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Responses to Comment Set B0003 
Back Country Coalition 
B0003-1 The commenter’s support for the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative and 

opposition to any route for the Proposed Project is acknowledged. 

B0003-2 The commenter suggests the Proposed Project would impact many of San Diego County’s 
biological, cultural, and visual resources. Please see Section D.2 in Volume 1 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS for impacts to biological resources, Section D.7 in Volume 2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS for impacts to cultural resources, and Section D.3 in Volume 2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS for impacts to visual resources. Please see General Response GR-7 regard-
ing the Sunrise Powerlink Project potential connection to Mexican generation including 
LNG importation. 

B0003-3 The expertise of historian Albert J. Simonson is acknowledged with respect to his con-
siderable research and publications about the Santa Ysabel portion of the Central Link 
of the Proposed Project. The detail provided by Mr. Simonson about this historic area 
could not be duplicated in the Draft EIR/EIS for each of the more than 100 Links and 
alternatives, across much of southern California that required analysis. Rather, the broad 
historic context of each region is provided in Appendix 9A in sufficient detail to antic-
ipate the kinds and importance of archaeological remains and structures that would be 
encountered in the study corridors and that might be impacted should the Proposed 
Project or any of the alternatives be built. If a project is selected, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as well as mitigation measures in the EIR/EIS will require that much 
more intensive historical research and an intensive survey of 100 percent of the project 
impact areas be conducted prior to construction. Additionally, Impact C-3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS discusses impacts associated with unknown cultural resources. Mitigation 
Measures C-1c, C-1d, C-1f, C-2a, and C-3a have been imposed to help mitigate this 
impact. (See also Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Norton (D.D.C., 2004) 326 
F.Supp.2d 102 [new studies which documented previously unrecorded sites were not 
considered new information when the Proposed Project imposed mitigation measures 
designed to prevent harm to any undiscovered [cultural] resources].) The historical 
detail that you have provided would be used at that time, should the project cross the 
Santa Ysabel Valley. As well, a professional historian would contact Mr. Simonson for 
any additional detail he could provide regarding specific resources that might be impacted 
by the project. 

Please also see revisions made in the RDEIR/SDEIS regarding new significant and unmiti-
gable impacts to human remains which would occur in the Central Link. (RDEIR/SDEIS, 
“Other Modifications to the Draft EIR/EIS,” Section 4.1.1) Additionally, the RDEIR/SDEIS 
discusses mitigation measure reroutes which would reduce impacts to cultural resources 
near the Santa Ysabel Mission. (RDEIR/SDEIS, “Revisions to Proposed and Alternative 
Transmission Line Routes,” Section 3.2.2.) 

B0003-4 The BLM and CPUC concur that the implementation and success of all mitigation mea-
sures must be monitored, not by the project proponent, but by the Lead Agencies under 
NEPA and CEQA. If the CPUC approves the project or an alternative route, a mitiga-
tion monitoring program as discussed in Section I in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
would be established by CPUC staff and implemented its consultant, Aspen. The miti-
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gation measures are detailed fully in Section D.7.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As well, 
Table D.7-41 in Section D.7.43 and Appendix 12 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides more 
detail about what activities or reports would require approval of the CPUC and BLM, 
and how success of the mitigation activities will be measured and ensured. 

Mr. Simonson’s request for a Native American monitor and a qualified archaeologist are 
addressed specifically in the Draft EIR/EIS as follows: 

C-1e Monitor construction at known ESAs. The Applicant shall implement full-
time archaeological monitoring by a professional archaeologist during ground-
disturbing activities at all cultural resource Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs). 
These locations and their protection boundaries shall be defined and mapped 
in the HPTP. 

Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist famil-
iar with the types of historical and prehistoric resources that could be encoun-
tered within the project, and under direct supervision of a principal archaeol-
ogist. The qualifications of the principal archaeologist and archaeological 
monitors shall be approved by the BLM and CPUC. 

A Native American monitor may be required at culturally sensitive locations 
specified by the BLM following government-to-government consultation with 
Native American tribes. The monitoring plan in the HPTP shall indicate the 
locations where Native American monitors will be required and shall specify 
the tribal affiliation of the required Native American monitor for each loca-
tion. The Applicant shall retain and schedule any required Native American 
monitors. 

B0003-5 The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that there will be many more specific impacts to cultural 
resources than could be identified at this time if a project is constructed. Indeed, the Draft 
EIR/EIS anticipated that a high density of Native American and historical sites would 
be found in the Santa Ysabel Valley. However, restrictions on access to private property 
during the surveys for the EIR/EIS precluded field verification of many of these sites. 

