills along the eastern perimeter of the valley, thereby reducing the 
visual prominence of the route within the valley (portions of some of the structures 
would be screened by terrain), and the route would no longer obscure views of the val-
ley from Old Highway 80 or I-8, a new key viewpoint was established on South Buck-
man Springs Road. The new Key Viewpoint 67 captures the view of the route as it exits 
the hills south of Cameron Valley and converges on Buckman Springs Road. Further-
more, as stated in the discussion of Impact V-82 (significant [Class I] visual impact), 
the Key Viewpoint 67 impact analysis presented on pages E.4.3-11 and E.4.3-12 “…is 
considered representative of project views from and in the vicinity of South Buckman 
Springs Road, Cameron Truck Trail, and nearby residences.” 

B0002-62 The Modified Route D Alternative does indeed cross the Campo Valley Groundwater Basin 
and the Potrero Valley Groundwater Basin, both of which are within the EPA-designated 
Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer recharge area, and the erroneous statement in 
the first paragraph of Section E.4.12.1 of Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been cor-
rected as follows: 

This alternative route crosses no designated groundwater basinthe Campo Valley 
Groundwater Basin and the Potrero Valley Groundwater Basin. These groundwater 
basins are within the EPA-designated Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer recharge 
area. This means the aquifer supplies more than 50 percent of a community’s drinking 
water. Any project which is financially assisted by federal grants or federal loan 
guarantees, and which has the potential to contaminate a sole source aquifer, should 
be modified to reduce or eliminate the risk (USEPA, 2007; http://epa.gov/region09/
water/groundwater/ssa-pdfs/ssafact.pdf).

B0002-63 The mitigation measures identified for Impact H-2 (Construction activity could degrade 
water quality through spills of potentially harmful materials) are sufficient to ensure 
that groundwater would not be contaminated as a result of construction activities along 
the Modified Route D Alternative. Mitigation Measure H-2b specifically prohibits storage 
of fuels and hazardous materials within 200 feet of groundwater supply wells, and Miti-
gation Measure H-2c specifically prohibits disposal of hazardous materials onto the 
ground, the underlying groundwater, or any surface water. In the event of a spill, this 
measure requires immediate cleanup. Because of the limited amount of hazardous 
materials that would be used and stored at construction sites in addition to Mitigation 
Measure H-2b and H-2c, it is extremely unlikely that a spill of hazardous materials 
would contaminate the Campo-Cottonwood aquifer. No changes to the impact class 
determination of Impact H-2 have been made. 

With regard to impacts from blasting, please see Response to Comment B0002-24. 

B0002-64 Please see Response to Comment B0002-24. 

B0002-65 Senate Bills 610 and 221 do not apply to transmission lines or the associated facilities. 
Water for the Proposed Project will be purchased from municipal vendors. This pur-

 
October 2008 3-715 Final EIR/EIS 



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

 
chase would be a one time event as the maintenance of the transmission lines and sub-
stations does not require large amounts of water. Water would likely be obtained from 
SDCWA from the Morena Reservoir (owned by the City of San Diego), Barrett Lake 
(owned by the City of San Diego), Loveland Reservoir (owned by Sweetwater Authority), 
and/or El Capitan Reservoir (owned by the City of San Diego). Water use during 
project construction would be a comparatively small fraction of the total water supply 
for the jurisdictions affected by the Modified Route D Alternative and would not 
change the ability of the water suppliers identified in Section D.14.2 in the Draft 
EIR/EIS to serve the alternative area demands. 

B0002-66 The Campo opposition was to any alternative of the Proposed Project that would cross 
Campo lands; the opposition was not to further development of wind projects on Campo 
lands. Please see Comment Set A0006 for the specific wording of the Campo Band 
comments on the Proposed Project. The Jacumba Substation has moved approximately 
4 miles southeast of the location identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. Section 2 of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS analyses the updated SDG&E Jacumba Substation site. The resulting 
increase in length of the 230 kV transmission line from the New In-Area Renewable 
Resource wind component would remain within the existing SWPL corridor and the 
impacts of this additional 4 miles are analyzed in Section E.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
Please see Response to Comment B0002-20 regarding cumulative impacts of the wind 
projects in the Campo region. 

