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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

 
 
August 31, 2012 
 
VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL and E-MAIL (southbaysub@dudek.com) 
 
Mr. Jensen Uchida 
California Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 
 
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the SDG&E South Bay Substation Relocation 

Project (SCH No. 2011071031)  
 

Dear Mr. Uchida:  

 Pursuant to the Notice of Availability issued by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (“CPUC”) and the extension of time for providing comments memorialized in the 
August 7, 2012 Joint Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative 
Law Judge issued in CPUC Docket A.10-06-007, the City of Chula Vista (the “City”) submits its 
comments on the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) regarding the 
South Bay Substation Relocation Project proposed by San Diego Gas & Electric (“SDG&E“).  
The City has previously participated in the CEQA process and supported the Proposed Project in 
letter comments submitted on August 15, 2011 following the Scoping Meeting. The City also 
was recently granted party status in CPUC proceeding A.10-06-007 by motion at the Prehearing 
Conference held before Administrative Law Judge Minkin.    

 The City appreciates the opportunity to comment and the extension of time provided in 
which to submit comments on the DEIR and requests that these comments be included in the 
administrative record for the Proposed Project.  The City further requests that you provide 
written responses to the comments in the manner required by CEQA and its implementing 
guidelines.  The existing South Bay Substation and the Proposed Project are both located in the 
City and the correct determination in this environmental review process and the related CPUC 
proceeding is of great significance to the City.  It is the City’s position, both as set forth in these 
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comments, and based on the information provided in the comments provided by SDG&E and 
the Unified Port District of San Diego (the “Port”), that the Final EIR issued by the CPUC 
should identify the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative as the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. Further, looking ahead, the City urges the CPUC to issue its Permit to Construct 
for the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative with the funding allocations proposed by 
SDG&E. 
 
I. OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS 
 As detailed in the DEIR, the Proposed Project involves the relocation of the existing 
South Bay Substation from its existing site to the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site.  The 
existing South Bay Substation would be decommissioned and demolished if the Proposed Project 
is approved. The DEIR correctly finds that any impact associated with the Proposed Project can 
be fully mitigated.   Nonetheless, the DEIR then identifies the No Project Alternative to be 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project on the basis of minimization or avoidance of 
physical impacts.   Then, based upon CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2), the DEIR 
identified the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative, which would replace the existing 
substation with a rebuilt 230/69/12/kV substation as the environmentally superior alternative.  
Respectfully, the CPUC’s understanding of CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) is 
inaccurate.  CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) states, “If the environmentally superior 
alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the other alternatives.”  CEQA does not require that the lead agency consider 
an environmentally superior alternative when approving a project if mitigation measures will 
substantially reduce the project’s significant impacts.  (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 402.).  Because all significant impacts 
of the Proposed Project will be mitigated below significance by the mitigation measures 
recommended in the DEIR, the CPUC may approve the Proposed Project without further 
consideration of the project alternatives discussed in the DEIR.  (Rio Vista Farm Bureau v. 
County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 379.) 

 As detailed here, the City opposes the Draft EIR’s  conclusions given that both the No 
Project and Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternatives are in direct conflict with  the 
bayfront redevelopment goals shared by the City and the Port.  As such, the DEIR conclusions 
are also in direct conflict with one of the four original objectives of the Proposed Project.  The 
City’s and the Port’s bayfront redevelopment objectives are reflected in the Chula Vista Bayfront 
Master Plan (“CVBMP”).  Significant elements of the CVBMP are premised upon the relocation 
of the South Bay Substation.   The status of the CVBMP was elevated on August 9, 2012, when 
the California Coastal Commission (“CCC”), a state agency, approved it by unanimous vote.  As 
detailed in these comments, the DEIR fails to adequately address the CVBMP and the approval 
of such plan by the CCC.  In contrast, adoption of either the Proposed Project or the Bayfront 
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Enhancement Fund Alternative1 will facilitate the City’s plan to improve and revitalize the Chula 
Vista Bayfront as these projects are consistent with the CVBMP.    

 Although the selection of an environmentally superior alternative is not required here, the 
City submits that, if done correctly taking into account all of the objectives set forth by SDG&E 
for the Project, such analysis should find that the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative now 
detailed by SDG&E is the environmentally superior alternative and should be identified as such 
in the FEIR.  Such alternative meets the objectives of the project, provides additional beneficial 
impacts, and facilitates the overall improvements for the Chula Vista bayfront. 

 Overall, as detailed in these comments, the City makes the following comments on the  
DEIR and urges the CPUC to take such comments into account and make appropriate revisions 
to the Final EIR in this proceeding: 

1. The City supports and agrees with the conclusion of the DEIR that all impacts identified 
for the Bay Boulevard Substation (the “Proposed Project”) can be fully mitigated and, on 
that basis, the DEIR should have recommended the Proposed Project. 

2. The City opposes the DEIR’s conclusion that the No Project Alternative is 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.  Such conclusion is based on 
significant flaws in the DEIR alternatives analysis and unreasonably ignores a key 
objective of the Proposed Project to facilitate the City’s bayfront redevelopment plans. 

3. The City similarly opposes the DEIR’s identification of the Existing South Bay 
Substation Site Alternative as the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the No Project 
Alternative as it suffers from the same flaws as the No Project Alternative and is also 
infeasible. 

4. The City opposes the DEIR’s elimination of the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative 
from the alternatives considered in the DEIR, notwithstanding that such alternative meets 
all of the objectives of the Proposed Project, and the inclusion of alternatives, including 
the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative, which do not meet the basic 
objectives. 

5. The City supports the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative and submits that such 
alternative, when properly included in the alternatives analysis, is in fact the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

6. The City supports SDG&E’s proposed uses of the $5 million dollar project enhancement 
fund as set forth in SDG&E’s comment letter to the DEIR dated concurrently herewith.  

7. Looking ahead, the City also urges the CPUC to issue its Permit to Construct for the 
Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative with the funding allocations proposed by 
SDG&E.  This alternative best meets project objectives, implements previous SDG&E 

                                                            
1 As discussed further below, the DEIR improperly excluded the Bayfront Enhancement Fund 
Alternative from the alternatives analysis.  In its comments on the DEIR, SDG&E is providing 
additional details on this alternative. 
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commitments to the City under the MOU, and adds substantial coastal resource benefits 
without creating additional significant adverse impacts. 

 

II. DESCRIPTION OF CITY AND THE CVBMP PLAN 
 The City has a direct and substantial interest in the outcome of this proceeding.   Both the 
existing South Bay Substation and the Proposed Project are located within the City, as is the 
existing South Bay Power Plant which has been decommissioned and is in the process of being 
demolished.    As such, the City and its planning and local land use regulation are directly and 
significantly impacted. 

 In addition, the City has a very substantial interest in the completion of its bayfront 
improvements and of its CVBMP.   As recognized in Chapter 10 of the DEIR, the City, in 
conjunction with the Port prepared the CVBMP which changed land use designations to 
accommodate the redevelopment of the CVBMP’s Sweetwater, Harbor and Otay Districts with a 
variety of uses such as parks, open space, ecological buffers, cultural, recreational, hotel and 
conference space, mixed used office/commercial, recreational and retail uses.  The purpose of the 
CVBMP is to develop a master plan that transforms the Chula Vista waterfront into a world-class 
destination for local residents and visitors. The 556-acre CVBMP is one of the last great 
development opportunities to create a legacy destination for the public on San Diego Bay and is 
the largest available coastal development opportunity in California.  The City and the Port have 
worked together on the CVBMP for over a decade. 

 After circulation of the DEIR for the substation  relocation project, the City and the Port 
continued forward with their processing of the CVBMP before the CCC. Ultimately, on August 
9, 2012, after a public hearing, the CCC unanimously and enthusiastically approved the 556-acre 
CVBMP.  As referenced on the CCC website: 

 With broad support from the community, the Coastal Commission 
unanimously approved the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan at its 
August 2012 meeting. The plan provides for significant 
redevelopment of approximately 556 acres of bayfront land while 
protecting the rich and diverse marine, biological, and scenic 
resources of San Diego Bay and the San Diego Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge and requiring substantial new opportunities for 
public recreation. 

 The approved plan concentrates significant new hotel and 
residential development near the harbor and allows only lower-
intensity recreational and visitor-serving uses near sensitive 
wetland areas and the Chula Vista Nature Center. The plan also 
protects critical public view corridors and assures that the existing 
lower-cost RV park facility and commercial boatyard are 
maintained within the bayfront area. The Commission required 
redesign of a proposed Resort Conference Center site to reduce the 
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bulk and scale of development near the shoreline and to provide a 
pedestrian-scale "retail village" between the public Harbor Park 
and the planned Resort. The Plan also includes alternative transit 
measures, including a public shuttle, designed to capitalize on the 
two trolley stations and the Bayshore Bikeway; creation of an 
extensive public trail system to and along the shoreline; and limits 
on any reduction in the number of small slip sizes in the marina. 

 In addition, on August 27, 2012, the City of Chula Vista City Council passed a resolution 
strongly supporting the relocation of the South Bay Substation to the site proposed by SDG&E 
and opposing any substation project alternative that is not consistent with the CVBMP including 
rebuilding the South Bay Substation at its current location.  Such resolution further directed City 
staff to respectfully request the CPUC to approve the relocation of the South Bay Substation to 
the proposed site. 2 

 The relocation of the South Bay Substation is an integral component of the CVBMP and 
the recommendations contained in the DEIR favoring the No Project or the Existing Site 
Alternative are incompatible with the CVBMP.    Under the CVBMP, the existing site will, 
following decommissioning and demolition, be reconfigured for use as a Recreational Vehicle 
(RV) park and for portions of a Port recreational park providing low-cost coastal access.   As 
discussed in these comments, the DEIR fails to take into account the significant impact resulting 
from the selection of the No Project Alternative to the CVBMP, now approved by the CCC.   
Similarly, the approval by the CCC elevates the land use decision, and the resulting 
incompatibility of the DEIR and the CCC approval, to a state level action in direct conflict with 
the CPUC staff recommendations in the DEIR.  In the FEIR, the CPUC must reconsider the 
DEIR recommendations in light of this significant change and find that the No Project 
Alternative or the Existing Site Alternative now result in significant adverse impacts, which 
cannot be mitigated, and can no longer be seriously considered.  

III. COMMENTS 

 A. The DEIR Correctly Finds No Significant Impact from the Proposed Project 

 The Proposed Project includes the removal of the existing substation and reconstructing a 
substation in the City on a 12.42-acre parcel approximately 0.5 miles south of the existing South 
Bay Power Plant site.  The components of the project are the construction of the substation; 
construction of a 230 kV loop-in, an approximately 1,000-foot-long underground 

                                                            
2 See City of Chula Vista website, City Council Agenda for August 27, 2012 available at 
http://www.chulavistaca.gov/City_Services/Administrative_Services/City_Clerk/PDFs/2012_08
_27AgendaSpecial_000.pdf. 

The agenda item details, including the draft resolution, are available at 
http://www.chulavistaca.gov/City_Services/Administrative_Services/City_Clerk/PDFs/Binder20
12-08-27Special-Revised.pdf.  These materials are hereby incorporated by reference. 
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interconnection, and an approximately 300-foot-long overhead interconnection of the existing 
230 kV transmission lines; a 138 kV span from one new steel cable pole to an existing steel 
lattice structure; and demolition of the existing substation.       
 In making the proposal, SDG&E’s stated four basic objectives for the Proposed Project as 
follows:   

1. Replace aging and obsolete substation equipment 
 
2. Design a flexible transmission system that would accommodate regional energy  
 needs subsequent to retirement of the South Bay Power Plant (“SBPP”). 
 
3. Facilitate the City’s bayfront redevelopment goals by relocating the South Bay 

Substation and furthering the goals of the SDG&E/City of Chula Vista 
Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”)3 

 
4. Provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay 

region. 

 The Proposed Project meets all of these objectives.  From the City’s perspective, the 
Proposed Project, unlike the No Project and Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternatives 
favored in the DEIR, allows the CVBMP to move forward unimpeded for the good of the 
community and region.  In addition, the Proposed Project replaces an obsolete substation and 
accommodates regional growth. 

 Very importantly, the DEIR finds that the Proposed Project does not create any 
environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant.   As 
such, the CPUC should select the Proposed Project and issue a permit to construct.  The City 
supports the findings in the DEIR regarding the lack of significant impact.  The City 
acknowledges that the DEIR does identify significant impacts to biological resources from the 
Proposed Project, but stresses that mitigation is identified that will mitigate all biological impacts 
to less than significant (page D.5-44 of the DEIR). 

 In addition, the DEIR does not factor the beneficial impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project, specifically related to the removal of the existing substation.  Such beneficial impacts 
include the enabling of low cost visitor serving uses, public coastal access and other Coastal Act 
priorities within the CVBMP area; the removal of significant amounts of existing overheard 
electrical facilities (including the removal of five lattice towers and approximately 3800 feet of 
existing overhead lines); and the implementation of mitigation measures which will 
comprehensively restore existing low-quality wetlands within the San Diego Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge. 
                                                            
3 The MOU was entered into by and between SDG&E and the City on October 12, 2004 and 
resolved numerous issues resulting from the City’s consideration of municipalization options.   
With particular relevance here, Section 1.7 obligated SDG&E, subject to certain conditions, to 
relocate the Substation, referred to in the MOU as the Switchyard. 
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 As discussed in the next subsections of these Comments, the DEIR, notwithstanding its 
finding that the Proposed Project results in no significant impacts, deems the No Project 
Alternative and the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative as environmentally superior to 
the Proposed Project.  In doing so, however, as detailed below, the DEIR engages in a flawed 
analysis of the alternatives, improperly eliminates a key objective (i.e., to facilitate the CVBMP) 
of the project, ignores and is in conflict with the CVBMP and the CCC approval of the CVBMP 
and understates the impacts on the environment and the infeasibility of the No Project 
Alternative  and Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative.   The flaws in the analysis 
require reconsideration and modification in the FEIR such that the Proposed Project, or, even 
more appropriately, the more fully developed Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative, be 
deemed the environmentally superior choice.  

B. The Alternatives Analysis in the DEIR is Materially Flawed as Both the No 
Project Alternative and the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative 
Raise Substantial Issues Not Adequately Addressed in the DEIR  

The DEIR’s Alternatives Analysis and conclusions are materially flawed because: (a) the 
analysis erroneously omits a key objective of the project without adequate justification; (b) 
significant land use impacts associated with the selected alternatives are understated or ignored; 
(c) the CCC approval of the CVBMP after the release of the DEIR creates additional significant 
environmental impacts, which are not able to be  mitigated, from the selected alternatives; and 
(d) the conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence.  Each of these flaws are discussed in 
more detail, below. 

1. Neither the No Project,  Nor The Existing South Bay Substation  Site 
Alternative Meet the Basic Project Objective of Facilitating the City’s 
Bayfront Redevelopment Goals 

 As previously noted, SDG&E’s objectives for the Proposed Project are:   

 Replace aging and obsolete substation equipment 
 Design a flexible transmission system that would accommodate regional energy needs 

subsequent to retirement of the South Bay Power Plant (“SBPP”) 
 Facilitate the City’s bayfront redevelopment goals by relocating the South Bay Substation 

and furthering the goals of the SDG&E/City of Chula Vista Memorandum of 
Understanding (“MOU”) 

 Provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay region. 

 The DEIR states that after considering SDG&E’s objectives for the project the CPUC 
identified project objectives that included all of SDG&E’s objectives except the objective of 
facilitating Chula Vista’s redevelopment plans.  The DEIR does not include any rationale or 
analysis to justify why the CPUC excluded that critical project objective from the screening 
process.  In regards to project alternatives and how project objectives should be construed 
therein, California Code of Regulations (“CCR”) section 15126.6(f) states that “[A] range of 
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision making.”  Section 15126.6(f)(1) goes on to state that 
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“Among the factors to be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives 
are…general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries 
(projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context)….” 
Emphasis added.  By summarily dismissing the objective of facilitating the City’s redevelopment 
plans, the CPUC has not met the requirements of CCR section 15126.6.  Rather, because the No 
Project Alternative and the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative clearly did not meet 
the basic objective of the Proposed Project, these alternatives should not have been identified in 
the DEIR as environmentally superior. 

2. The No Project and the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternatives 
Both Result in New and Significant Land Use Impacts which Cannot 
be Mitigated   

Contrary to the conclusions reached on pages D.10-46 through D.10-47 of the DEIR, 
impacts associated with the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative, specifically Land 
Use, cannot be mitigated to less than significant and therefore the Existing South Bay Substation 
Site Alternative should have again been screened out of the Alternatives analysis.     

 The DEIR states that the CPUC has sole and exclusive jurisdiction over the siting and 
design of the Proposed Project and therefore there are no land use impacts. However, as 
discussed on page D.10-14 of the DEIR, in accordance with General Order No. 131-D, section 
XIV.B, the public utility is obligated to consult with local agencies regarding land use matters.   
Section XIV.B states in pertinent part that, “…in locating…projects, the public utilities shall 
consult with local agencies regarding land use matters.”  Section XIV.B goes on to state that, “In 
instances where the public utilities and local agencies are unable to resolve their differences, the 
Commission shall set a hearing no later than 30 days after the local utility or local agency has 
notified the Commission of the inability to reach agreement on land use matters.”  Therefore, 
based on General Order No. 131-D, section XIV.B the CPUC has an obligation to take into 
consideration the San Diego Port District’s Port Master Plan Amendment and the City of Chula 
Vista’s Local Coastal Plan Amendment (“PMPA/LCPA”).  The Port/City’s PMPA/LCPA were 
adopted by the San Diego Unified Port District Board and the City of Chula Vista City Council 
in May, 2010.   
  
 The fundamental incompatibility between the land uses within these plans became even 
more firmly established at the state level on August 9, 2012 when the CCC certified and 
approved the PMPA/LCPA.  The CCC found the PMPA/LCPA to be consistent with the 
California Coastal Act (“CCA”) and the Proposed Project is subject to the provisions of the 
CCA.  The Port and City’s adopted PMPA/LCPA includes a substation as a permitted use on the 
proposed project site.  It does not allow for a substation on the site of the current substation as 
contemplated in the Existing South Bay Substation Alternative.  Instead, these plans designate the 
existing substation site for use as a recreational vehicle park and portions of an active 
recreational park. 
 
 The aforementioned actions by the Port, City and CCC firmly establish land uses on the 
existing substation site that are incompatible with the continued operation of the substation 
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thereon.  This land use conflict is direct and material and cannot be mitigated.   Page D10.14 of 
the DEIR states that the public utility is required to obtain any non-discretionary local permits.  
In the instant case, SDG&E would be required to obtain building and grading permits (non-
discretionary permits) from the City and/or Port to demolish and reconstruct the substation.  
Because these agencies must adhere to their adopted plans and ordinances, they could not legally 
issue such permits.  This would prevent SDG&E and the CPUC from achieving the project 
objective of providing reliable power transmission/supply to the region. 

 The Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative reflects additional flaws which further 
merit its rejection.   The Environmental Setting description (Section D.2.4.3) for the Existing 
South Bay Substation Site Alternative is incorrect.  The Environmental Setting description on 
page D.2-66 states, “[t]herefore, because the existing setting surrounding this alternative site has 
been previously discussed in this document, additional information pertaining to the visual 
setting is not provided.”  The South Bay Power Plant (“SBPP”) is currently located to the south 
of the existing substation.  As acknowledged on page D.10-13 of the DEIR removal of the SBPP 
is imminent.  Therefore, the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative analysis is flawed 
because it fails to consider a realistic baseline including foreseeable and imminent changes 
known to the agency such as the removal of the SBPP.  (Communities for a Better Environment 
v. South Coast Air Quality Management District (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 328.) Analysis of the 
alternative against a realistic baseline would likely result in new significant impacts. 