For the Proposed Project and alternatives, a records search was conducted for 100 per-
cent of the corridor for the EIR/EIS analysis. On the ground surveys were completed 
for at least 30 percent of each Link and each alternative in order to verify the nature 
and density of resources that were likely to be impacted by the project. These studies 
were intended as a basis to compare the relative impact a project would have on each 
alternative. They were not intended to identify each specific resource that would be affected 
by a project. As described in Response to Comment B0003-3, intensive archaeological 
and historical studies and surveys would be conducted prior to final project design and 
construction. In accordance with the mitigation measures detailed in Section D.7.9 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, all efforts would be made to avoid impacts to significant resources. If 
it would be operationally infeasible to avoid impacts, regardless of cost, site treatments 
would be undertaken in consultation with the Lead Agencies, the State Historic Preser-
vation Officer, and local Native Americans and historical groups. Please also see Response 
to Comment B0003-3. 

B0003-6 The commenter’s opposition to the Sunrise Powerlink Project is acknowledged. 
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B0003-7 Figure B-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a detailed description of the Proposed Project 

and alternative routes in the Central Link. Figure 3-4 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS also provides a detailed description of the Proposed Project and 
alternative routes through Santa Ysabel. As detailed in Response to Comment B0003-3, 
above, we acknowledge that there is a rich and well-documented history in the Santa 
Ysabel Valley. These sources and the expertise of Mr. Simonson would be consulted for 
a much more in-depth historical study if and when a specific transmission project is built 
using the alignments along Highway 79 between Highways 76 and 78 near Santa Ysabel. 
The high probability that resources related to historically significant events and people 
of the Santa Ysabel Valley would be impacted by the Proposed Project or alternatives is 
fully disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS, although verification of specific resources was han-
dicapped by private property access restrictions. 

B0003-8 The historical references provided, especially regarding the locations of named ethno-
graphic villages in the Santa Ysabel Valley would be consulted by the professional archae-
ologists and historians conducting research and surveys if this valley is selected for build-
ing the project. The goal would be to identify any of these ethnographic villages, or 
other related resources, that actually lie within the transmission corridor, and would be 
impacted by the project. Actual on the ground surveys of 100 percent of the build alter-
native would be required to ascertain whether these locations are within the corridor, or 
nearby. 

No maps or specific locational data were provided in the comment or the attached man-
uscript. There are references to other historical documents that may provide locations, 
but such data from the turn of the century is notoriously imprecise. There is no way of 
knowing whether these villages or other ethnographic places are anywhere near the Pro-
posed Project, any of the alternatives, or access roads. Additional research would be 
done as part of the mitigation program for any route selected, and might suggest that 
something ethnographically documented is nearby. Please also see Response to Com-
ment B0003-3. 

B0003-9 As detailed in Response to Comment B0003-3, intensive surveys of any selected build 
alternative would be conducted to locate and avoid significant cultural resources. 

B0003-10 A narrative entitled An Expedition Among Natives of Southern California's Interior, 
1821, which is a translation of Friar Jose Bernardo Sanchez’s expedition diary by 
Albert J. Simonson (2007), has been included as an attachment to the comment letter 
and is acknowledged. Please refer to Response to Comment B0003-8. 

B0003-11 The commenter notes that Proposed Project would be placed adjacent to active earth-
quake faults and that new information suggests increased earthquake threats. 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. In addition, the Impacts in the Geol-
ogy, Mineral Resources, and Soils in Section D.13 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
recognizes that earthquake related impacts are significant and these impacts, 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 
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(Project would expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects as a 
result of surface fault rupture at crossings of active faults), are classified as significant but 
mitigable. 

Although the new reports by the CGS/USGS (Special Report 203/OF2007-1437) indi-
cate greater potential magnitudes for earthquakes on the local segment(s) of the Elsinore 
fault, this increase in magnitude is not significantly different than that analyzed in the 
EIR/EIS and does not change the result of the impact analysis. Mitigation Measure G-
4a would require site specific seismic analyses to determine if the anticipated seismic 
forces (high calculated peak vertical and horizontal ground accelerations due to severe 
groundshaking) are greater than anticipated wind load stresses on project structures, and 
if so the measure would require design of project structures to be modified/strengthened, 
as appropriate. The potential for ground rupture would occur along the Elsinore Fault 
regardless of the change in potential maximum earthquake magnitude, with the only 
difference being that the potential offset may be greater than that discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, but it would still be within the same scope of magnitude that was included in 
the impact analysis. Implementation of mitigation to reduce the effects of groundshak-
ing (Mitigation Measures G-4a, G-4b, and G-6a), to conduct geotechnical investigation 
of liquefaction (Mitigation Measure G-4b), and minimize project structures within 
active fault zones (Mitigation Measure G-5a) would be required regardless, and as a 
result, the impact classifications would remain the same. 
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