B0002-67 The commenter states that the Section E.5.1.4, Wind Component Area Siting is defi-
cient because wind energy conflicts with the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. 

The discussion in this Section acknowledges that the landforms of the region are an 
important resource that should be respected and summarizes key information from the 
Plan. The discussion does not specifically address policy issues of the plan, however. 
This discussion is found in Appendix 2, Policy Screening Report, and Section D.16, 
Policy Consistency. These sections of the EIR/EIS provide a thorough evaluation of 
applicable policies from this Plan. Section D.16 identified inconsistencies with Indus-
trial Goal – Policy 6 and with Scenic Highway – Policy 1. Please refer to these sections 
of the Draft EIR/EIS for more information on how the policies were addressed and eval-
uated for this Plan. Also refer to Response to Comment B0002-42. 

B0002-68 Please see Response to Comment B0002-66. The commenter notes that PPM Energy is 
working toward gaining easements for access to its potential wind turbine site in the 
McCain Valley as its construction equipment and turbines may not fit under the I-8 
overpass on McCain Valley Road. This information is beyond the scope of the Sunrise 
Powerlink EIR/EIS. Please see General Response GR-2 on the feasibility of the wind 
component of the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative. 

B0002-69 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges the difficulty in restoring pre-construction vegetated 
conditions in the discussion of Visual Resources Impact V-2 (Long-term visibility of 
land scars and vegetation clearance in arid and semi-arid landscapes) presented on 
page D.3-49. However, effective implementation of Mitigation Measures V-2a through 
V-2d (discussed on pages D.3-49 and D.3-50) would reduce the visual impact to a level 
that would be less than significant. 
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B0002-70 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20 regarding cumulative impacts of the wind 

projects in the McCain Valley and in the La Rumorosa region. 

B0002-71 The commenter is correct in noting that the southern end of the Campo Reservation is 
not north of Interstate 8, but rather south of I-8 near the U.S.-Mexico border. Section 
E.5.1.4: Wind Facility Design has been revised as follows: 

In addition to the turbine structures, the following facilities would also be required: 

 A new switchyard would need to be constructed as part of the wind 
component at the southern end of the Campo Reservation north of 
Interstate 8. The exact siting of the switchyard would be dependent upon 
final design of the wind component. 

This change would not affect the impact analysis as it was assumed in the analysis that 
the switchyard was sited within the wind farm itself, north of Interstate 8. 

B0002-72 Impact V-NW6 in Section E.5.3 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes how 
increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining would 
occur when viewing the wind component turbines and associated facilities from nearby 
residences and public roads and concludes this would be a significant and unmitigable 
impact. The specific roads mentioned in the comment are not mentioned in the Impact 
discussion, because the analysis is general to all nearby public roads. 

Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Sempra La Rumorosa wind development 
project has been redefined based on Sempra’s application for Presidential Permit. The 
visual analysis has been updated with regards to this indirect action. The new visual 
analysis is provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS in Section 2.3. 

B0002-73 Comment noted. Any questions or comments pertaining to the proposed change in VRM 
classification (which is not part of this present study) should be directed to the Bureau of Land 
Management El Centro Field Office. 

The commenter states that Carrizo Gorge Wilderness Areas is not identified in 
surrounding land uses. 

There is a cross reference to Section E.5.5 in the land use discussion. Please refer to 
Section E.5.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Wilderness and Recreation. The wilderness is 
discussed under the subsection “Wilderness and Recreation Setting for Wind” and in 
the analysis following. 

B0002-74 The commenter states that Carrizo Gorge Wilderness Areas is not identified in 
surrounding land uses. 

There is a cross reference to Section E.5.5 in the land use discussion. Please refer to 
Section E.5.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS (Wilderness and Recreation) for a discussion of 
impacts to the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness Area. The wilderness is discussed under the 
subsection “Wilderness and Recreation Setting for Wind” and in the analysis following. 

B0002-75 The commenter states that McCain Valley Road cannot be used for construction access 
due to height limitations under I-8. 
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Please see Response to Comment B0002-66. 