 Further, at page D.2-67, the DEIR incorrectly states that the scale of the Existing South 
Bay Substation Site Alternative is anticipated to be similar to the existing South Bay Substation 
and that the form of the alternative facility is not anticipated to be well-defined thereby 
concluding that the view from the SR-75 --I-5 corridor would be “relatively weak.”  The 
conclusion is based on a flawed analysis of the future condition.  Upon removal of the SBPP, 
implementation of the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative would result in the 
substation being the primary use and view on the site.  Whereas today the visual focus of the site 
is the SBPP, once it is removed, the focus of the site would be a substation with little to no 
buffering adjacent to it.  In addition, in accordance with the approved PMPA/LCPA, portions of 
the existing substation site are programmed to be a recreational vehicle park with amenities and 
portions of an active Port park for recreational purposes.  With the PMPA/LCPA being approved 
by the Port and City in May 2010, and ratified by the CCC in August 2012, these land uses were 
required to be considered in any view shed analysis. 

 Finally, the conclusion in the Comparison to the Proposed Project analysis on page 
D.2.68 of the DEIR is incorrect.  The Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative would have 
greater visual character impacts than the proposed project because it will be an isolated industrial 
use in an area that is not designated for industrial users in the future.  As discussed above, the 
DEIR should contain an accurate comparison to the proposed project based on the removal of the 
SBPP and the future use as a recreational vehicle park and portions of a recreational park, as 
envisioned in the PMPA/LCPA.  In addition, the recreational vehicle park will provide low-cost 
visitor serving accommodations as mandated by the Coastal Act.  The DEIR fails to identify 
adequate mitigation for the loss of these low-cost visitor serving accommodations as well as 
other open space recreational potential that the existing site will provide. 
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 Having reviewed the DEIR, the City recommends that the CPUC find that the DEIR did 
not adequately analyze the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative at a full project level in 
accordance with CEQA requirements and further find, that, therefore, the DEIR as written is not 
adequate for the CPUC to approve the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative without 
additional environmental analysis.  However, as discussed in these comments, because the 
Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative is not feasible given the need for additional land 
and because it does not otherwise meet the basic objectives of the Proposed Project, the CPUC 
should remove the alternative from the alternatives considered in the FEIR. 

3. The DEIR Conclusion that the No Project Alternative is 
Environmentally Superior is Flawed 

 In addition to the improper elimination of the basic objective to facilitate the City’s 
bayfront redevelopment plan and the new and significant land use impact resulting from the 
conflict between the CCC’s approval of the CVBMP and the DEIR’s recommendation to keep 
the substation at its present location (either “as is” or rebuilt at the existing site), the DEIR 
conclusion that the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior is flawed and merits 
reconsideration of such conclusion in the FEIR.   

 First, the DEIR conclusion favoring the No Project Alternative does not address growth 
and reliability needs, another of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project and understates the 
importance of removal of the substation.    Future expansion of the substation to accommodate 
regional energy needs is a stated goal of both the CPUC and SDG&E.  By recommending the No 
Project Alternative, the DEIR ignores this fundamental objective without meaningful 
consideration.    

 Second, the selection of the No Project Alternative has the consequence that none of the 
positive impacts associated with the relocation of the substation will occur.  Such impacts 
include the improved views in the area, the undergrounding of existing overhead electrical 
facilities, wetland improvements and the facilitation of the overall redevelopment of the City’s 
bayfront.   In considering in the FEIR the selection of the Proposed Project over an alternative, 
the CPUC may take into consideration these positive impacts to adopt the Proposed Project, or 
preferably, the Bayfront Enhancement Plan Alternative. 

4. The DEIR is Further Flawed in Finding that the Existing South Bay 
Substation Site Alternative is the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative Among the Other Alternatives 

 As discussed above, pursuant to an inaccurate reading of CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6(e)(2), the CPUC first selected the No Project Alternative as the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, and then erroneously selected another alternative that was environmentally 
superior among the alternatives, i.e., the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative.  The 
City strongly disagrees with this selection for a number of reasons.  First, the California Supreme 
Court has clarified that when an EIR properly discusses both mitigation measures and 
alternatives, and determines that the mitigation measures alone are capable of avoiding or 
reducing all of the significant impacts of the proposed project then the lead agency is not 
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required to consider an “environmentally superior” alternative when approving a project if 
mitigation measures will substantially reduce the project’s significant impacts.  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 402.)  Therefore, 
because all significant impacts of the Proposed Project will be mitigated below significance by 
the mitigation measures recommended in the DEIR, the CPUC may approve the Proposed 
Project without further consideration of the “environmentally superior” alternative.  (Rio Vista 
Farm Bureau v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 379.)  In addition, the Existing 
South Bay Substation Site Alternative has all the flaws associated with the No Project 
Alternative, including the significant land use environmental impact resulting from the CCC 
approval of the CVBMP, the improper elimination of the basic objective to facilitate the 
CVBMP, and the disregard of the positive impacts associated with the removal of the substation 
from its existing site. 

 Further, the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative is not feasible because it does 
not provide for future demand.  One of the project objectives is to ensure reliability.  In order to 
provide reliability the existing substation needs to be expanded beyond its current capacity.  The 
current site does not have sufficient area to expand the substation; therefore additional acreage 
that is not in the proponents’ control will need to be acquired.  Such acquisition may be 
impossible because of jurisdictional conflicts.  Therefore, the Existing South Bay Substation Site 
Alternative is not feasible. The infeasibility is set forth in the DEIR itself.  At page C-3, the 
DEIR defines “legal feasibility” as part of its Alternatives Screening Methodology as requiring 
an affirmative response to the inquiry: “Does the alternative involve lands that have legal 
protections that may prohibit or substantially limit the feasibility of permitting a new substation 
and associated facilities?’   In addition to the approval of the CVBMP by the CCC, the additional 
land that would  be necessary for the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative is held by 
the Port in the public trust for the people of the State of California.4  Because this land could not 
readily be obtained by SDG&E, the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative, contrary to 
the finding set forth in Table C-1 of the DEIR, is not legally feasible. 

C. With Additional Details Now Provided by SDG&E, the Bayfront   
  Enhancement Fund Alternative is Feasible and Should Be Considered and  
  then Adopted in the FEIR as the Environmentally Superior Alternative 

As an alternative to the Proposed Project, SDG&E identified the Bayfront Enhancement 
Fund Alternative.   The Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative was described in the DEIR as 
follows: 

The Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative consists of 
constructing the Proposed Project and establishing a funding 
program to be used for San Diego Bayfront enhancement.  Under 
this alternative, SDG&E would contribute $5 million to fund 
Bayfront enhancement projects such as (1) creation, restoration, 

                                                            
4 Details on this issue are set forth by the Port in its comments on the DEIR and are incorporated 
herein by reference. 
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and/or enhancement of wetlands; (2) enhancement of coastal 
resources, including coastal access enhancements, such as 
walkway, path, park, overlook, and traffic improvements, as well 
as educational signage and events; (3) biological resources, such as 
habitat management and protection efforts, including predator 
management, vegetation management, and security signage; water 
quality improvements; and aesthetics enhancements, such as 
landscaping and lighting improvements.  SDG&E has indicated 
that specific projects would be identified by a group of agency and 
community stakeholders and could be coordinated with ongoing 
efforts to finalize the CVBMP.5 

   The DEIR, however, excluded this Alternative from consideration in its alternatives 
analysis with very little analysis indicating that the lack of detail as to the enhancements made 
this difficult to analyze.6  The DEIR did note, however, that this alternative would meet the 
CEQA criteria for project objectives (including compatibility with the CVBMP).   As such, the 
Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative should have been included in the alternatives analysis, 
rather than either the No Project or the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternatives which 
required the arbitrary and unsubstantiated deletion of one of the four basic objectives.  
 In its comments filed concurrently with these comments, SDG&E has identified more 
details on the specific enhancements to be included in the Bayfront Enhancement Fund 
Alternative.   With these additional details, the Proposed Project with the Bayfront Enhancement 
Plan, i.e., the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative, is the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative because not only does it fully mitigate all environmental impacts, it includes 
components that provide significant environmental benefits, with no additional significant 
impacts that cannot readily be mitigated, that no other alternative does.  The environmental 
benefits include: 

 Removal of the five lattice towers that are currently located adjacent to Bay 
Boulevard. 

 

 Enhanced public access to the bay front through the removal of the old substation 
and the equipment associated with the substation. 

 Removal of two more lattice towers Z188701 (located adjacent to Bay Boulevard) 
and Z188700 (located in the parking lot adjacent to I-5).  Removal of these 110 
feet tall towers is proposed in consideration of the location of the project in the 
Coastal Zone.  Removal of the towers will enhance the visual quality of the bay 
front.  In additional, removal of the towers will reduce raptor predation for 

                                                            
5 DEIR, p. ES-26. 
6 Id. 
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various species in the adjacent San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge areas and 
the Salt Ponds.  

 
 Undergrounding of approximately 3,800 feet of existing overhead 138kV lines. 
 
 Net reduction of approximately eight 69kV wood poles. 
 
 Additional undergrounding of an additional 700 to 1000 feet of existing 138 kV 

overhead transmission lines.  
 

 Extensive comprehensive restoration and monitoring of low quality wetlands 
within the San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 
 

 Endowment funding towards the continuing operation of the Living Coast 
Discovery Center. 
 

 Endowment funding towards the on-going management of the Salt Works 
property. 

    

Although, as discussed above, the CPUC need not select an environmentally superior 
alternative in a situation in which the Proposed Project does not result in any significant adverse 
environmental impacts, the City submits that, if the alternatives analysis is done correctly 
including all of the objectives of the Proposed Project identified by SDG&E, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Fund Alternative clearly is the environmentally superior alternative as it meets all 
of the objectives, including facilitating the improvements to the Chula Vista bayfront consistent 
with the CVBMP while adding further  beneficial impacts than provided by the Proposed Project 
without the Enhancement Fund.  For these reasons, the City accordingly supports the Bayfront 
Enhancement Fund Alternative as the preferred alternative and requests that the CPUC, in the 
Final EIR, supplement the analysis of this alternative and adopt this as the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

 
IV.  CONCLUSION  
 As detailed in the foregoing comments, the City strongly disagrees with the conclusion 
that the No Project Alternative or the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Especially in light of the action taken by the CCC to 
approve the CVBMP and the resulting significant land use impact not adequately considered by 
the DEIR, the FEIR should modify the conclusions that such alternatives are superior to the 
Proposed Project.  In addition, because of the need to acquire land held in the public trust, the 
Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative is legally infeasible.   

 The City also strongly supports the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative and urges the Commission to modify the DEIR such that the 
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FEIR includes this Alternative and finds that it is the environmentally superior alternative.  With 
the addition of the details in SDG&E’s comments, and the lack of additional impacts beyond the 
Proposed Project, this conclusion is supported by the information already presented in the DEIR 
and therefore there is no need to recirculate the document based on the changes to the 
Alternatives analysis.  Looking ahead, the City also urges the CPUC to issue its Permit to 
Construct for the Bayfront Enhancement Fund Alternative as the alternative that best meets 
project objectives, implements previous SDG&E commitments to the City under the MOU, and 
adds substantial coastal resource benefits without creating additional significant impacts. 

 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Gary Halbert 

Gary Halbert, AICP/TE 
Assistant City Manager/Development Services Department Director 
 
 
Cc: Glen Googins, City Attorney 
 Michael Shirey, Deputy City Attorney III 
 Eric Crockett, Development Services Department Assistant Director 
 Marilyn Ponseggi, Principal Planner 
 Marisa Lundstedt, Principal Planner 
 Miguel Tapia, Senior Planner 
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July 19, 2012 
 
Jensen Uchida, CPUC Project Manager  
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco CA 94102 
southbaysub@dudek.com 
 
Dear Mr. Uchida: 
 
Environmental Health Coalition is (EHC) is a 32-year-old nonprofit organization. EHC builds 
grassroots campaigns to confront the unjust consequences of toxic pollution, discriminatory land 
use, and unsustainable energy policies.  Through leader development, organizing and advocacy, 
EHC improves the health of children, families, neighborhoods and the natural environment in the 
San Diego/Tijuana region.  
 
We have been reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and are requesting 
additional time to review and submit comments.  It has only recently come to our attention that 
there is serious consideration being given to leaving the substation, which has long been planned 
to be moved, in the same location.  This requires additional review for us. 
 
Please let us know if you will agree to an extension for comments. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Laura Hunter 
Policy Advisor 
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August 29, 2012 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
California Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 
Via email:  southbaysub@dudek.com  
 
RE:  Environmental Health Coalition SUPPORT for SDGE PROPOSED PROJECT with 
Bayfront Enhancement for replacement of South Bay Substation, Application 10-06-007 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) is a 30-year old environmental justice organization 
working to empower people, organize communities, and achieve justice in the bi-
national San Diego/Tijuana region.  We have been integrally involved in the issues 
related to the removal of the South Bay Power Plant and the relocation of the 
substation. 
 
We STRONGLY urge the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to reconsider its 
position related to the substation and support relocation as proposed by SDGE.  There 
are several reasons that the project, as described as the proposed project in the Draft 
EIR, is the most cost-effective, feasible, and environmentally sensitive of those 
alternatives analyzed in the DEIR.  Further, the DEIR is deficient in its analysis and wrong 
in its conclusions about the various alternatives proposed in the document. 
 
The Proposed Project with Bayfront Enhancement is the most environmentally-
preferable project of those analyzed in the DEIR.  EHC strongly supports the comments 
on this subject in the San Diego Audubon Society letter.  The inability to restore key 
shoreline and stream habitats if the substation is left in place coupled with the 
acceptable mitigation plan committed to by SDGE for the loss of low-grade wetlands at 
the new site is preferable from an environmental perspective. The environmental 
improvements include:  1) restoration of approximately 11.5 acres of former salt 
marsh habitat at the D Street Fill Site; 2) maintenance and monitoring of the restored 
wetland; 3) acquisition of an adjoining 17-acre property to the San Diego Bay Refuge-

D5-1

D5-2

D5-3

Comment Letter D5



 

South San Diego Bay Unit and adding these lands to the Refuge; and 4) funding for 
additional enhancement projects along the Chula Vista Bayfront in south San Diego 
Bay.  The proposed restoration and purchase of new lands along with bayfront 
enhancements should be accepted as part of the project.  
 
In-Place replacement is more costly than proposed project because of the uses it 
would displace.  One cost impact of the replace in-place alternative has been left out of 
the calculation of cost.  The substation would impinge on and degrade the public park 
planned for the area.  The cost of replacement of a 25-acre waterside, public park in 
Chula Vista would be prohibitive.  
 
In-Place replacement is not feasible.  The South Bay region and power grid cannot 
afford to be without an operating substation.  This means that the current station must 
be operational while a new one is built.  It is not possible to tear it down and replace in 
the same location while continuing to use it.  
 
In-Place replacement does not comply with current land use plans or regulations.  
The analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR are deficient and are not adequate to 
adopt any alternative other than the proposed project.  Neither does the in-place 
alternative comply with Section 30240 (b) of the Coastal Act or the recently adopted 
Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan.     
 
Gas-Insulation Technology is incompatible for the location and air insulation 
technology should be used.  
EHC has evaluated the gas technology and believe that sulfur hexafluoride use should be 
avoided wherever possible.  We support the air technology even though it requires a 
larger footprint. 
 
In conclusion, we strongly urge you to adopt the SDGE proposed alternative with the 
mitigation commitments for the relocation of the South Bay Substation.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  Please contact me at (619) 997-
9983 with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Laura Hunter 
Policy Advisor 
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 August 30, 2012 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
California Public Utilities Commission 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, California  92024 

Via email:  southbaysub@dudek.com 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

Subject:  SDAS comments on CPUC EIR for SDG&E’s South Bay Substation Relocation 
Project, Application 10-06-007 

The San Diego Audubon Society was very surprised to see that the CPUC has 
recommended that the substation be rebuilt in its current location.  Doing so will have serious 
wildlife impacts.  We suspect that this selection was based on inaccurate information about the 
wildlife value of the habitat areas adjacent to the site.  We strongly urge that the analysis be 
revisited and site identified in the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan be reconsidered.  If all the 
relevant information is considered, we are confident that Bayfront Plan site will be found to be 
the environmentally superior and the most practical site.  The following headings will address 
some of the deficiencies in the CPUC analysis that we feel has led to an inappropriate 
conclusion in the subject EIR. 

CLAPPER RAILS AND BELDING’S SAVANNAH SPARROWS ADJACENT TO THE 
PROPOSED SITE 

Figure D.5-2, showing Special Status Species, shows the location of sensitive species in 
the region, but fails to mention that the J Street Marsh, immediately west of the CPUC’s 
recommended site, hosts Light Footed Clapper Rails and Belding’s Savannah Sparrows, both 
endangered species.  We can provide more information regarding their presence if needed.   It 
is surprising that this EIR does not identify their presence.   Were any surveys of these areas 
made as a part of the development of the EIR?  The proximity of these species to the site 
should be a strong driver to not construct a new substation at this site.  Reconstructing there will 
cause construction noise in the J Street Marsh and operating and subsequent upgrades will 
cause disturbances and provide predator perches to reduce the J Street Marsh’s support value 
for these and many other species.  Constructing it in the southern location shown in the Bayfront 
Plan will have much less impact as the habitat areas are much farther away from that site. 

TELEGRAPH CREEK 
The document mentions that Telegraph Creek is a concrete storm water channel 

adjacent to the project site as though it has no ecological importance.  I have been close to this 
creek segment on three occasions, once by land, and twice by kayak.  On each occasion 
dozens of Pintails left the site.  On one occasion it was more like 100.  This channel obviously 
has significant wildlife support value.  A survey of the wildlife that use this area should have 
been included in the EIR and considered in the location decision.  Do Clapper Rails use it, as 
they do on many vegetated streams upstream from salt marshes?  Do Savannah Sparrows 
forage in it?  The document does not identify the vegetation or the wildlife that is found in that 
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channel, even though it is immediately adjacent to the project area.  This information must be 
provided to satisfy the minimum requirements of CEQA.   

That channel is planned for restoration as a water quality and habitat feature in the 
Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan.  The EIR should have identified this Plan as part of its 
discussion of cumulative impacts since there will be a stormwater runoff interactions between 
this project and the proposed Telegraph Creek restoration project.  Reconstructing the 
substation on its existing location will degrade the habitat value of this channel and will limit, and 
possibly preclude, its enhancement as a water quality and habitat benefit.  This is a significant 
cumulative impact and should discourage the reconstruction on the current site. 

J STREET MARSH 
On Page 5.6-23 the document discusses impacts on ESHAs, but does not acknowledge 

that the J Street Marsh is an ESHA.   It is immediately adjacent to the CPUC’s proposed project 
site.  The J Street Marsh is one of the most diverse, rich, and natural salt marsh/mudflat habitat 
segments left in San Diego Bay.  Its impairments are the adjacency of the power plant, the 
adjacency of the substation, and the untreated discharge of urban runoff from Telegraph Creek.  
The Power Plant is going away.  The Substation should be going away.  There are plans to 
enhance both the habitat and water quality value of the Telegraph Creek channel turning it into 
a more natural creek/shoreline habitat transition and a significant environmental benefit for the J 
Street Marsh.  But, the restoration value of the mouth of Telegraph Creek will be substantially 
reduced or possibly precluded if the substation is reconstructed on its current site.  Thus, this 
project has a substantial cumulative impact that is not addressed in the EIR.  It needs to be fully 
identified and be considered for any location decision.   

ADJACENCY IMPACTS 
The document acknowledges “Impact BIO-7: Construction activities would result in direct 

or indirect loss of listed or sensitive wildlife or a direct loss of habitat for listed or sensitive 
wildlife.”  We strongly agree, but the document does not identify the specific serious indirect and 
cumulative impacts of the construction of a project in the location that it recommends.   The 
deconstruction of the current substation will have an unavoidable short-term impact on these 
adjacent habitats and must be done with great sensitivity.  But, the combination of the 
deconstruction and construction and resulting operation and subsequent upgrades will cause a 
substantially greater impact to these unique and important environmental resources which will 
last for many decades, if not in perpetuity.   This reconstruction at this site is avoidable.  The 
EIR must be identify and take into account these significant impacts.  Doing so will indicate that 
reconstruction at the current location has significant avoidable indirect and cumulative impacts 
and is not the environmentally preferred alternative.   

CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT 
On page Pg 31, the document quotes the California Coastal Act:  Section 30240 (b): 

“Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas.”  But, the EIR does not appear to be unaware of the wildlife value of the 
sensitive habitats of Telegraph Creek and the J St. Marsh and its status as an ESHA.  
Relocating the substation to the site proposed in the Bayfront Plan would be consistent with 
Section 30240 and the CPUC site is not.   
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INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 From the public hearing and from this document it appears that reconstructing the 
substation at its current location can only be justified by considering only the narrow direct 
footprint impacts of the project.  However if the facts that clapper rails and Belding savannah 
sparrows and the Telegraph Creek channel has wildlife and water quality value, and the indirect 
and cumulative impacts of the project are considered, reconstructing the substation on its 
current site will result in far more impact to habitat and wildlife.  CEQA requires consideration of 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, not just direct impacts.  Doing so will indicate that the 
site proposed in the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan is environmentally superior. 

MITIGATION 
SDG&E has proposed mitigation for the unavoidable impacts of the project at the 

location defined by the Bayfront Plan.  Those mitigation measures are consistent with Federal 
and local plans and are sufficient and appropriate to fully offset the impacts of that project.   

BIRD STRIKES 
 SDG&E will be able to remove five tall lattice structures and the associated elevated 
power lines from the bayfront as part of the proposed relocation.   The bayfront region is heavily 
trafficked by birds.  This will significantly reduce the bird strike potential and unnatural predator 
perch opportunities from the bayfront area.  This reduction will not occur if the substation is not 
relocated. This is a significant environmental benefit of the relocation.   

PREDATOR PERCH RISK FROM THE SUBSTATION  
Whether the substation is moved or not, we strongly request that the taller elements of 

the project be moved as far from the Bay as possible.  This will reduce the likelihood that the 
towers will be used as a perch for avian predators to watch and attack nesting birds in the J 
Street Marsh or the Salt Works depending on the final location.  The current CPUC plan places 
the 83 foot tall communications tower in the middle of the project.  The tower in the middle of the 
site will enhance predator access to California Least Terns and Western Snowy Plovers at the 
southern site or Light-footed Clapper Rails and Belding’s Savannah Sparrows at the current 
site.  SDG&E has indicated that it can move the communications tower to the southeast, away 
from the Bay.  We concur with this and encourage the CPUC to incorporate this adjustment into 
the project, at either site.  Similarly we urge the CPUC to look for other tall structures that can 
be moved farther from the Bay and lowered to minimize this serious impact. 

BIRD DETERRENT DEVICES AT EITHER LOCATION 
Even with the most environmentally sensitive modifications to the project, the higher 

structures of the project will provide inappropriate advantages to avian predators vs. their prey, 
including endangered, threatened, and declining species, their chicks, and their eggs.  The 
environmental document states that predator use of structures will be avoided by placing bird 
deterrent devices on high structures.  Such devices are only effective under limited conditions, 
which are not addressed in the document.   Occasionally birds of prey will use the deterrent 
devices to anchor twigs that the birds of prey will use as either a perch or a nest.  The fasteners 
that attach the deterrent devices often do not last long due to UV exposure, corrosion, weather 
events, etc.  Workers needing access to high areas may remove the devices, but not have the 
hardware or time to reattach them.  And workers may remove them to assure themselves quick 
access to a particular site.  Thus the devices are not permanent.  The environmental document 
needs to include a requirement that the bird deterrent devices will be monitored and restored on 
a regular basis, probably just prior to nesting season and again in the middle of nesting season.   
This requirement needs to be included in the CPUC’s required monitoring program.  Without a 
requirement to monitor and maintain these devices for the life of the project, the document’s 
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requirement for predator perch deterrents would only minimize predator attacks on sensitive 
species for a minimal portion of the life of the project. 

CONCLUSION  
 Retaining the same location will result in very significant negative impacts as are listed 
on the CEQA criteria for significant impacts shown on Page 5-38.  We strongly urge that the 
CPUC revise its recommendation in view of adjacency issues regarding the J Street Marsh, 
Clapper Rail and Belding Savannah Sparrow adjacency, the wildlife support value of the 
Telegraph Creek channel, and the plans to restore the mouth of Telegraph Creek.  The location 
identified in the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan will be found to be environmentally superior 
and we strongly urge that it be selected in conjunction with the mitigation package being 
proposed by SDG&E. 

Please notify us of any future hearings, milestones, changes, and decision points 
relating to this project.  In case of questions or follow-up, I can be reached at 619-224-4591 or 
peugh@sandiegoaudubon.org.  

 Respectfully, 

 James A. Peugh 
 Conservation Committee Chair 

cc:
Robert Smith, US Army Corps 
Andy Yuen, USFWS 
David Zoutendyk, USFWS 
Elizabeth Lucas, CADFG 
Bryand M. Duke, CADFG 
Alan Monji, SD Regional Board 
Roxy Carter, SD Audubon 
Mayor Cox, City of Chula Vista 
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Dave Geier 
Vice President – Electric Operations 

8330 Century Park Ct 
San Diego • CA 92123-1530 

 

 
August 31, 2012 

Mr. Jensen Uchida, California Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, California 92024 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for South Bay Substation Relocation Project (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2011071031) 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

Enclosed please find comments by San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared by the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) for the proposed South Bay Substation Relocation Project (Proposed Project).  SDG&E 
appreciates CPUC’s detailed review of the Proposed Project and agrees that all of the potential impacts of 
the Proposed Project are less than significant or can be mitigated to a “less than significant” level.  
SDG&E notes that the CPUC can approve the Proposed Project upon certification of the Final EIR in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because all of the potential impacts 
of the Proposed Project can be mitigated.  SDG&E urges the CPUC to prepare the Final EIR and approve 
a new, relocated substation, which is critical to ensuring electric reliability and meeting local, regional, 
and statewide environmental planning goals.   

Although SDG&E agrees with most of the analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR, SDG&E 
does not agree that either the No Project or the Existing South Bay Substation Site alternative is 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project or the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.  To the 
contrary, SDG&E strongly believes that neither of these alternatives is environmentally superior to the 
Proposed Project or the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative. 

In erroneously concluding that the Existing South Bay Substation Site alternative is 
environmentally superior, the Draft EIR does not fully consider SDG&E’s reliability objectives.  
Reliability is a fundamental purpose of the Proposed Project.  To ensure reliability, SDG&E proposes to 
rebuild the existing substation, which is more than 50 years old, and reconfigure the existing transmission 
system to provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay region.  The 
“environmentally superior” alternatives identified in the Draft EIR do not fully meet these objectives.  
SDG&E must reconstruct and upgrade the existing substation within a reasonable period of time to 
accommodate regional energy supply needs subsequent to the retirement of the South Bay Power Plant 
and ensure reliability. 

SDG&E further believes that the CPUC should not eliminate substation relocation as a 
fundamental project objective.  Substation relocation is a primary objective of SDG&E because it is an 
established objective of the California Coastal Commission, California State Lands Commission, the City 
of Chula Vista, the San Diego Unified Port District, and community and regional stakeholders.  The 
proposed relocation site is the product of more than a decade of collaboration by stakeholders to develop 
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and approve the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan.  The alternatives identified in the Draft EIR do not 
meet these objectives and therefore should be rejected as socially and environmentally infeasible.  
Moreover, SDG&E fully supports the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative as a means to ensure 
compliance with the California Coastal Act. 

SDG&E is concerned that the Draft EIR understates the environmental benefits associated with 
the Proposed Project and prematurely dismisses the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative due to lack of 
specificity.  The enclosed materials address the perceived lack of specificity by describing the projects 
SDG&E proposes to undertake; specifically additional visual improvements and undergrounding along 
Bay Boulevard, and funding to support the Living Coast Discovery Center and on-going habitat 
restoration efforts at the nearby San Diego Wildlife Refuge “Salt Works” property.  SDG&E requests that 
the CPUC reconsider the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, which was originally developed by SDG&E 
as a reasonable and cost-effective environmentally superior alternative to offset the coastal wetland 
impacts of the Proposed Project.  SDG&E believes that the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is a 
feasible proposal in light of the potential economic, social and environmental costs associated with the No 
Project or Existing South Bay Substation Site alternatives.  We request that the Final EIR acknowledge 
that the Proposed Project and proposed Bayfront Enhancement Alternative are environmentally superior 
to any other alternative.   

SDG&E has designed the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative to deliver 
environmental benefits that no other alternative—not even the “environmentally superior” alternatives 
identified in the Draft EIR—would deliver.  These benefits include the following: 

 Enabling low-cost visitor serving uses, public access, and other California Coastal Act priorities 
within the Master Plan Area by removing the existing substation from its current location; 

 Advancing California Coastal Act priorities by removing more than 0.5 mile of existing overhead 
electrical facilities (including five lattice towers and approximately 3,800 feet of existing 
overhead lines) within a visually degraded industrial area and transmission line corridor; and 

 Realization of long-standing United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) plans and 
priorities within the Sweetwater Marsh by providing comprehensive restoration and monitoring 
activities within approximately 10 acres of the San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge ‒ 
Sweetwater Marsh Unit to offset impacts to approximately 2.43 acres of low-quality wetlands 
within a former liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility. 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would ensure compliance with the Coastal Act restrictions on 
development within wetlands and provide the following additional environmental benefits:   

 Additional visual enhancements along Bay Boulevard resulting from the removal of two more 
existing lattice towers and an additional 700 to 1,000 feet of existing overhead transmission lines;  

 Endowment funding towards the continued operation of the Living Coast Discovery Center; and  

 Funding towards the on-going management of the Salt Works property through an existing refuge 
benefit organization with an endowment or similar mechanism. 

For all of the reasons described in the attached materials, SDG&E respectfully requests that 
CPUC prepare the Final EIR and (1) confirm that the Proposed Project and Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative (as depicted in Attachment A: Figures and described in Attachment B: Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative Description and Preliminary Impact Analysis) are environmentally superior to all other 
project alternatives; (2) revise the mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project as proposed in 
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SDG&E SOUTH BAY SUBSTATION RELOCATION PROJECT 
DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

INTRODUCTION

SDG&E commends CPUC staff and Dudek on their review of the Proposed Project.  SDG&E 
agrees with the conclusion in the Draft EIR that all of the potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project can be mitigated to a level below significant and urges the CPUC to approve the Proposed Project.   

SDG&E’s primary concern with the Draft EIR is that it erroneously concludes that the “No 
Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternatives are environmentally superior to the 
Proposed Project.  SDG&E does not agree with this conclusion for the reasons discussed in detail below.
As an initial matter, the “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternative does not meet even the CPUC’s 
project objectives because it does not “[p]rovide for future transmission and distribution load growth for 
the South Bay region.”  Draft EIR at C-3.  Moreover, the “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternative 
does not meet SDG&E’s project objective of respecting the land use plans and goals adopted by the City 
of Chula Vista (City), the California Coastal Commission (CCC), California State Lands Commission, the 
Unified Port District of San Diego (Port District), and community and regional stakeholders.  Finally, the 
Draft EIR fails to recognize the environmental benefits of either the Proposed Project or the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative in finding the “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternative or “No Project” 
alternative to be “environmentally superior” to either the Proposed Project or the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative.

In addition, SDG&E believes that the Draft EIR prematurely dismisses the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative as a potentially environmentally superior alternative.  SDG&E has refined the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative to include more details, and requests that the Final EIR acknowledge 
the environmental benefits of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, which SDG&E believes is the 
environmentally superior alternative.  As set forth below, because the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
would not have a substantial adverse environmental effect, inclusion of this information would not require 
recirculation of the Final EIR. 

SDG&E also requests revisions to some of the mitigation measures to ensure proportionality and 
to facilitate compliance during construction, and correction of technical inaccuracies in the Draft EIR that 
should be corrected in the Final EIR.   

The comments and attached materials more fully describe SDG&E’s concerns and include 
proposed modifications to the mitigation measures and Draft EIR to address these concerns.  Finally, 
SDG&E explains in the following paragraphs that none of the information in these comments would 
trigger recirculation of the Draft EIR under CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or interpreting caselaw.   

SDG&E appreciates CPUC’s consideration of these comments.   

THE DRAFT EIR ERRONEOUSLY CONCLUDES THAT THE “NO PROJECT” AND 
“EXISTING SOUTH BAY SUBSTATION SITE” ALTERNATIVES ARE ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SUPERIOR TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

SDG&E is troubled by the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the “No Project” and “Existing South Bay 
Substation Site” alternatives are environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.  This conclusion does 
not fully consider SDG&E’s system reliability objectives, disregards SDG&E’s 2004 Memorandum of 
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Understanding (MOU) with the City of Chula Vista and the Bayfront Master Plan, and underestimates the 
environmental benefits that would result from the relocation of the substation and the development of the 
Proposed Project.

The Final EIR Should Fully Consider SDG&E’s System Reliability Objectives 

SDG&E proposes to construct the Proposed Project to replace the existing South Bay Substation, 
which is more than 50 years old, in order to maintain system reliability.  As a California public utility, 
SDG&E is required to provide reliable electric service to all of its customers.  The Draft EIR recognizes 
that a project objective is to “Provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South 
Bay region.”  Draft EIR at C-3.  Consistent with this obligation, a primary objective of the Proposed 
Project is to design a flexible transmission system that would accommodate regional energy needs and 
provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay region.  Although the 
Proposed Project has been designed to fully meet these objectives, SDG&E is concerned that the “No 
Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternatives would not. 1

While it is technologically feasible to replace much of the equipment at the existing South Bay 
Substation, replacing the equipment at the existing location presents logistical challenges and is 
impractical due to space constraints and the need to keep the existing substation energized during 
construction.  In order to upgrade some of the equipment to modern seismic standards, including some of 
the structural steel, additional land may be required or substation components may need to be either 
eliminated or relocated outside of the existing substation footprint.   

SDG&E is required to meet the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) 
transmission planning reliability standards approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC), as well as the transmission planning criteria adopted by the California Independent System 
Operator (CAISO) and the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC).  The existing 138 kilovolt 
(kV) and 69 kV transmission system in the South Bay area is no longer adequate for current and 
forecasted transmission system conditions according to the power flow analysis provided in response to 
Data Request 14 (SDGE-ED-014: Q 1-3)2.  Although SDG&E will take all necessary steps to ensure that 
the transmission system is operated safely and reliably, leaving the existing system in place under the “No 
Project” or “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternatives increases the risk of damage to transmission 
equipment and reduces the ability to meet customer load, particularly during periods of high electric 
demand.   

Significantly, neither of these alternatives would accommodate distribution load at the existing 
South Bay Substation site, which does not have the adequate physical space to allow for future 
distribution load without expansion.  SDG&E notes that prior to the Notice of Preparation, both the City 
and the Port approved the Master Plan, which can reasonably be expected to substantially increase load in 
the immediate area.  Thus the need to accommodate distribution load is not speculative, but rather is 
reasonably foreseeable and within SDG&E’s obligation to provide reliable electric service within its 
                                                           
1 Because CEQA recognizes that a “no project” alternative does not achieve the project’s objectives, CEQA 

Guideline §15126.6(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior alternative other than the “no 
project” alternative. Accord, e.g., Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside, 119 Cal. App. 4th 477, 489 
(2004) (“The discussion of the no project alternative satisfied CEQA because it allowed decision makers to 
compare the environmental impacts of the project with the impacts of no project.”).  Plainly, the “No Project” 
alternative here would not meet SDG&E’s reliability objective.  As the CPUC requires SDG&E to provide 
reliable electric service, the “No Project” alternative is not feasible even though CEQA requires that it be 
considered. 

2 Response to Data Request 14 (SDGE-ED-014: Q 1-3) was submitted pursuant to CPUC Section 583 and General 
Order 66-C and is considered confidential/privileged material in its entirety—review and access restricted. 
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territory.  In order to accommodate distribution load under either the “No Project” and “Existing South 
Bay Substation Site” alternatives, SDG&E would have to identify a new site for the distribution 
substation.  The estimated cost of obtaining, permitting, and developing a site for use as a distribution 
substation is approximately $6 million – $30 million.3 In sum, rebuilding the South Bay Substation at the 
existing location would only partially achieve SDG&E’s reliability objectives for the Proposed Project, 
which include replacing aging and obsolete infrastructure, designing a flexible transmission system that 
can accommodate regional energy needs, and providing for future growth for the South Bay region.  The 
Final EIR should highlight the fact that that neither of the “No Project” or “Existing South Bay Substation 
Site” alternatives would meet the reliability objectives that would be met with the Proposed Project.   

The Final EIR Should Fully Consider the Objective of Facilitating Implementation of the Bayfront 
Master Plan and Furthering SDG&E’s 2004 Memorandum of Understanding with the City

SDG&E’s Project Objective 3 is to “Facilitate the City of Chula Vista’s bayfront redevelopment 
goals by relocating the South Bay Substation and furthering the goals of the SDG&E-City of Chula Vista 
MOU.”  The Draft EIR acknowledges the fact that both the City and Port District approved the Master 
Plan in 2010, and that shortly thereafter, SDG&E filed its application to relocate the substation in order 
to, among other things, facilitate the implementation of the Master Plan.  However, in an effort to expand 
the range of potentially feasible alternatives to be considered by the CPUC, the Draft EIR deletes 
relocation of the substation as one of the objectives of the Proposed Project.  Unfortunately, alternatives 
that do not relocate the existing Substation do not meet this important Project objective. 

On August 9, 2012, after the Draft EIR was released, the California Coastal Commission certified 
the Port Master Plan and Local Coastal Program Amendments that comprise the Bayfront Master Plan.4
This approval was the product of over 10 years of focused collaboration by the City, Port, and multiple 
other participating community stakeholders to develop a comprehensive plan for redevelopment of the 
Chula Vista Bayfront.  The Master Plan envisions the establishment of three distinct districts—Otay, 
Harbor, and Sweetwater—within the City and bordering the San Diego Bay.  The Master Plan calls for 
future development of these lands with a mixture of hotels, mixed-use office and commercial buildings, 
retail uses, cultural uses, residential units, and reconfiguration of an existing marina.  The Master Plan 
contemplates removal of the existing substation site from the Master Plan area and redevelopment of the 
site with park and recreational vehicle park uses.  These uses are considered low-cost visitor-serving uses 
under the California Coastal Act.

                                                           
3 This estimated range is based on a computational method using the following assumptions and limitations: (1) 
Recent land sale comparisons, or “Comps”, suggest a raw land cost could range from $2 million to $3 million; 
however, SDG&E’s Real Estate team has had experience handling land purchases for similar use in excess of 
$8 million.  This estimated cost would increase for any of the following factors:  unwilling seller; necessity to 
relocate an existing business; demolition of any existing buildings; (2) The estimated cost to loop two 69 kV 
transmission lines into a new substation would range from $3 million to $8 million assuming the distribution 
substation site is within 0.5 mile of the existing 69 kV transmission lines.  If the substation site is further than 
0.5 mile, additional transmission costs may be required; (3) Without knowing specific site conditions; site 
development costs can range up to $13 million if grading requirements are not overly excessive.  The cost for 
developing a PEA and filing a Permit to Construct for a separate distribution substation is estimated to be 
approximately $1 million. 