B0002-76 The Draft EIR/EIS (Impact N-3, pages E.5-178 to E.5-179 including Mitigation Mea-
sure N-3b) describes and analyzes the noise from the turbines themselves including the 
rotation of the blades and operation of the generator. 

B0002-77 The commenter notes opposition from the Campo tribe that may negate the location of a 
wind substation, and that the Jacumba Substation has moved several miles to the south-
east. Please see Response to Comment B0002-66. 

B0002-78 The commenter states that additional roads need to be added to Table E.5.9-1 because 
McCain Valley Road would be unavailable for access and because the Jacumba 
Substation has moved. No data are available on the referenced roads. Section 2.9 of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS addresses impacts to Old Highway 80 and Carrizo Creek Road due to 
the new location of the Jacumba Substation. 

B0002-79 The commenter states that the public health and safety analysis in Section E.5 (page 
E.5-204) is deficient because it does not analyze groundwater impacts from drilling of 
turbine footings (using chemical drilling muds — a potential contaminant), and changes 
in groundwater flow dynamics and surface water runoff. A large wind tower foundation 
would likely require four or five drilled piers to resist the wind load (overturning). It is 
conceivable that each pier would be 2 feet in diameter and 20 to 25 feet deep. The pro-
posed wind farm area within the Campo Reservation is underlain by granitic bedrock. 
Piers in hard rock would likely be drilled by air-percussion equipment and may use 
small amounts of water, and possibly additives such as foam, to aid with the cuttings 
removal. Any additives to the air “fluid” should be the same as used in the water well 
drilling industry and would not have adverse affects to the bedrock aquifers in the area. 

The Boulevard Planning Group also states in this comment that potential leaks or spills 
of transformer oil could occur at the wind farm facilities and result in groundwater con-
tamination. An example is described where oil leaked from a transformer and resulted 
in contamination of a residential well. The example is an incident that occurred at the 
Maple Ridge Wind Farm in New York state (Watertown Daily times 12-29-07) where 
an explosion caused release of a significant amount of oil from a transformer. Trans-
former oil is mineral oil, and the operator provided a quick response and clean-up, and 
only one of 15 nearby water wells had oil contamination. The proposed wind farm 
facility will be operated under a SPCC Plan to properly contain and quickly respond to 
cleanup any chemical leaks and spills during operation and maintenance of the wind tur-
bines, substation, and associated facilities. Prompt action will reduce the potential for con-
tamination of soil and groundwater resources. 

Encroachment of alternative tower/turbine structures or associated facilities into a flow 
path or floodplain could result in flooding of or erosion damage to the encroaching struc-
ture, diversion of flows and increased flood risk for adjacent property, or increased ero-
sion on adjacent property (Impact H-6 in Section E.5.12 of the Draft EIR/EIS). This 
impact is likely to occur only where wind towers or other permanent project features 
are constructed in or closely adjacent to a watercourse. Placement of towers in water-
courses is unlikely for the reason that wind tower/turbines would be sited along hill tops 
and ridges where optimum wind conditions exist. However, alternative access roads 
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could traverse a flow path or floodplain. Implementation of mitigation measures pre-
sented below would reduce this impact to less than significant levels (Class II). 

The hilltop locations would make the wind turbine unlikely to interfere with ground-
water flow, which would be beneath the depth of the turbine. However, the Planning 
Group and several individuals have raised an important concern about maintaining the 
integrity of groundwater wells, especially in sole-source aquifers, should blasting be 
required. Please refer to Response to Comment B0002-24 for a revised discussion of 
Impact H-4 (Groundwater dewatering for project construction could deplete local water 
supplies) and Mitigation Measure H-4b (Avoid blasting where damage to groundwater 
wells or springs could occur) throughout the Water Resources sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Likewise the text in Section E.5.12 in the Draft EIR/EIS has been modified as follows: 

Impact H-4: Groundwater dewatering for project construction could dep ete local 
water supplies (No Impact for the wind component; Class II for transmission line) 