4 See California Coastal Commission website, Coastal Commission agenda for August 2012 meeting, available at 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/meetings/mtg-mm12-8.html.  The Coastal Commission’s staff reports, findings, and 
other approval documentation are available as links to Items 13a. and 13b. on the agenda for August 9, 2012.  
These materials are hereby incorporated by reference. 

E1-18
Cont.

E1-19



Page 4

More recently, on August 27, 2012, the City of Chula Vista City Council passed a resolution 
supporting the relocation of the existing substation to the proposed relocation site to achieve the 
development of the Master Plan and opposing any project alternative that is not consistent with the Master 
Plan, including the “Existing South Bay Substation Site” Alternative.5  The recent Coastal Commission 
and City actions further underscore the importance of retaining SDG&E’s objective of facilitating the 
Master Plan and compliance with the 2004 MOU with the City, and relocating the substation to the site 
originally identified by the Port and approved by the State Lands Commission.  To be clear, SDG&E 
remains fully committed to advancing the Master Plan as envisioned and approved by the City, Port 
District, and, most recently, the California Coastal Commission, and urges the CPUC to reconsider 
relocation of the substation for purposes of facilitating the Master Plan and implementing the 2004 MOU 
with the City to be an appropriate and fundamental Project objective.  The proposed relocation site was 
originally identified by the Unified Port District and has been approved by the State Lands Commission 
(subject to a number of conditions precedent) in 20106.   

SDG&E believes that relocation of the substation, as proposed, will advance important state, 
regional, and local objectives, and that these objectives should be afforded full consideration and the 
dignity of law in the Final EIR.  Because the underlying circumstances of the Proposed Project and 
relocation are unique, the range of alternatives is reasonable and has not been artificially constrained if 
the Final EIR rejects alternatives that would not relocate the substation outside of the redevelopment area.  By 
relocating the existing South Bay Substation to the proposed site outside of the redevelopment area 
identified by the Port and approved by the State Lands Commission, SDG&E will help facilitate the 
redevelopment of the existing substation site in accordance with state, regional, and local planning 
objectives.  For these reasons, Objective 3, facilitating the City’s Bayfront redevelopment goals by 
relocating the South Bay Substation and furthering the goals of the SDG&E–City MOU, is a fundamental 
objective of the Proposed Project that should have been considered in the development and review of 
alternatives.

The Final EIR Should Acknowledge the Relative Environmental Benefits of the Proposed Project  
as Compared to the Consequences of the “No Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” 

Alternatives

The Draft EIR does not adequately take into account the substantial environmental benefits 
associated with removal of existing overhead facilities that would occur with the Proposed Project.  

                                                           
5 See City of Chula Vista website, City Council Agenda for August 27, 2012 available at 
http://www.chulavistaca.gov/City_Services/Administrative_Services/City_Clerk/PDFs/2012_08_27AgendaSpecial
_000.pdf.  The agenda item details, including the draft resolution, are available at 
http://www.chulavistaca.gov/City_Services/Administrative_Services/City_Clerk/PDFs/Binder2012-08-27Special-
Revised.pdf.  These materials are hereby incorporated by reference. 

6 See Board of Port Commissioners Meeting Agenda and Staff Report for Agenda Item 20, dated January 5, 2010, 
approving a real estate exchange agreement with SDG&E for relocation of the South Bay Substation and a Land 
Exchange Agreement facilitating exchange of property between the Unified Port District and SDG&E 
(http://www.portofsandiego.org/public-documents/doc_view/2620-01-05-10-bpc-meeting-agenda.html); California 
State Lands Commission Meeting Agenda and Staff Report for Agenda Item C-37, dated February 1, 2010, 
approving a Land Exchange Agreement facilitating exchange of property between the Unified Port District and 
SDG&E (http://archives.slc.ca.gov/Meeting_Summaries/2010_Documents/02-01-10/Voting_Record.pdf); 
Agreement for the Exchange of Lands in the City of Chula Vista Between the California State Lands Commission, 
the San Diego Unified Port District and San Diego Gas and Electric Company, dated April 8, 2010.  See also 
California State Lands Commission’s Notice of Exemption, No. 2010028095, filed with the California Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research on February 4, 2010. 
(http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/NOEdescription.asp?DocPK=639988).  All of these materials are hereby incorporated 
by reference.   
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Because the Draft EIR understates the environmental benefits associated with removing these facilities, 
SDG&E has developed additional materials to illustrate those Proposed Project components and resultant 
environmental benefits.  (See Attachment A: Figures.) 

A major environmental benefit associated with the Proposed Project is the relocation of the 
substation.  As discussed above, the proposed relocation will implement the Bayfront Master Plan, which 
has been certified by the California Coastal Commission, approved by the City of Chula Vista and Port, 
and has broad community stakeholder support.  More specifically, the proposed relocation will make way 
for low-cost visitor-serving uses (i.e., park and recreational vehicle uses) within the Chula Vista Bayfront 
and Coastal Zone, consistent with the California Coastal Act.  The new substation will be constructed 
within a previously disturbed site located in the industrial zone.  Although the site features low-quality 
wetlands that have developed over time within a former industrial pollution-control basin, SDG&E 
believes that the impacts to the wetlands can be mitigated and are outweighed by the benefits conferred 
by the Proposed Project.   

In addition to removing the existing substation from its current location, the Proposed Project 
includes the removal of extensive electric transmission facilities currently located along Bay Boulevard.  
Specifically, the Proposed Project would result in removal of five steel lattice towers and the 
undergrounding of approximately 3,800 feet of existing overhead 138 kV lines, removal of three 138 kV 
wood poles (one existing three-wood cable pole structure), removal of an existing 230 kV 165-foot steel 
cable pole, and a net reduction of approximately eight 69 kV wood poles.  Although some new facilities 
would need to be constructed to implement the Proposed Project, including one new 230 kV 
approximately 121-foot steel pole and one new 138 kV approximately 165-foot steel cable pole, the re-
routing and undergrounding of existing transmission facilities would result in a net reduction of overhead 
facilities within SDG&E’s electric transmission corridor west of Bay Boulevard.  Removal of these 
facilities would result in substantial environmental benefits and would advance California Coastal Act 
policies and priorities.  Figure A-1: Overhead Alignment Map and Figure A-2: Overhead 138/230 kV 
Facilities Schematic in Attachment A: Figures illustrate the existing overhead facilities that would be 
removed with implementation of the Proposed Project, and the visual benefits that would result from 
viewpoints along Bay Boulevard.  Figure A-1: Proposed Project Overhead Alignment Map 2 of 9 in 
Attachment A: Figures depicts facilities that will be located aboveground after Proposed Project 
implementation.  In addition, Figure A-3: Simulations in Attachment A: Figures provides existing and 
simulated photographs that portray the aesthetic benefits that would result from approval of the Proposed 
Project.  The environmental benefits associated with the undergrounding work are significant and include 
the protection, restoration and enhancement of visual resources within the Coastal Zone, consistent with 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.   

Importantly, the removal of the substation site from the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan area 
would not occur under either the “No Project” or “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternatives, and 
the proposed undergrounding work along Bay Boulevard would not occur under any of the alternatives 
identified in the Draft EIR as “environmentally superior” to the Proposed Project.  (The Draft erroneously 
states on page C-41 that the GIS Substation Alternative will include undergrounding of the 138 kV 
transmission line.  This is incorrect and should be corrected in the Final EIR.)  The alternatives analysis in 
the Draft EIR should be revised to fully acknowledge the benefits associated with the Proposed Project.   

Just as the Draft EIR understates the environmental benefits associated with the Proposed Project, 
so does it understate the environmental impacts of the “No Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation 
Site” alternatives.  Although the Draft EIR briefly acknowledges that the benefits of the Proposed Project 
would not occur under either of these alternatives, the Draft EIR relies on the CPUC’s pre-emption 
authority to conclude that these alternatives do not pose impacts of their own:   
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Under the No Project Alternative, visual effects of the existing South Bay Substation along the 
Chula Vista Bayfront would continue.  In addition, the potential visual benefits from removing the 
five lattice steel structures within the limits of the South Bay Power Plant (SBPP) property as 
proposed would not occur, and ongoing visibility of these industrial structures would continue to 
provide interrupted views of San Diego Bay for travelers along Bay Boulevard.  While the No 
Project Alternative would not further the redevelopment goals envisioned in the Chula Vista 
Bayfront Master Plan, pursuant to the General Order No. 131-D, the CPUC has sole and 
exclusive jurisdiction over the siting and design of the Proposed Project.  Consequently, the No 
Project Alternative would not conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project. 

(Draft EIR at E-22.) 

Under [the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative], the visual effects of the existing South 
Bay Substation along the Chula Vista Bayfront would continue.  In addition, the potential visual 
benefits from removing the five lattice steel structures within the limits of the SBPP property as 
proposed would be lost, and ongoing visibility of these industrial structures would continue to 
provide interrupted views of San Diego Bay for travelers along Bay Boulevard.  While the 
Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative would not further the redevelopment goals 
envisioned in the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan, pursuant to General Order No. 131-D, the 
CPUC has sole and exclusive jurisdiction over the siting and design of the Proposed Project.
Consequently, the Existing South Bay Substation Site Alternative would not conflict with any 
applicable plans, policies, or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. 

(Draft EIR at E-33.) 

These statements ignore the additional potential adverse impacts of not constructing the Proposed 
Project or of reconstructing the South Bay Substation at its existing location.  Additional environmental 
consequences would include potential impacts associated with as-needed in-kind replacement of the 
existing South Bay Substation under the “No Project” alternative or by constructing the “Existing South 
Bay Substation Site” alternative in order to maintain system reliability, improve ability to withstand 
seismic events, and to provide for limited load growth for the South Bay region.  These impacts include 
those associated with additional projects/project components as described in SDG&E response to Data 
Request SDGE-ED-014: Q2, as needed to meet CAISO planning criteria and a new distribution substation 
to meet distribution load growth.7  CEQA requires that the CPUC consider the environmental 
consequences of these alternatives.  As described previously, the existing South Bay Substation must be 
replaced to maintain system reliability and cannot be replaced in the configuration required to fully satisfy 
current load demands at the existing location. 

In short, the Draft EIR understates the potential consequences of the “No Project” and “Existing 
South Bay Substation Site” alternatives.  One of the primary purposes of the Proposed Project is to 
accommodate regional energy needs.  In reviewing the otherwise robust analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR, the Draft EIR fails to acknowledge the additional consequences of not approving the Proposed 
Project when it concludes that the “No Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternatives are 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.  In fact, the analysis erroneously concludes that for the 
“No Project” alternative, “overall impacts would be reduced due to the elimination of construction 
activities associated with the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation,” and the “Existing South Bay 
Substation Site” alternative “would reduce project-related long-term environmental impacts associated 
with wetlands that have been identified as significant and mitigable (Class II), while not resulting in more 

                                                           
7 SDG&E’s response to Data Request SDGE-ED-014: Q2 is hereby incorporated by reference.   
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overall impacts than the Proposed Project.”  See Draft EIR at E-22.  SDG&E believes that the “No 
Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” analyses contained in the Draft EIR should be 
amplified to include a more robust recognition that if the substation relocation is not approved within a 
reasonable period of time, SDG&E will fail to meet CAISO planning criteria and distribution load in the 
area. 

THE BAYFRONT ENHANCEMENT ALTERNATIVE WAS PREMATURELY DISMISSED AS 
A POTENTIALLY ENVIORNMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The Draft EIR eliminates the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative from further consideration due 
to a lack of specificity about the proposed projects that could be undertaken with Bayfront Enhancement 
Funds.  SDG&E has refined the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative to include additional details and 
requests that CPUC reconsider the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative in the Final EIR. 

Additional Visual Enhancements Proposed as Part of Bayfront Enhancement 

SDG&E proposes that $2,500,000 of the Enhancement Funds be used to remove additional 
existing overhead electric transmission facilities.  More specifically, this component of the Bayfront 
Enhancement would include:  

 Removal of two, approximately 110-foot-tall 138 kV steel lattice towers (188700 and 188701).  
As shown in Figure A-1: Existing Overhead Alignment Map 1 of 9 and Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative Overhead Alignment Map 3 of 9 in Attachment A: Figures, one tower is located west 
of Bay Boulevard and one tower is located within an existing parking lot east of Bay Boulevard. 

 Installation of one 138 kV 165-foot-tall steel cable pole in SDG&E’s right-of-way (ROW) within 
a parking lot located east of Bay Boulevard.  The new pole would be located approximately 10 to 
15 feet west of Tower 188700, which would be removed.   

 Undergrounding of between 700 and 1,000 feet of 138 kV double-circuit duct package from the 
west side of Bay Boulevard to the proposed new cable pole within the existing 138 kV overhead 
alignment.8

 Installation of 138 kV transmission cable system within the newly installed underground duct 
package position from SDG&E’s ROW on the west side of Bay Blvd to the new steel cable pole 
on the east side of parking lot.   

Like the undergrounding that is already included in the Proposed Project, the removal of these 
two lattice towers and associated facilities would generate significant visual benefits, consistent with 
California Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies regarding the restoration and enhancement of visual resources, 
particularly within visually degraded areas.  The facilities to be removed and the resulting environmental 
benefits are depicted visually in Figure A-1: Overhead Alignment Map and Figure A-2: Overhead 
138/230 kV Facilities Schematic in Attachment A: Figures.  Figure A-1: Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative Overhead Alignment Map 3 of 9 in Attachment A: Figures depicts facilities that will be 

                                                           
8 The original estimate of additional undergrounding for the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative was 1,000 feet, 
which was communicated to other parties.  Based on subsequent review, the length of additional transmission line 
to be undergrounded is currently estimated to be 765 feet.  Because all of these numbers are based on preliminary 
conceptual engineering and subject to change with final project design and pole placement, SDG&E currently 
assumes that the additional undergrounding under the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would fall within the 
range of 700 to 1,000 feet.  From an environmental benefits and impacts perspective, a difference of 300 feet is not 
material. 
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located aboveground after Project implementation.  Figure A-3: Simulations in Attachment A: Figures 
provides existing and simulated photographs that portray the additional aesthetic benefits that would 
result from approval of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative. 

SDG&E has analyzed the potential impacts associated with the proposed visual enhancements, 
which are provided in Attachment B: Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Description and Preliminary 
Impact Analysis.  SDG&E has concluded that these activities would involve little or no impacts to 
wetlands as trenching, jack and bore, and the addition of work areas within a parking lot, Bay Boulevard, 
and existing SDG&E right-of-way would avoid impacting wetlands other than those described for the 
Proposed Project.  Additional undergrounding is anticipated to have only short-term and minimal adverse 
environmental impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic and transportation, as described in Attachment B: 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Description and Preliminary Impact Analysis, while providing 
significant, long-term environmental benefits. 

Funding Proposed as Part of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 

SDG&E proposes to contribute the remaining $2.5 million of enhancement funds to existing 
endowment or similar funding mechanism for the Living Coast Discovery Center (Center) and 
management of the Salt Works property.  Direct contributions to these funding mechanisms would not 
result in any adverse environmental impacts, as funds would be used to enable the continuance of existing 
operations.  At the same time, contributions to these existing funding mechanisms would enable the 
continuation of the activities described in the following paragraphs.   

The Center provides environmental interpretation and education for the salt water marsh and 
associated upland habitats of San Diego Bay through an existing museum with aquariums and interactive 
displays, as well as live animals and invertebrates.  The Center also offers a unique opportunity for public 
access to coastal marsh areas that would not normally be available, and exposes the public and 
schoolchildren to the San Diego Bay’s wetland and marsh habitats and inhabitants for coastal recreation 
and educational opportunities.  SDG&E proposes to provide $2,000,000 to the Center’s endowment fund 
to support the continuation of these programs.   

The funding contributed toward the continued management of the Salt Works property would 
assist the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge with maintaining aspects of the existing salt pond system 
in order to continue providing foraging habitat for seabirds and migratory birds along the bayfront.  
SDG&E proposes to provide $500,000 to the Friends of the San Diego Wildlife Refuge endowment or 
similar funding mechanism to support these on-going efforts.   

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is described in more detail in Attachment B: Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative Description and Preliminary Impact Analysis and should be incorporated into 
the Final EIR.9  SDG&E requests that CPUC re-evaluate the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative in the 
Final EIR based upon these additional details and assess whether this alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative to the Proposed Project.   

THE MITIGATION MEASURES PROVIDED IN THE DRAFT EIR SHOULD BE 
REVISED TO ELIMNATE REDUNDANCIES AND UNNECESSARY MEASURES 

The Draft EIR concludes that all impacts of the Proposed Project can be mitigated, and 
recommends specific mitigation measures to address these potential impacts.  SDG&E concurs that all of 
the impacts of the Proposed Project can be mitigated.  SDG&E is concerned, however, that some of the 

                                                           
9 As discussed elsewhere in these comments, none of this information triggers recirculation of the Draft EIR.   
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proposed mitigation measures are unwarranted, unnecessary and/or disproportionate to a particular 
impact.  In addition, SDG&E is concerned that CPUC may be unable to expeditiously approve minor 
modifications and refinements during construction—even where prudent and justified—potentially 
triggering subsequent CPUC review and approval.  Therefore, SDG&E requests modifications to some of 
the mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR.9  SDG&E’s requested revisions to the mitigation 
measures are included in Attachment C: Proposed Mitigation Measure Revisions.   

As discussed more fully in Attachment C: Proposed Mitigation Measure Revisions, some of the 
proposed mitigation measures are unwarranted, unnecessary and/or disproportionate to the particular 
impact.  For example, MM BIO-3, MM BIO-7, and MM BIO-11 each impose specific buffer 
requirements without substantiation or recognition of SDG&E’s Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
(NCCP).

SDG&E’s NCCP, which includes an Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 10(A) permit and a 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Section 2081 permit (for incidental take) with an 
Implementation Agreement with the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 
respectively, for the management and conservation of multiple species and their associated habitats, as 
established according to the ESA and CESA, as well as California’s Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act.  The NCCP is a comprehensive program of measures to protect and enhance the recovery 
of species covered by the CDFG and USFWS.  The NCCP previously underwent CEQA review to 
confirm that implementation will not result in significant impacts on the environment.  Based on its 
review of the SDG&E NCCP, CDFG determined that no CEQA mitigation measures were necessary and 
issued a Negative Declaration. 

The NCCP allows SDG&E to develop, maintain, and repair its facilities within the NCCP 
coverage area.  The NCCP’s Implementing Agreement confirms that the mitigation, compensation, and 
enhancement obligations contained in the Agreement, and the NCCP meet all applicable standards and 
requirements of the CESA, ESA Natural Communities Conservation Plan Act, and Native Plant 
Protection Act with regard to SDG&E’s activities in the Subregional Plan Area.  By law, no additional 
protective or mitigation measures, compensation, or preservation measures can be required for the 
Proposed Project.  The NCCP, as an approved Section 10(A) and 2081 permit, is an existing condition.
While the Draft EIR appears to have included it in the environmental baseline for the Proposed Project, 
modifications have been suggested to the NCCP protocols and additional mitigation measures have been 
proposed.  Because any potential impacts to covered species have been pre-assessed and pre-mitigated by 
the NCCP, the Proposed Project will not impact covered species.  Therefore, no modification or 
enhancement of the requirements is necessary, and the CPUC should not impose additional mitigation 
measures that are not required by the wildlife agencies.   

SDG&E respectfully requests that the Final EIR incorporate the modifications requested in 
Attachment C: Proposed Mitigation Measure Revisions. 

ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS SHOULD BE 
INCORPORATED INTO THE FINAL EIR TO REFLECT AN ACCURATE AND COMPLETE 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

In addition to the foregoing comments, SDG&E has identified several technical corrections and 
clarifications that should be incorporated into the Final EIR to ensure an accurate and complete document.  
Those technical corrections and clarifications are identified in Attachment D: Technical Corrections and 
Clarifications.  SDG&E respectfully requests that the Final EIR incorporate the technical corrections and 
clarifications requested in Attachment D: Technical Corrections and Clarifications. 
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RECIRCULATION IS NOT REQUIRED AS A MATTER OF LAW 

SDG&E expects that opponents of the Proposed Project, in an effort to cause delay and derail a 
timely decision on the Proposed Project, will argue that recirculation of the Draft EIR is required.   

Under CEQA, recirculation is not required unless “significant new information” is added to an 
EIR after public notice of the availability of the draft EIR.10  The California Supreme Court has 
emphasized that a decision to recirculate an EIR should be the exception and not the rule: 

By codifying the "significant new information" language of Sutter, the Legislature apparently 
intended to reaffirm the goal of meaningful public participation in the CEQA review process.  It 
is also clear, however, that by doing so the Legislature did not intend to promote endless rounds 
of revision and recirculation of EIR's.  Recirculation was intended to be an exception, rather than 
the general rule.  Significantly, at the time section 21092.1 was enacted, the Legislature had been, 
and was continuing to streamline the CEQA review process.  Recognizing the legislative trend, 
we previously have cautioned: "[R]ules regulating the protection of the environment must not be 
subverted into an instrument for the oppression and delay of social, economic, or recreational 
development and advancement."  In our interpretation of section 21092.1, we have given 
consideration to both the legislative goals of furthering public participation in the CEQA process 
and of not unduly prolonging the process so that the process deters development and 
advancement.

Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of California, 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132 (Cal. 1993) 
(citations omitted) (emphasis added). 

Importantly, the CEQA Guidelines provide: “New information added to an EIR is not 
‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined 
to implement.”11  The Guidelines also identify four examples of “significant new information”: (1) A new 
significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure 
proposed to be implemented.  (2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. (3) A 
feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to 
adopt it.  (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”12  “Recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an 
adequate EIR.”13

The CPUC also has recognized that recirculation is only required under limited circumstances.  In 
Decision 04-08-046, the CPUC noted:  

“We also disagree regarding the need to recirculate the FEIR based on the six new route options.  
An FEIR always contains new information not in the draft EIR, in the form of public comments and 
responses thereto. New information added to an EIR is not "significant" for purposes of triggering the 

                                                           
10 Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14 § 15088.5(a). 
11 Id. (emphasis added). 
12 Id. (emphasis added). 
13 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5(b). 
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recirculation requirement unless "the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project." (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088.5(a).)  …  We conclude that the six route options would not introduce “new 
significant environmental impacts” or a “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact,” 
conditions which would require recirculation. (CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(a)(1) and (2).)”   

D. 04-08-046 at 13-14 (emphasis added); accord, e.g., D. 01-02-043 (“We also note that Laurel Heights 
plainly states that CEQA does not require recirculation when any new information is added, nor does 
CEQA generally require recirculation of a Final EIR, even though, by definition, a Final EIR contains 
new information not in the Draft in the form of public comments and responses thereto.”)   

None of SDG&E’s proposed changes to the Draft EIR would require recirculation under these 
legal principles.  Similarly, none of the anticipated comments from other interested parties would require 
recirculation.

Turning first to the information provided in these comments regarding the environmental benefits 
and consistency with the Bayfront Master Plan of the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative, recirculation is not triggered; nor is recirculation triggered by the information provided in 
these comments regarding the failure of the “No Project” and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” 
alternatives to provide such environmental benefits and consistency with the Master Plan.  14 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15088.5(b)  ("Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR"); Laurel Heights, 6 Cal. 
4th at 1137 (new studies on noise "merely serve to amplify, at the public's request, the information found 
in the draft EIR" and do not require recirculation); id. at 1139-40 (loading dock description similarly 
"merely clarifies the existing description of the environmental impacts"); Marin Municipal Water District 
v. KG Land California Corp., 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1668 (1991) ("Recirculation is not required if a 
revision simply clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR."); 
Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista, 50 Cal. App. 4th 1134, 1149 (1996) ("the materials merely 
amplify the information already set forth in the PEIR regarding the significant impact of the project on 
biological resources"). 

In addition, none of the limited additional information contained in this letter constitutes 
“significant new information” such that recirculation under CEQA is required because the new 
information does not identify new significant impacts, an increase in impact severity, or a new feasible 
alternative or mitigation measure that SDG&E declines to implement.  14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5(a).
In other words, adding such information to the EIR would not change the EIR “in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project’s proponents have declined to implement.”  14 CCR § 15088.5(a); accord, e.g., Western 
Placer Citizens for an Agricultural and Rural Environment v. County of Placer, 144 Cal. App. 4th 890, 
904 (2006) (because the phasing changes "reflect an improvement in the environmental condition when 
compared to the original project" (owing to the delayed and reduced impacts), the change from the EIR 
did not require recirculation); Laurel Heights, 6 Cal. 4th at 1140 (no recirculation required where 
clarification "does not reveal a new or more severe adverse environmental impact"); Federation of 
Hillside and Canyon Assns. v. City of Los Angeles, 126 Cal. App. 4 1180, 1199-1200 (2004)(no 
supplemental EIR where "Petitioners have not shown that the changed circumstances compel the 
conclusion that the significant environmental effects will be different or more severe"): 14 CCR 15382 
('''significant effect on the environment' means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change"). 

Further, SDG&E’s proposed clarifications and changes to the mitigation measures in the Draft 
EIR cannot trigger recirculation as a matter of law.  Again, Section 15088.5(a) provides: “New 
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information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project’s proponents have declined to implement.”  Mitigation measures are included to mitigate 
identified “substantial adverse environmental effect[s] of the project,” and thus the public has had an 
opportunity to comment upon such effects.  A change in how they are mitigated is not “significant new 
information” that could trigger recirculation. 

Although interested parties and/or responsible agencies may feel compelled to submit extensive 
comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR under CEQA Guidelines § 15096 and may go so far as to 
request recirculation of the Draft EIR, recirculation is not triggered as a matter of law unless the definition 
of “significant new information” is met.  See 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5(a).  Recirculation is not 
required simply because a responsible agency or any other party may claim inadequacies and requests a 
new document. See id.; see also Laurel Heights, 6 Cal. 4th at 1136-42 (a community group’s assertions 
that an EIR was inadequate and required recirculation did not demonstrate a need to address “significant 
new and information” and, therefore, did not trigger recirculation).  The Final EIR can either address the 
issues raised in comments or can disagree with the comments submitted, even if those comments are from 
a responsible agency.  See 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5(b) (“Recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an 
adequate EIR.”); see also Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land Cal. Corp., 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1667 
(1991) (new, amplifying information that was not significant did not trigger recirculation).14

More importantly, any “voluntary” recirculation is wholly inappropriate for several reasons.  
First, as discussed previously, the Draft EIR found no significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project.  Therefore, the public has not been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon “a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project.”   

Opponents may argue that recirculation is required to account for new information regarding the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.  That argument would be mistaken.  New detail on a project’s design 
or features does not trigger recirculation unless the new detail constitutes “significant new information” 
under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  The CEQA Guidelines provide: "New information added to an 
EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way 
to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents 
have declined to implement."  14 Cal. Code Regs. 15088.5(a) (emphasis added); accord, e.g., Laurel
Heights, 6 Cal. 4th 1120 ("We conclude that recirculation is only required when the information added to 
the EIR changes the EIR in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon 
a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible project alternative or mitigation 
measure that would clearly reduce such an effect and that the project's proponents have declined to 
implement."); id. at 1129, 1142 ("Recirculation is only required when a discussion of a new feasible 
project alternative, which will not be implemented, is added to the EIR"); California Oak Foundation v. the 

                                                           
14 More specifically, CEQA requires that “the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is 
at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons 
why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted.  There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in 
response.  Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice.”  14 Cal. Code Regs. § 
15088(c).  CEQA does not compel resolution of concerns that are raised in comments, even if those concerns are 
raised by a responsible agency.   

E1-25
Cont.



Page 13

Regents of the University of California, 188 Cal. App. 4th 227, 266 (2010).  The mere fact that information is 
added does not, by itself, trigger recirculation.15

Here, the additional design information provided by SDG&E regarding the transmission 
structures that would be removed and placed underground do not constitute significant new information 
because the information does not disclose “a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project” or a 
“feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's 
proponents have declined to implement.”  The information provided shows a substantial beneficial, not 
adverse, environmental effect from implementing the Proposed Project with the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative.  Further, SDG&E has agreed to construct the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, if approved 
by the CPUC, and thus it is not a feasible mitigation measure or feasible alternative that “the project’s 
proponent has declined to implement.”   

As set forth in its previous comments, SDG&E believes that the Final EIR should find the 
Proposed Project, and the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, to be “environmentally superior” to any 
alternatives, including those identified as “environmentally superior in the Draft EIR.  A change in the 
EIR’s conclusion does not trigger recirculation unless it is caused by “significant new information” as 
defined in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  As SDG&E notes, the Final EIR should clarify the 
environmental benefits of the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, and the 
consistency of the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative with the Bayfront Master 
Plan.  The Final EIR should also clarify the lack of such environmental benefits from the “No Project” 
and “Existing South Bay Substation Site” alternatives, the inability of those alternatives to meet the 
Project objective of serving distribution load in the area, and the inconsistency of those alternatives with 
the Bayfront Master Plan.  Clarifications, however, do not trigger recirculation.  Similarly, the new 
information about specific transmission infrastructure to be removed or undergrounded as part of the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is not “significant new information” because it does not reveal a 
“substantial adverse environmental effect” and, in any event, is mitigation that SDG&E is prepared to 
implement.  There is nothing in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines that requires recirculation simply 
because the agency changes its conclusion about the “environmentally superior” project. 

CONCLUSION

SDG&E appreciates CPUC and Dudek’s review of the Proposed Project and SDG&E’s 
comments on the Draft EIR.  For all of the reasons described in these materials, SDG&E respectfully 
requests that CPUC prepare the Final EIR and (1) confirm that the Proposed Project and Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative (as depicted in Attachment A: Figures and described in Attachment B: Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative Description and Preliminary Impact Analysis) are environmentally superior to 
all other project alternatives; (2) revise the mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project as 
proposed in Attachment C: Proposed Mitigation Measure Revisions; and (3) incorporate the technical 
corrections and clarifications described in Attachment D: Technical Corrections and Clarifications.  

                                                           
15 For example, the California Court of Appeal recently upheld the certification of an EIR for an athletic center and 
several other related projects at the University of California, Berkeley campus.  California Oak Foundation v. the 
Regents of the University of California, 188 Cal. App. 4th 227 (2010).  The Court rejected claims that recirculation 
was required in light of a seismic study and agency correspondence that was not included in the final EIR, and that 
additional detail about future projects should have included in the final EIR.  Id. at 267-68.  The California Court of 
Appeal has also held that an EIR studying a water district’s moratorium on water hookups did not require 
recirculation in light of detail from a newly released master water supply plan that the moratorium would last 10 
years. See, e.g., Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land Cal. Corp., 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1667-68 (1991).  The EIR 
had already stated that the moratorium could last more than five or six years, and the additional detail pegging the 
moratorium at 10 years did not constitute “significant new information.”  Id.  
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1 – INTRODUCTION 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative (Project) was originally described as an alternative to the 
South Bay Substation Relocation Project (Proposed Project) in San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company’s (SDG&E’s) responses to Data Request Number 5, which was submitted to the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) in May 2011.1  SDG&E has requested that the 
CPUC approve the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative to ensure consistency with section 30233(a) of the California Coastal Act, which 
precludes development within wetlands unless “there is no feasible less environmentally 
damaging alternative,” among other things.2  The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include the same components as the Proposed Project, as well as the same mitigation activities 
that would compensate for impacts to jurisdictional water features and wetlands.  However, the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would include an additional $5 million funding mechanism 
that would be used to provide environmental benefits in the Chula Vista bayfront area.  SDG&E 
proposed to use these funds for removing towers and undergrounding an additional section of the 
existing 138 kilovolt (kV) overhead transmission line along the bayfront and contributing to 
existing endowment or equivalent funding sources to support on-going programs that benefit the 
bayfront area.  

This Project Description provides a detailed explanation of the uses proposed for the funding 
component of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, including specific monetary amounts, 
implementation of the proposed enhancement projects, and the timing requirements associated 
with the enhancement activities.  A preliminary environmental impact analysis of the identified 
resources is also provided for the proposed enhancement activities.  This level of detail was not 
previously available for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  As a result, 
the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative was eliminated in the Draft EIR based on the lack of 
adequate information to make a determination regarding its potential impacts and benefits.  This 
document clarifies and amplifies the information contained in the Draft EIR regarding the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.  The descriptions detailed in Section 2 – Description provide 
sufficient detail to allow for consideration of the potential impacts and benefits provided by the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative in the Final EIR.  Coupled with the mitigation proposed to 
avoid or reduce impacts associated with construction of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, 
the funding established for additional enhancement would result in net environmental benefits to 
aesthetic, biological, coastal, and recreational resources that should render it as the 
“environmentally superior” alternative and demonstrate that there is no “feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative” in the Final EIR. 

2 – DESCRIPTION 

The following subsections provide a detailed description of the potential enhancement projects 
that may be implemented through the funding provided by the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative, including the amount of funding to be set aside for the various projects and the 

                                                 
1 SDG&E response to Data Request SDGE-ED-005 is hereby incorporated by reference.   
2 California Public Resources Code §30233(a). 
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timing for implementation of the projects.  The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is subject to 
modification by the CPUC and/or California Coastal Commission. 

2.0 TOWER REMOVAL/UNDERGROUNDING 138 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

Through coordination with the City of Chula Vista (City), SDG&E has identified visual 
enhancements that would substantially improve the aesthetic value of the bayfront.  These 
actions are described in the following subsections. 

2.0.0 Funding 
Approximately $2.5 million of the funding provided by the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
would be set aside for aesthetic improvements, specifically, the removal of two steel lattice 
towers and undergrounding of approximately 700 to1,0003 feet of existing 138 kV transmission 
line along and across Bay Boulevard in the Coastal Zone.   

2.0.1 Implementation 
The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would involve the same components as the Proposed 
Project, including construction of a new substation, loop-in of an existing 230 kV transmission 
line, extension of existing 138 kV transmission lines, relocation of existing 69 kV transmission 
lines, and demolition of the existing South Bay Substation.  The Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would also include the additional undergrounding of approximately 700 to 1,000 feet 
of existing 138 kV overhead transmission line.  The 138 kV underground duct bank that is 
included as part of the Proposed Project would be extended further south and eastward from the 
position where it is proposed to transition to an overhead configuration as part of the Proposed 
Project.  In addition to eliminating cable riser pole 24, the extended duct bank would allow for 
the removal of Tower 1 (188701) on the west side of Bay Boulevard and Tower 205 (188700), 
which is located in the parking lot on the east side of Bay Boulevard.  As part of the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, existing Tower 205 (188700), which is located in the parking lot on 
the east side of Bay Boulevard, would be removed and replaced with a new cable riser pole.  
From the new cable riser pole eastward, the 138 kV transmission line would continue in its 
current overhead configuration within SDG&E’s existing right-of-way (ROW).  The differences 
between the overhead alignment for the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative are depicted in Figure 1: Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Detailed Project 
Components Map.   

Construction Work Areas and Activities 
Tower removal and construction of the underground duct bank extension associated with the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would occur within the existing SDG&E ROW.  A detailed  

                                                 
3 The original estimate of additional undergrounding for the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative was 1,000 feet, 
which was communicated to other parties.  Based on subsequent review, the length of additional transmission line to 
be undergrounded is currently estimated to be 765 feet.  Because all of these numbers are based on preliminary 
conceptual engineering, and subject to change with final project design and pole placement, SDG&E currently 
assumes that the additional undergrounding under the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would fall within the range 
of 700 to 1,000 feet.  From an environmental benefits and impacts perspective, a difference of 300 feet is not 
material. 
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description of the construction methods used for the Project components that correspond to the 
Proposed Project are provided in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (PEA).  The following subsections describe the construction areas 
required and the activities that would be involved with the tower removal and underground duct 
bank extension. 

Staging/Work Areas 
As provided in the PEA for the Proposed Project, temporary tower work areas would measure 
approximately 150 foot in diameter.  Tower 1 (188701) is located within an existing SDG&E 
easement along the west side of Bay Boulevard.  As stated in the PEA, SDG&E’s entire 
transmission corridor may be used temporarily as a construction work area.  Tower 205 (188700) 
is located in an existing parking lot on the east side of Bay Boulevard.  The entire south side of 
the parking lot, from the 230 kV transmission line on the south side to the building located north 
of the tower would be used for removal of the tower and installation of the new cable riser pole, 
as well as for trenching associated with installation of the underground duct bank.   

To accommodate the extension of the underground duct bank, temporary workspaces centered on 
the duct bank alignments would be established.  This area would be cleared and graded, as 
needed, to provide a safe working space for the operation of construction equipment.   

The 138 kV duct bank extension would require an approximately 50-foot-wide workspace.  A 
total of approximately 700 to 1,000 linear feet of temporary workspace requiring approximately 
0.9 acres would be established prior to construction.  Steel plating would be placed over 
excavated areas, where appropriate, to maintain vehicular and pedestrian traffic.  The jack-and-
boring construction technique may also be used to avoid impacts to jurisdictional water features 
or for crossing under Bay Boulevard.  Jack-and-bore pits would measure approximately 150 feet 
long and 150 feet wide.  The final design for these activities will be prepared following the 
release of the Final EIR. 

In addition, as described in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the PEA for the Proposed Project, 
staging associated with the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative undergrounding would occur at 
the existing H & Bay Yard, which is located approximately 1.2 miles north of the proposed 
substation site.   

Steel Cable Riser Pole Installation 
Installation of the steel cable riser pole in the parking lot located east of Bay Boulevard would 
begin by fencing off the work area in the parking lot.  The pole would be placed on a new 
concrete foundation.  Following the preparation of the pole work area, the foundation process 
would begin with the excavation of a hole in the proximity of Tower 205 (188700) using a truck-
mounted excavator.  The foundation hole would measure approximately seven to eight feet in 
diameter and 35 to 45 feet deep, requiring the excavation of between approximately 50 and 84 
cubic yards (CY) of soil, depending on site conditions.  Following excavation of the foundation 
hole, a reinforcing steel cage and anchor bolts would be assembled and installed.  Following the 
cage installation, a form would be built and concrete would be poured to a height of 
approximately six to 24 inches above grade.  The foundation would require between 
approximately 51 and 86 CY of concrete to be delivered to the foundation location.  Concrete 
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would be delivered directly to the pole’s location in concrete trucks with a capacity of up to 10 
CY.   

The steel cable riser pole would be delivered in two or more sections to the pole installation site 
via flatbed truck and assembled on site using a small truck-mounted crane.  The crossarms would 
be bolted to the pole, and the insulators would be bolted to the crossarms.  After assembly, a 
large crane would be used to lift and set the poles into place on the anchor bolts imbedded in the 
concrete foundation.  The nuts on the foundation would then be tightened and secured.   

Conductor Stringing 
Prior to stringing the overhead line from the new cable riser pole, temporary guard structures— 
typically consisting of vertical wood poles with crossarms—would be installed at the Interstate 
(I-) 5 crossing, preventing the conductors from sagging onto other lines during the conductor 
installation.  In some cases, bucket trucks may also be used for guard structures.   