The wind component areas north of Interstate 8 border the western and northern boun-
daries of the Cottonwood Valley Groundwater Basin and the Campo Valley Groundwater 
Basin is located to the south of Interstate 8. The potential SDG&E Jacumba 
Substation site would be located in border the Coyote Wells Jacumba Valley 
Groundwater Basin and the 230 kV transmission line would cross the Jacumba 
Valley Groundwater Basin. Since the depth to groundwater in these basins exceeds 
50 feet, which is below the maximum depth of tower construction, there is no need to 
dewater excavations so that construction can proceed. As a result, no depletion of 
local groundwater would occur. However, blasting and drilling for turbine 
foundations, should it be required, could reduce water flows in wells and springs, 
and a portion of the alternative transmission line traverses the Campo Valley 
Groundwater Basin where the depth to groundwater may be as shallow as 15 feet. 
Dewatering for transmission line construction in the Campo Valley Groundwater 
Basin could result in a local and temporary drawdown of groundwater levels which 
could temporarily reduce the yield of nearby water supply wells, and blasting for 
turbine foundations could temporarily or permanently reduce flows in wells and 
springs, resulting in a significant impact without mitigation. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-4a, which requires identification of wells and 
provision of alternate water supplies during the period of depletion, and Mitigation 
Measure H-4b, which requires avoidance of blasting where damage to wells or 
springs could occur, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level (Class II.) 

Mitigation Measures for Impact H-4: Groundwater dewatering for project 
construction could deplete local water supplies 

H-4a Avoid using source water and provide alternative sources where avoidance 
is not possible. [WQ-APM-6] 

H-4b Avoid blasting where damage to groundwater wells or springs could occur. 

B0002-80 Please see Response to Comment B0002-21. 

B0002-81 The Planning Group is correct that the Jacumba Substation is located in the Jacumba 
Valley Groundwater Basin not the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin as stated in 
the Draft EIR/EIS. This inaccuracy has been corrected throughout Section E.5.12. 
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B0002-82 Impact H-7 is, in fact, listed as a Class II impact, not a Class III impact as suggested by 

the Planning Group. However, Impact H-3 has been modified as suggested due to the 
possibility of shallow groundwater at the site of the wind component of the New In-
Area Renewable Generation Alternative. Impact H-3 has been modified in Section 
E.5.12 of the Draft EIR/EIS as follows: 

Impact H-3: Excavation could degrade groundwater quality in areas of shallow 
groundwater (No Impact for wind component; Class II for transmission line) 

The wind component areas north of Interstate 8 border the western and northern boun-
daries of the Cottonwood Valley Groundwater Basin and the Campo Valley Ground-
water Basin is located to the south of Interstate 8. The potential SDG&E Jacumba 
Substation site would border the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basinbe located 
in the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin and the 230 kV transmission line 
would cross the Jacumba Valley Groundwater Basin. Since the depth to ground-
water in these basins generally exceeds 50 feet, which is below the maximum depth 
of tower construction, there is no only a small possibility of encountering and degrad-
ing groundwater during construction. However, a portion of the wind component trans-
mission line traverses the Campo Valley Groundwater Basin where the depth to 
groundwater may be as shallow as 15 feet. 

In the Campo Valley Groundwater Basin, dDegradation of groundwater quality would 
be a significant impact without mitigation (Class II). Mitigation Measures H-1c, 
H-1d, H-2b, H-2c, and H-1h are recommended. 

B0002-83 Impacts to groundwater as a result of the construction of the wind component of the New 
In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative is adequately addressed under Impacts H-2 and 
H-3 in Section E.5.12 of Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. In addition, Impact H-4 for 
the wind component has been modified as is shown in Response to Comment B0002-79 
above, and Mitigation Measure H-4b (Avoid blasting where damage to groundwater wells 
or springs could occur) has been added as is shown in Response to Comment B0002-24. 

B0002-84 The commenter notes that when the 69 kV line was reconductored (to accommodate the 
new energy generated by the Kumeyaay wind facility), Boulevard, Jacumba, and 
several tribal neighborhoods were taken off grid and had to rely on SDG&E emergency 
generators. The wind component in the New In-Area Renewable Generation would not 
require reconductoring of existing lines as it is assumed to provide its power into a new 
230/500 kV substation, the Jacumba Substation or a substation located on Campo tribal 
land. The power would then loop in to the existing SWPL 500 kV transmission line. 