Tower Removal 
Existing steel lattice structures 1 (188701) and 205 (188700) would be dismantled and removed 
by cranes and aerial manlifts into steel member sections.  The sections would be transferred to a 
flatbed truck using a small truck-mounted crane.  The lattice structures would be further 
dismantled within SDG&E’s utility easement or at the H & Bay Yard. Following disassembly, 
the individual steel members would be cut into smaller sizes, placed in recycling receptacles, and 
transported to an approved SDG&E recycling center. 

Once the structures have been removed, their associated reinforced concrete foundation pads and 
piers would be jack-hammered to approximately one to two feet below grade.  All debris located 
near the vicinity of the foundations would be removed from the site and would be recycled or 
disposed of at an approved facility.  The remaining hole would then be backfilled with material 
similar to the surrounding area and the site would be restored.   

Underground Duct Bank Extension 
Construction activities associated with extension of the 138 kV duct bank would involve the 
same techniques described for the underground transmission construction in Chapter 3 – Project 
Description of the PEA, and would potentially include trenching, jack-and-boring, duct bank 
installation, vault installation, cable pulling, splicing, termination, and clean-up and post-
construction restoration.   

The 138 kV duct bank would be extended approximately 700 to 1,000 feet underneath Bay 
Boulevard to the new cable riser pole that would replace Tower 205 (188700) in the parking lot 
on the east side of Bay Boulevard.  The preliminary design would include approximately 595 
feet of trenching that would occur consistent with the description provided in the Chapter 3 – 
Project Description of the PEA.  The jack-and bore construction method would be used for 
approximately 170 feet to cross under the drainage feature containing an emergent wetland that 
runs parallel to Bay Boulevard, continuing to the parking lot on the east side of Bay Boulevard, 
in accordance with the description provided in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the PEA.  Duct 
banks would be installed consistent with the description provided in Chapter 3 – Project 
Description of the PEA. 
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The approximately 700- to 1,000-foot underground duct bank extension would require the 
installation of one additional vault in the parking lot on the east side of Bay Boulevard, which 
would provide access to the underground cables for maintenance, inspection, and repair during 
operation.  Approximately two feet of additional clearance would be required at underground 
vault locations.   

Following installation of the conduit, SDG&E would install cables in the duct banks.  Each cable 
segment would be pulled into the duct bank, spliced at each of the vaults along the route (if 
applicable), and terminated at the transition where the lines convert to overhead.  Cable pulling 
would occur consistent with the description provided in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the 
PEA. 

Construction Equipment and Personnel 
The list of equipment that would be used to extend the 138 kV duct bank and remove towers 1 
(188701) and 205 (188700), as well as the approximate duration of use, is provided in Table 1: 
Construction Equipment Summary.  The equipment required for installation of the 138 kV steel 
cable riser pole in the parking lot east of Bay Boulevard was previously provided in the analysis 
of the Proposed Project, which included the installation of proposed cable riser pole 24.  Cable 
riser pole 206 for the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative replaces cable riser pole 24 that was 
originally proposed as part of the Proposed Project.  In addition to use of the equipment listed in 
Table 1: Construction Equipment Summary, pick-up trucks and construction worker vehicles are 
anticipated to travel on a daily basis to and from the work areas.  It is anticipated that any 
additional maintenance and/or delivery trucks would travel to and from the staging areas as per 
the Proposed Project.  Extension of the 138 kV duct bank and removal of the two towers is 
anticipated to require eight operators, 15 foremen, and 15 linemen for approximately four to 
eight weeks.   

Operation and Maintenance 
The transmission facilities associated with the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
continue to be inspected, maintained, and repaired following completion of the Project.  
Operation and maintenance activities would involve both routine preventive maintenance and 
emergency procedures to maintain service continuity.  Aerial and ground inspections of the 
facilities would be performed.  Aboveground components would be inspected annually, at a 
minimum, for corrosion, equipment misalignment, loose fittings, and other common mechanical 
problems.  The other Project components would be conducted consistent with the description 
provided in Chapter 3 – Project Description in the PEA. 

2.0.2 Timing 
Removal of the two towers, installation of the new cable riser pole, and construction of the 
approximately 700- to 1,000-foot-long 138 kV underground extension would occur following 
completion of the Bay Boulevard Substation, 230 kV loop-in, and relocation of the 69 kV 
transmission lines that are included as part of the Proposed Project and Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative.  It is anticipated that the tower removal and approximately 700- to 1,000-foot 138 
kV duct bank extension would require approximately four to eight weeks to complete.   
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Table 1: Construction Equipment Summary 

Activity Equipment Use Approximate 
Quantity 

Approximate 
Duration 
On Site  
(days) 

Average 
Duration of 

Use 
(hours per day)

138 kV 
Underground 
Duct Bank 
Extension 

Dump/Haul Truck Transport excavated materials and 
import backfill 3 24 8 

Small Mobile Crane (12-ton) Lift and place materials 1 24 4 

Backhoe Excavate trenches 1 24 8 

Concrete Truck Pour concrete 5 24 8 

Drill Rig with Augers Excavate trenches 1 24 6 

Compactor Compact backfill within the trench 2 24 8 

Asphalt Paver Pave access roads 1 2 6 

Asphalt Emulsion Truck Pave access roads 1 2 6 

Vibrating Roller Compact soil and asphalt 1 2 6 

Asphalt Haul Truck Transport asphalt  2 10 

Foundation 
Installation 

Concrete Truck Pour concrete 1 12 3 

Drill Rig with Augers Foundation construction 1 12 6 

Backhoe Foundation construction 1 12 6 

Dump/Haul Truck Haul excavated materials 2 12 4 

Handheld Compactor Compact soil around structure 
foundations 1 12 4 

Steel Pole 
Installation 

2-ton Flatbed Truck Deliver pole to site 1 2 2 

Large Crane Tower erection 1 2 6 

Bucket Truck/Manlift Tower erection and conductor 
Installation 2 2 8 
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Activity Equipment Use Approximate 
Quantity 

Approximate 
Duration 
On Site  
(days) 

Average 
Duration of 

Use 
(hours per day)

Structure 
Removal 

2-ton Flatbed Truck Remove pole sections and hardware 
from site 1 2 2 

Bucket Truck/Manlift Tower erection and conductor 
Installation 1 2 6 

Dump/Haul Truck Haul excavated materials and import 
backfill 2 2 4 

Excavator Break foundations and load material 1 2 6 

Jackhammer Break foundations 2 2 6 

Large Crane Lower pole sections and load onto 
trucks 2 2 8 
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2.1 LIVING COAST DISCOVERY CENTER 

Through informal consultation with stakeholders, such as the City, Unified Port District of San 
Diego (Port District), the United States (U.S.) Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), SDG&E has 
identified proposed opportunities to enhance coastal resources and provide environmental 
benefits in the Chula Vista Bayfront area by bolstering existing environmental programs.  One 
identified option is for SDG&E to provide endowment funds or the equivalent for the Living 
Coast Discovery Center (Center).4  The Center is located approximately 2.25 miles northwest of 
the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site at 1000 Gunpowder Point, as depicted in Figure 2: 
Enhancement Projects Location Map.  The details regarding this option are provided in the 
subsections that follow. 

2.1.0 Funding 
Approximately $2 million of the remaining $2.5 million would be provided to the Center through 
its established endowment fund to support its continued operation and existing programs.   

2.1.1 Implementation 
The Center provides environmental interpretation and education for the salt water marsh and 
associated upland habitats of San Diego Bay through an existing museum containing aquariums 
and interactive displays, live animals, and invertebrates that is uniquely situated on the 
Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife Refuge.  The Center provides a unique opportunity for the 
public to access coastal marsh areas that would not be normally available and exposes the public 
and schoolchildren to the San Diego Bay’s wetland and marsh habitats and its wildlife 
inhabitants for coastal recreation and educational opportunities.  Since 1987, the Center has 
provided a superb living-museum experience while promoting coastal resource conservation and 
environmental stewardship through education as a low-cost visitor center.  It is accredited by the 
American Association of Museums and features internationally recognized exhibits of plants and 
animals native to bay and marsh/wetland habitats.  The Center provides bilingual graphics, 
interactive learning, and a unique educational setting as the only interpretive center within an 
urban wildlife refuge in the U.S.  Annually, the Center welcomes nearly 70,000 visitors and over 
15,000 school children that are exposed to the importance of watershed ecology, habitat 
preservation, and environmental conservation.  The funding that SDG&E would contribute to 
supporting endowments would provide educational and recreational opportunities for 
approximately 4,500 visitors per year, including visitors and families with children and students 
from the locally underserved area, in addition to augmenting existing educational and other 
programs that provide ongoing revenue sources.   

As previously discussed, SDG&E would provide endowment funds, or the equivalent, for the 
Center.  The use of this funding would further the goals of the Center, which include the 
following: 

 Promoting environmental stewardship among visitors 
 Enhancing educational opportunities for students and providing resources for teachers  

                                                 
4 Additional information about the Living Coast Discovery Center can be accessed through its website at 
http://www.thelivingcoast.org/. 
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 Increasing attendance by new schools, adding to annual memberships, and increasing 
participation by special groups, such as scouts and others 

These funds would be used to assist with the continued operation and existing programs of the 
Center indefinitely.   

2.1.2 Timing 
Funding would be provided for the use of the Center prior to operation of the Project, or as 
otherwise required by the Project approvals.  

2.2 SALT WORKS PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 

Through coordination with the USFWS, SDG&E has identified actions that would provide 
opportunities to enhance coastal habitat for breeding, migratory, and wintering birds in the San 
Diego Bay.  The Salt Works property is located approximately 0.6 mile south of the proposed 
Bay Boulevard Substation site, as depicted in Figure 2: Enhancement Projects Location Map.  
These actions are described in the following subsections. 

2.2.0 Funding 
Approximately $500,000 of the funding provided by the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
would be set aside to enable the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) to meet some of 
the goals described in its Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), which focused on improving habitat quality for avian species on the Salt Works 
property.  Specifically, SDG&E would provide funds to ensure the long-term maintenance by the 
Refuge for the existing salt pond system, which that supports brine invertebrates and provides 
food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the San Diego Bay.  

2.2.1 Implementation 
In the Final CCP/EIS, which was adopted on September 29, 2006, the Refuge proposed to 
enhance opportunities for seabird nesting, restore native habitat in the Otay River floodplain, and 
restore tidal circulation within the majority of the salt ponds on the Salt Works property.  In 
addition, the Refuge proposed to maintain certain features or aspects of the existing salt ponds in 
order to continue providing this area for foraging, roosting, loafing, and nesting habitat for a 
variety of avian species in the San Diego Bay.  In order to maintain the existing salt ponds, the 
Refuge manages water in an area of approximately 275 acres within the Salt Works property in 
ponds that are too high to benefit from tidal circulation.  In addition, about 45 acres of the 275-
acre managed-water system is devoted to the production of brine invertebrates, which provide 
food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the San Diego Bay.  SDG&E’s proposed 
Enhancement Funds would be used to assist with the operation and maintenance of the brine 
production area, which is the same property that would be purchased by SDG&E to mitigate for 
impacts to wetlands resulting from the Project.  The brine production area would be maintained 
at the existing high-salinity levels to allow for a continued source of water that can support brine 
invertebrates.  To achieve the hypersaline environment, water would be supplied to the brine 
ponds from the managed-water area.  Once the water is moved to the brine ponds, salinity levels 
would be increased through evaporation.  In addition, some high-salinity water would be pumped 
back into the managed water area in order to maintain the appropriate salinity levels.   



Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Description and Preliminary Impact Analysis 
 

August 2012 San Diego Gas & Electric Company
18 South Bay Substation Relocation Project

 

2.2.2 Timing 
SDG&E proposes to provide the funding to the Friends of the San Diego Wildlife Refuges, a 
non-profit organization that fundraises, manages, and administers funds for Refuge projects.5  
The Friends of the San Diego Wildlife Refuges would administer these funds to the Refuge, as 
needed, for the operation and maintenance of the managed water area and brine production area, 
or other uses as described in the CCP/EIS.  Funding would be provided prior to operation of the 
Project, or as otherwise required by the Project approvals.   

3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would include essentially the same components as the 
Proposed Project, and would include the same off-site restoration activities that are planned to 
provide compensation for impacts associated with construction of the Proposed Project.  Thus, 
the only difference in impacts between the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would be associated with the enhancement projects, which include the approximately 
700- to 1,000-foot duct bank extension and tower removal, and funding of the Center and Salt 
Works property management, as described in Section 2 – Description.  The following 
subsections provide a preliminary impact assessment of identified enhancement projects, 
including the benefits associated with each potentially affected resource.  As discussed in the 
following, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not present any new significant impacts. 

3.0 TOWER REMOVAL/UNDERGROUNDING 138 KV TRANSMISSION LINE 

3.0.0 Aesthetics 
The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would provide all of the aesthetic benefits involved with 
the Proposed Project, including relocating the existing South Bay Substation to a site 
approximately 0.5 mile south and undergrounding approximately 3,800 feet of the existing 
overhead 138 kV transmission line located west of Bay Boulevard.  In addition to the removal of 
existing structures and undergrounding of transmission lines that are included as part of the 
Proposed Project, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would provide further aesthetic 
improvements in the immediate area of the proposed new substation.  Construction activities 
associated with the tower removal, undergrounding, and steel cable riser pole installation could 
add approximately four to eight weeks to the 138 kV extension schedule; however, these 
activities would be conducted concurrently with other scheduled Project construction work and 
would not increase the Project’s overall construction schedule.  Therefore, although the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative would result in additional construction activities that would be visible 
along the bayfront for four to eight weeks as compared to the Proposed Project, these impacts 
would be temporary and short-term and would remain less than significant.  

As described in Section 2.0.1 Implementation, construction of the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would result in the removal of two approximately 110-foot steel lattice towers and 
would eliminate the need for steel cable riser pole 24, which was proposed to be installed on the 
west side of Bay Boulevard as part of the Proposed Project.   

                                                 
5 Additional information about the Friends of the San Diego Wildlife Refuges can be accessed through their website 
at http://friendsofsdrefuges.org/. 
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Figure 3: Proposed Project/Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Proposed Air-
Insulated Substation and Lattice Tower Removal (View from Bay Boulevard at Proposed 
Entrance Gate, Looking West) provides a depiction of the existing setting compared to a 
simulation of the Proposed Project and to the removal of Tower 1 (188701) that would result 
from implementation of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.  Figure 4: Proposed 
Project/Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Proposed Substation and Cable Pole 
Removal (View from Bay Boulevard North of Palomar Street, Looking Southwest) depicts the 
existing setting of the new Bay Boulevard Substation site compared to a simulation of the 
Proposed Project and to the removal of cable riser pole 24, which would be included as part of 
the Proposed Project, but eliminated by the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative design.  As 
depicted, the removal of this tower and relocation of proposed cable riser pole 24 would result in 
a clearer view of the San Diego Bay than what currently exists or than that proposed for the 
Proposed Project.   

Figure 5: Proposed Project/Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Bay Boulevard (View 
from Bay Boulevard, Looking North) provides a comparison of the existing setting along Bay 
Boulevard, facing north, compared to a simulation showing the west side of Bay Boulevard with 
the five towers that would be removed as part of the Proposed Project and Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative.  Figure 6: Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Bay 
Boulevard (View from Bay Boulevard, Looking South) depicts the existing view of the west side 
of Bay Boulevard, facing south, compared to a simulation of the removal of the three 
southernmost 138 kV towers along Bay Boulevard as part of the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative.  Both the Proposed Project and the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
provide significant aesthetic benefits along Bay Boulevard from the removal of 138 kV steel 
lattice structures.  However, as shown in Figure 6: Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
Simulation: Bay Boulevard (View from Bay Boulevard, Looking South), the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative would result in the removal of six structures along the bayfront in 
addition to the elimination of cable riser pole 24.  Thus, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is 
superior to the Proposed Project with respect to aesthetic benefits.  

The removal of Tower 205 (188700), which is located in the parking lot east of Bay Boulevard, 
would require the installation of a new, approximately 165-foot tall cable riser pole for the 138 
kV transmission line to transition back to an overhead configuration as it continues eastward 
within existing SDG&E ROW.  Figure 7: Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Bay 
Boulevard (View from Bay Boulevard, Looking East) provides a depiction of the existing setting 
compared to a simulation of the removal of Tower 205 (188700) and installation of the new 
cable riser pole in the parking lot.  Although the new cable riser pole would be taller than the 
existing tower, it would be located in the rear of a parking lot beside I-5, away from the Chula 
Vista Bayfront, rather than along the west side of Bay Boulevard, where it would be a more 
prominent fixture within the viewshed to the bay.  Consequently, this increase in height would be 
an incremental change as compared to the existing tower.  The increase in height, however, is 
offset by the removal of existing Tower 205 (188700), conductor, and two fewer structures 
immediately west side of the parking lot.   

As a result of these activities, approximately 700 to 1,000 feet of existing overhead 138 kV 
transmission line would be reconfigured underground.  Thus, following construction of the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative, fewer transmission structures and overhead lines would be 
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visible when viewing the bay, resulting in significant aesthetic improvements and restoration 
within a visually degraded area within the Chula Vista Bayfront.  As a result, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative would provide an overall net benefit compared to existing conditions 
or to the Proposed Project following the completion of construction activities. 

3.0.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Similar to the Proposed Project, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not be located on 
Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local 
Importance, land under Williamson Act Contract, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production.  As a result, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not impact 
agricultural or forestry resources. 

3.0.2 Air Quality 
When compared to the Proposed Project, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would require 
the addition of approximately 700 to 1,000 feet of 138 kV underground duct bank and the 
removal of two additional 138 kV steel lattice towers.  The installation/removal of these features 
would increase the amount of earthwork over that for the Proposed Project.  As summarized in 
Table 2: Trench Excavation Summary, approximately 553 CY of native material would be 
excavated and removed from the Proposed Project site and an additional 277 CY of Select Fill 
would be imported to backfill the trench.  The quantities of import and export materials for 
installation of new steel cable riser pole 206 in the parking lot east of Bay Boulevard is a net 
addition to these totals since cable riser pole 24 was analyzed as part of the Proposed Project 
analysis, but would be eliminated under the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.  Thus, pole 
location 24 would be relocated to location 206 and no additional export or import materials 
would result or be required.   

The number of truck trips required for tower and foundation removal and extension of the 138 
kV underground duct bank would increase from approximately 300 for the Proposed Project to 
approximately 375 for the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.  These activities could add 
approximately four to eight weeks to the 138 kV construction schedule, but would be conducted 
concurrently with other scheduled construction work and would not impact the overall Project 
schedule.   

The additional construction equipment items described in Table 1: Construction Equipment 
Summary were incorporated into the emissions modeling prepared previously for the Proposed 
Project.  Because the construction methods and equipment required to install the additional duct 
bank and remove the additional lattice structures are similar to those used during originally 
defined 138 kV extension and this new work would be conducted outside of the peak 
construction period (site development at the Bay Boulevard Substation) the peak daily 
construction emissions would not change when compared to the Proposed Project.  The 
anticipated peak daily construction emissions are presented in and compared to the applicable 
threshold of significance in Table 3: Peak Daily Construction Emissions.  
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Figure 4:
Proposed Project/Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation:
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Figure 5: Proposed Project/Bayfront Enhancement Alterna ve Simula on: Bay Boulevard (View from 
Bay Boulevard, Looking North) 

Figure 5:
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Figure 6:
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Bay Boulevard

(View from Bay Boulevard, Looking South)
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Figure 7:
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative Simulation: Bay Boulevard

(View from Bay Boulevard, Looking East)
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Table 2: Trench Excavation Summary6 

Metric Approximate 
Quantity 

Approximate 
Number of 
Required 

Truck Trips 

Total Trench Length 830 feet - - 

Approximate Trench Width 3 feet - - 

Approximate Trench Depth 6 feet - - 

Approximate Excavation Volume 553 CY - - 

Approximate Volume of Excavated Material Used for Backfill 0 CY - - 

Approximate Volume of Excavated Material Transported Off Site 553 CY 37 

Approximate Volume of Required Select Fill 277 CY 19 

Approximate Volume of Required Concrete 277 CY 19 

Total - - 75 
 

Thus, overall pollutant emissions from the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would increase 
slightly due to the additional heavy equipment operation, on-road traffic, and earthwork from 
that identified for the Proposed Project.  However, these changes would not affect the peak daily 
emissions, as shown in Table 3: Peak Daily Construction Emissions, and would remain at a less-
than-significant level. 