B0002-85 Please see Response to Comment B0002-21 for modifications to the text of Impact F-2 
(Presence of the overhead transmission line would increase the probability of a wildfire) 
in Section E.5.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-86 A very small portion of the wind facility is located in the Boulevard Fireshed as noted. 
The text of Section E.5.15, Fire and Fuels Management for Wind, first paragraph, has 
been modified as follows: 

The wind facilities, including turbines, access and spur roads, 1015-mile 230 kV trans-
mission line, and switching station would be located within the La Posta Fireshed, 
and a very small portion of the facility would be located in the Boulevard Fireshed, 
both described in Section E.1.15. 
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B0002-87 Table E.8-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS explains that the discussion of impacts related to the 

renewable generation components of the No Project/No Action Alternative are described 
elsewhere in the Draft EIR/EIS (see Impact N-3, pages E.5-178 to E.5-179 including 
Mitigation Measure N-3b for the noise from the wind turbines). 

B0002-88 The commenter states that the noise from wind generation in the Crestwood area could 
impact wildlife. Potential impacts to wildlife due to noise associated with the wind gen-
eration project are addressed in Section E.5.2 (pages E.5-87 and E.5-91 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS). The wind generation project’s impacts on biological resources are summa-
rized on pages E.8-24 through E.8-26 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-89 The commenter describes on- and off-ramps to I-8 and notes traffic delays when lanes 
or roads are closed for construction. Please refer to Section E.1.9 for a discussion of 
traffic impacts and associated mitigation measures to offset the impacts associated with 
the Interstate 8 Alternative. In addition, there a casinos whose patrons use the same 
traffic routes. The comment has been noted and there is no response needed. 

B0002-90 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20. 

B0002-91 The commenter states that the cumulative impacts associated with the loss of native veg-
etation for the Interstate 8 Alternative will be even greater with the increased size and 
scale of the La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects. The La Rumorosa Wind Energy 
Projects is considered an Indirect Effect associated with the Proposed Project and its 
cumulative impact analysis is included with the analysis on page G-34 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. It is acknowledged that the increased size and scale of the La Rumorosa Wind 
Energy Projects would result in greater cumulative impacts. However, loss of native 
vegetation is already considered a Class I significant and unmitigable impact (see page 
G-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The La Rumorosa Wind Energy Projects as defined by 
Sempra in the December 20, 2007 and March 19, 2008 Presidential Permit application 
is analyzed in Section 2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

The commenter states that the cumulative impacts associated with the loss of native vege-
tation for the Interstate 8 Alternative will be even greater in response to the 2007 fires. 
It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the potential for stricter requirements 
and/or regulations related to vegetation/fuels management. The project’s vegetation man-
agement standards did not change following the 2007 fires in San Diego County; as a 
result, the Interstate 8 Alternative’s vegetation/fuels management is not expected to 
increase. 

B0002-92 The commenter states that the Jacumba Substation, La Rumorosa project, and BCD South 
I-8 Alternative would impact the Las Californias wildlife corridors. See Response to 
Comment B0002-31. 

B0002-93 The discussion of geographic extent of cumulative impacts for visual resources 
(regarding the SWPL Alternatives on page G-121 of the Draft EIR/EIS) does not state 
that nothing will be visible beyond two miles. The discussion correctly points out that: 

“…most cumulative visual impacts would occur within two miles [of the I-8 
Alternative]. Beyond two miles, structures become less distinct or even not visible 
if they blend sufficiently with background forms, colors, and textures. Also, 
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beyond two miles it is likely that sightlines will become impaired or blocked by 
intervening terrain and vegetation. In some cases, the expansiveness or openness of 
a landscape or the availability of vista viewpoints and overlooks greatly expand the 
viewshed for a portion of the project to distances of five miles or more. From these 
locations, the geographic scope of the cumulative analysis would increase 
commensurately.” 

B0002-94 It is agreed that the more extensive the La Rumorosa wind development area is, the 
more extensive and visible will be the associated land scarring given the arid conditions 
of the development area. Impact V-2 in Section 2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS addresses 
land scars and vegetation clearance and concludes this would be a significant and 
unmitigable impact (Class I). 

B0002-95 Please see Response to Comment B0002-47. 

B0002-96 Please see Response to Comment B0002-24. 

B0002-97 Please see Response to Comment B0002-41. 

B0002-98 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20 regarding wind project and cumulative 
impacts. The development of the Big Country Ranch estate has been considered in the 
cumulative analysis (see Table G-3). 

B0002-99 Please see Response to Comment B0002-20. 

B0002-100 The commenter suggests that Impact P-1 (Soil or groundwater contamination results 
due to improper handling and/or storage of hazardous materials during construction activ-
ities) in Table H-27 should be changed to significant and unmitigable (Class I) because 
the construction would occur in a region that has a sole source aquifer. Impact P-1 as 
analyzed in Section E.5.12 in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS is significant, but is mit-
igable to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation that includes 
implementing an Environmental Monitoring Program, maintaining emergency spill sup-
plies and equipment, proper storage and disposal of waste, no storage of fuels and haz-
ardous materials near sensitive water resources, and proper disposal and clean-up of 
hazardous materials. The Environmental Monitoring Program also includes preparing 
environmental safety plans including a spill prevention and response plan and that the 
Applicant would designate an Environmental Field Representative who would be onsite 
to observe, enforce, and document adherence to the plans for the construction activities. 
Such mitigation would allow for prompt action in the case of any chemical leaks and 
spills, and prompt action would reduce the potential for contamination of soil and ground-
water resources to a less than significant level. The likelihood of aquifer contamination 
would be highly unlikely with implementation of these mitigation measures. 

B0002-101 A fifth bullet point has been added under the environmental disadvantages of wind in 
Section 4.10.2 of Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, as follows: 

 Wind turbines can also be the source of wildfire ignitions due to power collec-
tion line failure, turbine malfunction or mechanical failure, and lightning- and bird-
related incidents. When mechanical or electrical failures cause turbines to catch 
fire, they may burn for many hours due to the limited ability of fire suppression 
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crews to effectively fight fires hundreds of feet above the ground. Wind-blown 
flaming debris from a turbine fire can ignite vegetation in the surrounding area. 

B0002-102 The presence of the old McCain family ranch house on the Lansing private parcel (APN 
#61303035) is noted. Portions of this parcel would be used for a temporary staging-fly 
yard for the I-8 and BCD Alternative Routes. This private parcel was not inspected dur-
ing the 30 percent survey of the alternatives, nor did the McCain Ranch House show up 
on lists of historical properties. Nonetheless, as noted in this comment, the house may 
be eligible for listing on the state or national registers. This potential would be 
evaluated as part of the Section 106 process for the National Historic Preservation Act 
if the I-8 or BCD Alternatives are selected to be built. Generally for a temporary 
staging area, standing structures will be protected from direct impacts. Further, because 
the staging use would be temporary, visual impacts to historic resources would be 
temporary, as well, and considered to be less than significant. 

The commenter states that the Interstate 8 and BCD Alternatives would impact wetland 
habitat and historical and cultural resources on the Grizzle subdivision site. See Response 
to Comment B0002-55. Impacts to wildlife species, including bats and raptors, along 
the Interstate 8 Alternative and the BCD Alternative were considered in Section E.1.2 
and Section E.4.2 respectively in Volume 4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-103 It is acknowledged that the staging area–fly yard shown on Figure Ap.11C-45 would be 
highly visible to travelers on Old Highway 80 and Interstate 8. However, as discussed on 
page D.3-47, the short-term visibility of construction, storage, and fly yards would be signif-
icant but mitigable to a level that would be less than significant (Class II). Mitigation Measure 
V-1a requires the location of staging areas and fly yards away from areas of high public 
visibility. Where such facilities are proposed to be located near public roads or residential 
areas (such as the staging area–fly yard shown on Figure Ap.11C-45), the facilities are to be 
screened from view during the term of construction. 

B0002-104 The Boulevard Planning Group states that the surfactant that shall be added to the herbi-
cide mixture (discussed in Appendix 12, page Ap.12-109) can cause contaminants to 
more easily travel through the vadose zone and reach the water table, resulting in the 
potential for groundwater contamination and that this should be considered a Class I 
impact. SDG&E follows a strict Herbicide Application Protocol (summarized in Table 
D.10-8 of the EIR/EIS) which requires herbicides use to be limited to targeted areas, 
not sprayed during periods of potential runoff or in areas of potential runoff, and pro-
hibits application in the vicinity of wells. Additionally, SDG&E’s policy (as stated in its 
Herbicide Application Protocol) is not to apply herbicide in areas where the landowners, 
homeowners, or land managers have expressed concerns over groundwater contamination. 

B0002-105 The exhibit list for the Boulevard Planning Group is acknowledged. 

B0002-106 The articles regarding the U.S.-Mexico border are acknowledged. 

B0002-107 The articles regarding the SCE solar project initiative are acknowledged. Please see 
General Response GR-2, which addresses this project. 

B0002-108 The article “Wind Farm Oil Taints West Martinsburg Well” is acknowledged. 
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B0002-109 The commenter provides a series of photos of wind turbine accidents, including fires, 
broken blades, tower collapse, etc. Please see Responses to Comments B0002-21 and 
B0002-85 regarding fire impacts and wind turbines.  

Turbines, which are typically shipped as three separate components and assembled on 
site, can weigh an average of about 65 tons. The space required to transport a typical 
turbine is about 13 times the volume of an ordinary tractor-trailer rig. Towers and 
bases are also exceptionally heavy. Blades are relatively lightweight but unusually long, 
some longer than 120 yards.10 Thus, the size and the weight of a wind turbine require 
special transportation equipment. 

The International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC), a recognized international body 
for standards development activities, developed international standards for wind 
turbines. The American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) is the recognized U.S. 
industry organization for standards development and works with IEC to develop safety 
requirements for large wind turbines.11 Additionally, any large wind project would be 
required to apply for applicable county land use permits, which would ensure public 
health, safety, and welfare.12

B0002-110 The photos of the drilling rig used for constructing wind turbines are acknowledged. 

B0002-111 The Sempra Presidential Permit Application for the Baja Wind U.S. Transmission, LLC 
is acknowledged. The Draft EIR/EIS has been recirculated to address the data contained 
in this Presidential Permit Application. 

B0002-112 The Boulevard Planning Group opposition to the Baja Wind U.S. Transmission, LLC is 
acknowledged. The Center for Biological Diversity protest to the Baja Wind U.S. Trans-
mission, LLC is acknowledged. 

B0002-113 Sections 1380, 6156, 6158, 6950, and 6951 of the Zoning Ordinance: San Diego County 
are acknowledged. 

B0002-114 The San Diego State University report is acknowledged, including reference to ground-
water levels at less than 5 feet below ground surface. Unconfined shallow groundwater 
is included in the impact analysis in both Section E.1.12 and E.4.12 in Volume 4 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

B0002-115 The EPA map of the Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer is acknowledged. The 
EPA map of the Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer was taken into consideration 
in the impact analysis. 

 
10  Korpella, Robert J. 2008. Arkansas Researchers Study Wind Turbine Transportation Issues. Online at 

http://www.freshare.net/article/arkansas_researchers_study_wind_turbine_transportation_issues/. Dated 
January 18. Accessed on September 25. 

11 AWEA. 1996. “iec wind turbine standards.” http://www.awea.org/standards/iec_stds.html in August 2008.  
12 Contra Costa. 1998 “Project Description” EIR for Repowering a Portion of the Altamont Pass Wind Resource 

Area, 1998.    

 
Final EIR/EIS 3-724 October 2008 



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

 
B0002-116 The article “Minister Demands Explanation for Windmill Collapse” is acknowledged. 

Wind turbine standards are set by the International Electrotechnical Commission with 
the involvement of the American Wind Energy Association. 

B0002-117 The Boulevard Planning Group’s submission of an article about the Boulevard Fire 
Department is acknowledged. 
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