Table 3: Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Pollutant 
Simulated 

Emission Rate 
(pounds per day) 

Significance 
Threshold 

(pounds per day) 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

Particulate matter (PM) less than 10 
microns in diameter 27.0 55 No 

PM less than 10 microns in diameter 98.9 100 No 

Nitrogen oxides 231.1 250 No 

Sulfur oxides 2.2 250 No 

Carbon monoxide 120.3 550 No 

Volatile organic compounds 19.2 75 No 
Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District.  1993.  California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality 
Handbook. 

                                                 
6 The quantities provided in this table are based on a 1,000-foot-long 138 kV underground duct bank extension to 
assess the worst case for potential impacts to resources. 
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3.0.3 Biological Resources 
The area where removal of Tower 1 (188701) and extension of the 138 kV underground duct 
bank would occur under the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative consists of non-native grassland, 
which is not a vegetation community covered by SDG&E’s Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan.  The drainage ditch that is located parallel to Bay Boulevard also contains an emergent 
wetland.  As provided in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the PEA, the majority of the 
transmission corridor may be temporarily disturbed during construction activities.  Therefore, 
impacts to non-native grassland would not increase for removal of Tower 1 (188701) or 
installation of the 138 kV underground duct bank extension.  Tower removal would potentially 
result in approximately 0.01 acre of additional impacts to the emergent wetland located within 
the drainage feature that runs parallel to Bay Boulevard.  No impacts to vegetation communities 
would result from construction activities that occur under or within Bay Boulevard or the parking 
lot to the east, as the areas are paved.  All of the impacts to vegetation communities associated 
with construction of the tower removals and underground duct bank extension would be 
temporary.  Permanent impacts to non-native grassland associated with the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative would be reduced by approximately 0.001 acre from the Proposed 
Project total, as pole 24 would not be installed.  As the impacts associated with these activities 
would be very small and temporary in nature, impacts to biological resources would remain less 
than significant. 

The tower removal, underground duct bank extension, and steel cable riser pole installation 
activities associated with the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative are not anticipated to result in 
any impacts to sensitive species.  In addition, the removal of approximately 700 to 1,000 feet of 
overhead infrastructure would eliminate the potential for avian collision along this section of the 
line.  As with the Proposed Project, construction of the proposed substation is anticipated to 
impact one decumbent goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens) individual, which was 
identified during the May 2011 rare plant survey for the proposed substation site.  In addition, 
the off-site mitigation activities that would be implemented to compensate for Proposed Project 
impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional drainages would also occur as part of the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative since the same amount of wetlands and jurisdictional drainages would 
be permanently impacted by either Proposed Project or Bayfront Enhancement Alternative.   

3.0.4 Cultural Resources 
The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would be located within the same area as the Proposed 
Project.  Cultural sites have been recorded within the vicinity of the proposed South Bay 
Substation site, but have been previously determined as not significant.  The construction area 
required for the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not impact any additional known 
cultural sites.  However, the potential to impact unknown cultural resources remains.  
Implementation of the Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 described in the Draft EIR would 
reduce impacts to unknown cultural resources to less-than-significant levels. 

3.0.5 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 
The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would be located within the same area as the Proposed 
Project.  SDG&E will incorporate applicant-proposed measure (APM-) GEO-1, which is 
described in the Draft EIR to avoid any hazard risk from ground shaking, ground movement and 
moderate ground deformation, and soil expansion to the aboveground riser pole.  The potential 
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for liquefaction occurring at the site is considered low, and no impacts due to landslides, earth 
flows, or debris flows would be anticipated.  In addition, dewatering-induced settling is not 
anticipated.  As described for the Proposed Project, erosion potential associated with establishing 
level work areas and staging areas, as well as trenching activities associated with the 
underground cable installation would not be considered high because the slope lengths of 
exposed soils are short and much of the area is flat or covered with pavement.  Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, as described in the Draft EIR, would reduce impacts from 
erosion.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

3.0.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
A portion of the 138 kV underground duct bank extension would be constructed within Bay 
Boulevard, a public roadway.  Although temporary lane closures may be required for this 
activity, SDG&E would still maintain vehicle access in both directions.  Therefore, emergency 
access would not be directly impacted during construction.  In addition, in the event of an 
emergency requiring evacuation, SDG&E would ensure that all potential routes are open and 
accessible for public use.  Thus, no impact would occur. 

3.0.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 
As previously described, construction of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would result in 
the same amount of permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and water features as the 
Proposed Project.  The 138 kV underground duct bank extension would avoid impacts to the 
drainage feature that contains an emergent wetland along the west side of Bay Boulevard by 
implementing the jack-and-bore construction method from the west side of the drainage feature 
to the parking lot located on the east side of Bay Boulevard.  The removal of Tower 1 (188701) 
would result in approximately 0.01 acre of additional temporary impacts to the emergent wetland 
located within the drainage ditch that parallels Bay Boulevard.  Following construction activities, 
the emergent wetland would be returned to near pre-construction conditions.  As with the 
Proposed Project, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would include the construction of one 
water quality basin, which would be located along the western site boundary.  Thus, potential 
impacts to hydrological resources would remain nearly identical to those anticipated for 
construction of the Proposed Project and would be less than significant. 

3.0.8 Land Use and Planning 
As described for the Proposed Project, construction activities would have the potential to disrupt 
land uses adjacent to the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation for short periods.  The Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative would temporarily impact the parking lot located east of Bay 
Boulevard during construction, which would result in the temporary loss of approximately 70 
parking spaces for approximately four to eight weeks.  However, because there is typically ample 
parking capacity along Bay Boulevard and these restrictions would be temporary, lasting 
approximately four to eight weeks, impacts would be less than significant.  

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project.  In fact, SDG&E developed 
the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative in close coordination with the City to advance local 
planning requirements and objectives.  Further, although the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
would be exempt from local land use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting, this 
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alternative would comply with and advance the policies provided by the California Coastal Act.  
Further, the tower removal and 138 kV underground extension components of the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative would provide additional coastal-related benefits as compared to the 
Proposed Project, particularly with regard to Section 30251 of the California Coastal Act, by 
restoring and enhancing the visual qualities of a currently degraded area within the Coastal Zone, 
as described in Section 3.0.0 Aesthetics.  

As described for the Proposed Project, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would also be 
consistent with the planned land uses established in the San Diego Port Master Plan amendment 
and the City’s Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Bayfront Specific Plan amendments, 
which were certified by the California Coastal Commission on August 9, 2012.  In addition, the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would be consistent with the City’s zoning designations.  As 
described for the Proposed Project, lands surrounding the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
area are designated Developed Areas by the City of Chula Vista Multiple Species Conservation 
Program Subarea Plan; therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not conflict with 
any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.  Therefore, no 
adverse impact would occur.  To the contrary, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
advance a number of California Coastal Act policies, including low-cost visitor-serving uses, 
public access, and enhancing visually degraded areas within the Coastal Zone. Attachment A: 
California Coastal Act Consistency Analysis provides further information related to the added 
benefits that the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would provide with respect to these policies.  
Thus, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would result in net environment benefits to land 
use. 

3.0.9 Noise 
The construction equipment and methods used to install the additional duct bank and remove the 
lattice towers associated with the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would be similar to those 
used during construction of the Proposed Project.  As a result, the emission profile from these 
activities would also be similar.  As described in the PEA, the closest receptors to the Proposed 
Project would be buildings located approximately 130 feet from construction activities.  The 
closest receptors to the removal of Tower 205 (188700) and installation of Pole 206 would be 
located approximately 110 feet to the north.  The installation of the additional 138 kV 
underground duct bank would also be located approximately 80 feet from a receptor.  As a result, 
these buildings would experience greater levels of noise then under the Proposed Project.  The 
construction equipment used during the installation of the underground duct banks, erection of 
the steel cable pole, and removal of the lattice structures would range between 80 and 85 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 50 feet. As a result, a building located at approximately 
80 feet would experience noise levels between approximately 76 and 81 dBA.  The City of Chula 
Vista does not regulate noise levels from construction and due to their short-term nature, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

As depicted in Figure 8: Construction Vibration Amplitudes, at a distance of approximately 80 
feet construction equipment would generate vibrations with an amplitude of less than 0.03 inch 
per second. This is below the potentially significant level of 0.032 inch per second.  As a result, 
impacts from vibration would be less than significant. 
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During normal operation, the corona noise generated by overhead transmission lines would be 
reduced slightly as approximately 700 to 1,000 feet of existing overhead lines would be 
reconfigured underground.  Operational noise impacts resulting from the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would be less than significant.  

Figure 8: Construction Vibration Amplitudes 

 

3.0.10 Population and Housing 
Construction of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would employ the same number of 
personnel per day from the local area as the Proposed Project, but would require one additional 
month to complete.  The additional four to eight weeks of construction required for removal of 
the two towers, construction of the underground duct bank, and installation of the new cable riser 
pole in the parking lot would occur during other activities and would not extend the overall 
construction schedule.  Therefore, the additional construction activities would be temporary and 
short term and would not induce population growth. 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not extend infrastructure to previously unserved 
areas.  No housing or commercial facilities are related to the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative. 
In addition, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not modify land use or zoning 
designations to permit new residential or commercial development and, therefore, would not 
foster growth, remove direct growth constraints, nor add a direct stimulus to growth. 

As described for the Proposed Project, few, if any, construction workers are expected to 
permanently relocate to the area as a result of construction activities associated with the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative.  As a result, there would be no new demand for housing.  Temporary 
accommodations could be needed during construction, but with numerous hotels and motels in 
the area, impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

There are currently no residences on the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative site; therefore, 
development of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not displace any existing housing 
or residents.  Additionally, tower removal and the underground duct bank extension would occur 
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within existing SDG&E easements.  No component of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
would require the removal or relocation of any residential or business uses; therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

3.0.11 Public Services and Utilities 
Impacts to public service and utilities would be similar to the Proposed Project.  As described for 
the Proposed Project, construction crews would contact Underground Service Alert and manually 
probe for existing buried utilities in the construction areas prior to any powered-equipment 
drilling or excavation.  An additional 63,000 gallons of water for the construction required for 
the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative may be required for fugitive dust suppression, soil 
compaction, and general construction purposes.  Because the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative’s additional water demand would be temporary and short-term during the 
construction phase of the project, and because Sweetwater has a sufficient water supply to meet 
the construction water supply demands of the Project, impacts would be less than significant.  An 
additional approximately 553 CY of would be excavated for the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative; however, at these small relative amounts, Project area landfills would have sufficient 
capacity to accommodate disposal of debris generated during construction.  Therefore, impacts to 
public services and utilities will be less than significant. 

3.0.12 Recreation 
As described for the Proposed Project, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is not proposed in 
an area that includes existing recreational facilities and, therefore, would not directly impact 
recreational facilities.  As discussed in Section 3.0.10 Population and Housing, the construction 
of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is not expected to induce either short-term or long-term 
population growth, and it is unlikely to draw additional residents or recreationists to the area.  
However, relocating the substation from its current position would further the goals of the 
Memorandum of Understanding between SDG&E and the City and enable planned recreational 
activities to be realized through implementation of the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan.  
Therefore, the construction of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not increase local 
need for recreational resources or disrupt the use of recreational activities, while providing added 
benefits.  As a result, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would have a less-than-significant 
impact on the physical deterioration of recreational facilities due to increased use. 

3.0.13 Transportation and Traffic 
Construction of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would require approximately 75 
additional truck trips than the Proposed Project, as previously described in Section 3.0.1 Air 
Quality.  Thus, the number of additional truck trips required for tower removal and the 138 kV 
underground duct bank extension would result in less than a one-percent increase in total truck 
trips than that required for the Proposed Project.  The impacts to traffic in the area associated 
with these activities would be temporary and could add approximately four to eight weeks to the 
138 kV construction period, but would occur concurrently with other scheduled construction 
activities, and would not impact the overall construction schedule.   

As provided in 2.0.1 Implementation, extension of the 138 kV underground duct bank would 
require jack-and-boring under Bay Boulevard.  As a result of using the jack-and-bore 
construction method, lane closures to Bay Boulevard are not anticipated to be required for the 
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138 kV underground duct bank extension.  However, traffic delays could occur during these 
construction activities due to slower vehicle traffic.  However, any necessary road alterations 
would be temporary, short in duration (lasting approximately two to four weeks), and 
coordinated with the local regulatory agencies.  As a result, extension of the 138 kV underground 
duct bank is not anticipated to significantly disrupt traffic flow due to road or lane closures.  The 
increased traffic could have an adverse impact to the business entrances located along Bay 
Boulevard near the Project site.  However, access to business and residential areas would be 
maintained at all times during construction activities.  Further, SDG&E would coordinate with 
adjacent property owners to provide adequate advance notice of construction activities through 
the City’s encroachment permit process, as well as coordinate parking lot access restriction to the 
extent practicable.  SDG&E would also implement APM-TRA-1, which requires that 
construction traffic utilize alternative access and travel routes, such as J Street and Palomar 
Avenue, during the p.m. peak hours (between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.).  Thus, the impact would 
be less than significant.   

Emergency access would not be directly impacted during construction because all streets would 
remain open to emergency vehicles at all times throughout construction.  Increased vehicle 
traffic during construction and temporary lane closures during underground duct bank 
installation may occur.  Although this can indirectly impact emergency access, the increase in 
traffic would be minor and would not be expected to significantly affect response times.  Thus, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

As previously described in Section 3.0.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, temporary road or 
lane closures may be required to provide safety to the public and workers during certain 
activities.  Road closures and encroachment into public roadways could increase hazards if 
appropriate safety measures are not in place, such as proper signage, orange cones, and flaggers.  
However, SDG&E would obtain the required encroachment permits from the City and 
implement traffic control measures accordingly.  Consequently, no impacts would result. 

Parking of crew vehicles and equipment would typically occur within SDG&E’s existing ROW 
and staging area limits.  During the construction activities that would occur within the parking lot 
located east of Bay Boulevard, including the 138 kV underground duct bank extension, removal 
of Tower 205 (188700), and installation of cable riser pole 206, public access to the entire 
southern portion of the parking lot would be restricted.  This would result in the temporary loss 
of approximately 70 parking spaces for approximately four to eight weeks.  However, as viewed 
during previous visits to the Project site, ample parking capacity is typically available along the 
east side of Bay Boulevard and these restrictions would be temporary, lasting approximately four 
to eight weeks.  As a result, impacts would be less than significant.  As previously mentioned, 
SDG&E would notify property owners in advance of construction activities, as well as 
coordinate parking lot access restriction to the extent practicable. 

Extension of the 138 kV transmission line across Bay Boulevard could result in temporary lane 
closures, including the bicycle lane that has been constructed along the west side Bay Boulevard.  
However, SDG&E would obtain encroachment permits to conduct work in the public ROW, and 
would ensure that access for motorists and bicyclists remains open during construction.  In 
addition, where construction activities would result in bike route or bike path closures, 
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appropriate detours and signs would be provided, as specified in Mitigation Measure TRA-5 in 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, impacts to alternative transportation would be less than significant. 

3.1 LIVING COAST DISCOVERY CENTER 

As provided in Section 2.1.1 Implementation, the Center is an existing nature Center that 
provides a living-museum experience while promoting coastal resource conservation and 
environmental stewardship through education.  Figure 2: Enhancement Projects Location Map 
depicts the location of the Center in relation to the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative site.  
Providing funding to assist with the continued operation of the Center would not result in any 
new impacts to resources because the funding provided by SDG&E will allow the Center to 
continue to operate at existing levels within an existing buildings and facilities.  No expansion of 
the Center would be funded by SDG&E’s endowment.  Funding the continued operation of the 
Living Coast Discovery Center would offer the sustained low-cost visitor-serving benefits that 
are provided by the Center, including an opportunity for the public to access coastal marsh areas 
that would not otherwise be available, and exposure of the public and schoolchildren to the Bay’s 
wetland and marsh habitats and wildlife for coastal recreation and educational opportunities.  
Contributing funding to the Center would comply with state and local policies, including 
complying and advancing the policies established in the California Coastal Act.  In addition, as 
previously noted, this funding would help protect and encourage the continued benefits that the 
Center offers by providing a lower-cost visitor/recreational facility for the public, in furtherance 
of Section 30213 of the Coastal Act, resulting in a net benefit to recreation.   

3.2 SALT WORKS PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 

As described in Section 2.2.1 Implementation, SDG&E is proposing to provide funding to the 
Refuge to maintain aspects of the existing salt pond system, which supports brine invertebrates 
and provides food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the San Diego Bay.  Figure 2: 
Enhancement Projects Location Map depicts the location of the Salt Works property in relation 
to the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative site.  Providing funding to assist with the continued 
operation of the Salt Works property and other activities identified in the approved CCP/EIS 
would not result in any new adverse impacts to resources.  The operation and maintenance of the 
brine production area provides benefits to biological resources because it allows for the 
continued production of brine invertebrates, a food resource for many seabird and migratory bird 
species in the San Diego Bay.  In addition, maintaining the brine production area provides 
benefits to biological resources by supporting the policies of the California Coastal Commission, 
including maintaining and protecting marine resources of special biological significance.  
Therefore, this activity complies with and advances state and local policies, including those 
established in the California Coastal Act.  In addition, this funding would help maintain marine 
resources by protecting the use of the salt ponds system for piscivorous bird species within the 
San Diego Wildlife Refuge complex, in furtherance of Section 30230 of the Coastal Act.  The 
operation and maintenance of the brine production area also provides recreational benefits 
because it promotes continued birding opportunities in the San Diego Bay. 
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4 – CONCLUSION 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would not result in any new significant environmental 
impacts or any substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact within the 
meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  To the contrary, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Project would result in significant environmental benefits to the Chula Vista 
Bayfront that none of the other alternatives or the Proposed Project would deliver.  The $5 
million of additional funding would benefit the Bayfront area by undergrounding approximately 
700 to 1,000 feet of existing transmission line, removing two existing transmission structures, 
and providing funding to support existing or approved programs and activities at the Center and 
Salt Works property, including public access to coastal resources and continued management of 
habitat for birds in the coastal area.  The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would provide 
incremental net benefits to biological resources by removing two towers and approximately 700 
to 1,000 feet of existing conductor.  In addition, this alternative would provide significant 
benefits to land use by advancing California Coastal Act policies and furthering the Chula Vista 
Bayfront Master Plan, as well as aesthetic improvements to views of the Bay from Bay 
Boulevard.  Only minor, short-term, less than significant environmental effects would result 
from implementation of the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative from the temporary construction 
activities associated with undergrounding an aboveground transmission line.  These minimal 
impacts would be more than offset by the substantial benefits created by the proposed activities 
and funding..  All other impacts from the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would be the same 
as the Proposed Project.  As a result, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is environmentally 
superior to the Proposed Project and any of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR.   
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ATTACHMENT A: CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

SOUTH BAY SUBSTATION RELOCATION PROJECT AND BAYFRONT ENHANCEMENT ALTERNATIVE 

This document discusses the consistency of the South Bay Substation Relocation Project (Proposed Project) and Bayfront Enhancement Alternative with the policies contained in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.   

Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

Article 2 – Public Access 

Section 30210: Maximum access and recreational opportunities shall 
be provided for all people, consistent with public safety needs and the 
need to protect public rights, private property owner rights, and natural 
resource areas from overuse. 

Yes 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) proposes to 
demolish an existing substation that is located within the locally 
approved Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP) area and 
rebuild it within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the San 
Diego Unified Port District (Port District) and the City of Chula 
Vista (City), and approved by the California State Lands 
Commission (CSLC).  Currently, there are no public access points 
or recreational opportunities within the existing South Bay 
Substation or proposed relocation sites.  Both the existing location 
and proposed relocation site have been used historically for 
industrial uses, and neither is considered a natural resource area.   
 
One of SDG&E’s fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project 
is to relocate the existing substation to facilitate the redevelopment 
of the Chula Vista Bayfront.  By removing the existing substation 
from its current location, the Proposed Project would facilitate the 
overall redevelopment of the Chula Vista Bayfront, including the 
implementation of a traditional grid street pattern, as well as 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit links, which would in turn 
maximize public access and recreational opportunities within the 
bayfront.  In particular, the South Bay Substation would be 
relocated to the south, away from the Chula Vista Marina and 
other existing and planned recreational facilities, such as a 
proposed 14-acre recreational vehicle (RV) park and a 24-acre 
passive use park (South Park), and moved closer to other existing 
and previous industrial uses.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would increase public access to the bayfront and associated 
recreational opportunities while concentrating industrial, non-
public development within an area that is zoned for and has 
historically been used for industrial purposes.  Thus, the Proposed 
Project would allow for the creation of new access and 
recreational opportunities within property that is currently 
industrialized and not open to the public.  The substation would be 
relocated to another parcel that is currently industrial and does not 
have public access.  Thus, the Proposed Project would not impact 
existing public access or subject a natural resource area to 
development or overuse. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would provide $2.5 million 
funding two projects that would provide environmental benefits within the bayfront 
area, consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  Under this alternative, SDG&E will 
contribute $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center to continue its operation 
of public outreach and education regarding the coastal environment and $500,000 to 
the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge to fund the long-term maintenance of the 
existing salt pond system, which supports brine invertebrates and provides food for 
nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the San Diego Bay.  Therefore, the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; 
rather, it would fund recreational opportunities in the Coastal Zone, including the 
continued operation of the Living Coast Discovery Center and birding opportunities 
that would result from the management of the salt pond system, for the use and 
enjoyment of the general public, and it is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right 
of access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative 
authorization. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula Vista 
Bayfront.  The Proposed Project would not interfere with the 
public’s right of access to the sea.  Neither the existing substation 
site nor the proposed relocation site is currently used or accessible 
by the public, and neither site is subject to any claim of 
prescriptive rights.  The existing substation site is adjacent to the 
South Bay Power Plant.  It is fenced and features no public access 
to the sea.  The proposed relocation site is currently fenced and 
does not allow public access to the adjacent coastline, which is 
currently occupied by salt crystallizer ponds.  The Proposed 
Project would facilitate the creation of public access within the 
overall CVBMP area by demolishing the existing substation and 
allowing public access where none currently exists.  Thus, there 
would be no interference with existing public access. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center, which 
provides public access to the coast.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it would fund 
continued public access to the sea in the Coastal Zone and is consistent with this 
Chapter 3 policy.    

Section 30212: (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to 
the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new 
development projects except where:  
(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the 
protection of fragile coastal resources,  
(2) adequate access exists nearby, or,  
(3) agriculture would be adversely affected.  Dedicated accessway 
shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public agency 
or private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance 
and liability of the accessway.   Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally-approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  The proposed relocation site would not include 
public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline or 
along the coast because it is inconsistent with public safety and 
security needs to create public access within an electric substation 
site.  However, public access would be provided adjacent to the 
substation property along a planned bike path.  In addition, public 
access is currently provided in the vicinity through Marina View 
Park and Chula Vista Bayfront Park (0.75 mile north of the Bay 
Boulevard Substation) and via the Bayshore Bikeway (0.30 mile 
south of the Bay Boulevard Substation).  The Proposed Project 
would also remove an existing substation and facilitate the 
creation of new public access and recreation opportunities as part 
of the overall bayfront redevelopment, which includes the 
proposed bike path that traverses across the northeastern corner of 
the Proposed Project parcel boundary through the CVBMP area. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include funding for projects that would provide environmental benefits within the 
bayfront area, consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  The Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery 
Center, which provides public access to the coast.  Therefore, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it 
would fund continued public access through the Living Coast Discovery Center in 
the Coastal Zone and is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

Section 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, 
including parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an 
area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of 
overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  The Proposed Project involves construction of an 
electric substation and related infrastructure facilities.  The 
Proposed Project would not be publicly accessible and would not 
displace any public uses or facilities.  The substation would 
normally be unmanned, and any operation and maintenance 
personnel visiting the site would be able to park within the 
substation site.  Therefore, no parking or other public facilities 
would be required.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
  

Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be 
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Developments 
providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.  The 
commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed 
at an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, 
motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public 
or private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the 
identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of 
determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such 
facilities. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located in the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it within 
an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District and 
City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s fundamental 
objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the substation to 
facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula Vista Bayfront.  In the 
location of the existing substation, which would be demolished, 
the CVBMP calls for development of a recreational vehicle (RV) 
park.  Elsewhere within the CVBMP, public access and 
recreational opportunities would be provided.  Thus, the Proposed 
Project would facilitate the development of lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities at the existing substation site and within the 
greater Chula Vista Bayfront.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center, which is an 
existing visitor and recreational facility in the Coastal Zone.  Contributing to the 
Living Coast Discovery Center’s operation would protect and ensure the continued 
existence of lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities.  Therefore, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it 
protects existing recreational facilities in the Coastal Zone and is consistent with 
this Chapter 3 policy.   

Section 30214: (a) The public access policies of this article shall be 
implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to regulate 
the time, place, and manner of public access depending on the facts 
and circumstances in each case including, but not limited to, the 
following:  
(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.   
(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of 
intensity.   
(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass 
and repass depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural 
resources in the area and the proximity of the access area to adjacent 
residential uses.   
(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to 
protect the privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the 
aesthetic values of the area by providing for the collection of litter.   

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  In the location of the existing substation, which 
would be demolished, the CVBMP calls for development of an 
RV park.  Elsewhere within the CVBMP, public access and 
recreational opportunities would be provided.  By removing the 
substation from the existing location, the Proposed Project would 
facilitate the development of public access where none currently 
exists.  No new public access would be created within the 
relocation site because public access is not appropriate within an 
electric substation site.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center, which 
provides public access to the coast.  The operation of the Living Coast Discovery 
Center already takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of 
public access that is provided.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it would be consistent with this 
Chapter 3 policy.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

Section 30220: Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational 
activities shall be protected for those uses. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  The CVBMP would create opportunities for 
water-oriented recreational activities, such as boating.  The 
proposed relocation site was previously developed with an 
industrial liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility that is adjacent to 
privately-owned commercial salt crystallizer ponds.  Thus, it is not 
suitable for water-oriented recreational activities.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include funding for projects that would provide environmental benefits within the 
bayfront area, consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  The Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would include contributing $2.5 million to two projects that would 
provide environmental benefits within the bayfront area, consistent with Chapter 3 
policies.  Under this alternative, SDG&E would contribute $2 million to the Living 
Coast Discovery Center, which provides coastal recreational opportunities, and 
$500,000 to the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge to fund the long-term 
maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which supports brine invertebrates 
and provides food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the San Diego 
Bay.  The Living Coast Discovery Center provides water-oriented recreational 
activities, including marine wildlife viewing.  Likewise, the management of the Salt 
Works salt pond system increases birding opportunities in the area.  Therefore, the 
Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not conflict and is consistent with this 
Chapter 3 policy.   

Section 30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use and 
development shall be protected for that use unless present and future 
demand is already provided for in the area. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  Removal of the existing substation would 
facilitate development of the CVBMP, which includes 
recreational, coastal-oriented uses and development.  The 
proposed relocation site is within a site that was previously 
developed with an industrial LNG facility and is adjacent to 
privately-owned commercial salt crystallizer ponds.  Thus, the 
relocation site is not suitable for recreational use.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center.  Funding for 
the Living Coast Discovery Center would protect oceanfront land that is already 
developed and currently being used for recreation.  Therefore, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative does not conflict and is consistent with this Chapter 3 
policy.   

Section 30222: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving 
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public 
opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but 
not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  In the location of the existing substation, which 
would be demolished, the CVBMP calls for development of an 
RV park.  Elsewhere within the CVBMP, public access and 
recreational opportunities would be provided.  Thus, the Proposed 
Project would facilitate the development of lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities at the existing substation site and within the 
greater Chula Vista Bayfront.  The new substation would be 
rebuilt within a parcel that is designated for General Industrial 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center, which is a 
visitor-serving recreational facility within the Coastal Zone.  Funding for the Living 
Coast Discovery Center would protect this existing visitor-serving recreational 
facility.  The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would also involve contributing 
$500,000 to the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge to fund the long-term 
maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which supports brine invertebrates 
and provides food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the San Diego 
Bay.  The continued operation of the Salt Works property improves birding 
opportunities in the area.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does 
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

uses as part of the City of Chula Vista’s approved local coastal 
plan (LCP).  The new substation would meet the demands of local 
customers within the bayfront area (including existing and 
proposed CVBMP, commercial, and industrial development), and 
must be constructed in geographic proximity to these customers.   

not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it ensures public opportunities for 
coastal recreation and is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   

Section 30222.5: Oceanfront land that is suitable for coastal dependent 
aquaculture shall be protected for that use, and proposals for 
aquaculture facilities located on those sites shall be given priority, 
except over other coastal dependent developments or uses. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  Removal of the existing substation would 
facilitate development of the CVBMP.  The substation relocation 
site is not adjacent to open ocean waters, but rather, is adjacent to 
commercial salt crystallizer ponds.  It is a previously developed 
industrial site that is not suitable for aquaculture. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include funding for projects that would provide environmental benefits within the 
bayfront area consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  The Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative includes contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center 
for its continued operation and $500,000 to the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge 
to continue to manage the water in the existing Salt Works salt pond system.  Both 
of these projects are coastal-dependent.  Furthermore, funding of the Salt Works 
operation will help ensure the protection of oceanfront land that is suitable for 
coastal-dependent aquaculture.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative 
does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it would fund existing coastal-
dependent uses and is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   

Section 30223: Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational 
uses shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  In the location of the existing substation, which 
would be demolished, the CVBMP calls for development of an 
RV park.  Elsewhere within the CVBMP, coastal recreational uses 
would be supported.  Unless the existing substation is demolished 
and relocated, the development of an RV park is not feasible.  
Thus, the Proposed Project would facilitate the creation of coastal 
recreational uses at the existing substation site and within the 
greater Chula Vista Bayfront.  The CVBMP has identified lands 
that would support coastal recreational uses, including the site of 
the existing substation, and the South Bay Substation is being 
relocated to accommodate their development. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center, which is an 
existing recreational use in the Coastal Zone.  Funding of the Living Coast 
Discovery Center will continue to reserve the land on which this facility is 
constructed to support coastal recreational uses.  Therefore, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it 
funds continued coastal recreational uses and is consistent with this Chapter 3 
policy.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

Section 30224: Encourages the increased recreational boating use of 
coastal waters and specifies methods to increase such usage. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of SDG&E’s 
fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the 
South Bay Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula 
Vista Bayfront.  In the place of the substation to be demolished, 
the CVBMP calls for development of an RV park.  Elsewhere 
within the CVBMP, coastal recreational uses, including 
recreational boating uses, would be facilitated.  The Proposed 
Project would relocate the South Bay Substation further from the 
Chula Vista Marina, facilitating the future redevelopment of the 
area for potential recreational boating uses.  Contemplated uses 
include a community boating center and a recreational marina. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
 

Article 4 – Marine Environment 

Section 30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and 
where feasible, restored.  Special protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance.  Uses of the 
marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain 
the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain 
healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for 
long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational 
purposes. 

Yes 

The Proposed Project includes demolition and relocation of an 
existing substation to another site.  Removal of the existing 
substation would facilitate the CVBMP.  The new substation 
would be rebuilt at the site of a previous industrial LNG facility.  
The relocation site does not contain marine resources of biological 
or ecological significance.  No marine organisms are present at the 
proposed relocation site, and the Proposed Project would not 
impact any marine organisms that may be present within the 
adjacent salt crystallizer ponds.  In addition, results of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-protocol-level wet- and 
dry-season branchiopod surveys that were conducted at the 
Proposed Project site were negative.  Although wetland 
vegetation, soils, and hydrology are present within the on-site 
containment basins constructed as part of the LNG facility, the site 
is predominantly, if not fully, comprised of previously filled lands.  
All habitats on the site, including the jurisdictional wetlands, are 
disturbed and lack the characteristics of pristine communities.  
This is due to the fact that the current habitats present reflect 
relatively early stages of non-native vegetation colonization on fill 
soils.  As a result, vegetated communities are poorly developed.   
 
SDG&E would compensate for impacts to approximately 2.43 
acres of low-quality wetlands at the Proposed Project site at a 
four-to-one ratio.  Pursuant to Section 30233, SDG&E proposes to 
restore approximately 10 acres of self-sustaining salt marsh and 
sub-tidal ecosystem at the D Street Fill site, which is located north 
of the Proposed Project adjacent to the Sweetwater Marsh.  
Restoration at the D Street Fill site.  These restoration efforts 
would enhance and restore marine resources within the USFWS 
San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge, resulting in diverse 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include funding for projects that would provide environmental benefits within the 
bayfront area that are consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  Under this alternative, 
SDG&E would contribute $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery Center to fund 
its continued operation and $500,000 to the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge to 
fund the long-term maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which supports 
brine invertebrates and provides food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds 
in the San Diego Bay.  Funding the Living Coast Discovery Center would facilitate 
public outreach and education, which aids in protecting sensitive coastal resources.  
Funding the Salt Works property operation would help maintain and enhance 
marine resources.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not 
conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it would sustain and protect the biological 
productivity of coastal waters and is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

wetland habitat that is expected to significantly “lift” biotic and 
abiotic processes and functions within the mitigation site.  The 
proposed restoration site is located on dredge fill within Refuge 
and was previously identified by the USFWS as a restoration site 
(USFWS 2006).  Several wetland restoration projects constructed 
as mitigation for off-site impacts have been permitted and 
successfully implemented at the D Street Fill site.  These include 
mitigation for the realignment of Interstate (I-) 5 and associated 
construction of the Sweetwater River Flood Control Channel and 
State Route (SR-) 54/I-5 interchange (Marisma de Nacion); 
mitigation for the National City Marine Terminal Wharf Extension 
project; and mitigation for the L-Ditch Remediation Project.  The 
implementation of sub-tidal restoration at the site would improve 
habitat conditions for fish and piscivorous birds. 

Section 30231: The biological productivity and the quality of coastal 
waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain 
optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of 
human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored 
through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing 
depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with 
surface waterflow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining 
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Yes 

The Proposed Project includes demolition and relocation of an 
existing substation to another site.   
 
Within both the demolition site and the relocation site, the 
Proposed Project would not adversely affect the biological 
productivity or quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, or lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of 
marine organisms and for the protection of human health.  Neither 
site contains coastal waters, streams, estuaries, or lakes.  While 
wetland features are present within the former LNG retention 
basin located at the substation relocation site, these wetlands are of 
low quality and do not support marine organisms.  Although 
wetland vegetation, soils, and hydrology are present within the on-
site containment basins constructed as part of the LNG facility, the 
site is predominantly, if not fully, comprised of previously filled 
lands.  All habitats on the site, including the jurisdictional 
wetlands, are disturbed and lack the characteristics of pristine 
communities.  This is due to the fact that the current habitats 
present reflect relatively early stages of non-native vegetation 
colonization on fill soils.  As a result, vegetated communities are 
poorly developed.  Impacts to these low-quality retention basin 
wetlands would be mitigated at a four-to-one ratio.   
 
As discussed previously, SDG&E proposes to compensate for 
impacts to low-quality wetlands associated with the Proposed 
Project at a four-to-one ratio by restoring approximately 10 acres 
of salt marsh and sub-tidal ecosystem at D Street Fill site, which is 
located north of the Proposed Project adjacent to the Sweetwater 
Marsh.  Restoration at the D Street Fill site would restore the 
biological productivity and diversity within the mitigation site, 
providing improved habitat conditions for fish and piscivorous 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include $500,000 of funding for the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge to fund the 
long-term maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which supports brine 
invertebrates and provides food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the 
San Diego Bay.  Funding the continued management of the Salt Works property 
ponds would help maintain the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters 
in the Coastal Zone.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not 
conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it would enhance biological productivity 
and the quality of coastal waterbodies and is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   



California Coastal Act Consistency Analysis 
 

August 2012 San Diego Gas & Electric Company
8 South Bay Substation Relocation Project

 

Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

birds. 
 
Throughout the Proposed Project sites, stormwater runoff would 
be controlled during construction with the implementation of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs).  After construction, stormwater 
would be treated through on-site swales and detention basins.  No 
riparian areas, habitats, or natural streams would be affected by 
the Proposed Project, nor would groundwater be depleted.   

Section 30232: Protects the coastal environment against the spillage of 
hazardous materials and requires containment and clean-up procedures 
in the event that a spill does occur. 

Yes 

The Proposed Project includes demolition and relocation of an 
existing substation to another site.  The existing South Bay 
Substation was originally constructed in 1961 and contains aging 
equipment.  The Proposed Project would involve the demolition of 
these existing facilities and the construction of a new substation in 
accordance with current spill prevention and countermeasure 
standards. Batteries would be removed and disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable regulations prior to building 
demolition activities. Because the transformers would be drained 
of all excess materials (i.e., mineral oil), prior to demolition 
activities, a release of hazardous materials would not result.  In 
addition, SDG&E would implement a Hazardous Substance 
Management and Emergency Response Plan, thereby reducing the 
potential for a spill and the associated impacts.   
 
In accordance with the Clean Water Act, a site-specific Spill 
Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan, which contains the 
proper procedures for storage, handling, spill response, and 
disposal of hazardous materials, including fueling, maintenance, 
spill containment, leak inspection, and clean-up procedures, would 
be prepared and implemented for the Project.  In accordance with 
these regulatory requirements, SDG&E would also design and 
construct oil-retention basins for each transformer to ensure any 
future leak or spill would be fully contained.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
 

Section 30233: (a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal 
waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance 
with other applicable provisions of this division, where there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following:  
(l) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial 
facilities, including commercial fishing facilities.   
(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in 
existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and 
mooring areas, and boat launching ramps.   

Yes 

The Proposed Project includes demolition and relocation of an 
existing substation to another site.   
 
There are no open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries or lakes 
located within the demolition site.  
 
Although the proposed relocation site includes wetland vegetation, 
soils, and hydrology within the on-site containment basins 
constructed as part of the LNG facility, the site is predominantly, 
if not fully, comprised of previously filled lands.  All habitats on 
the site, including the jurisdictional wetlands, are disturbed and 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

(3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, 
estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the 
placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers that 
provide public access and recreational opportunities.   
(4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, 
burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of 
existing intake and outfall lines.   
(5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas.   
(6) Restoration purposes.   
(7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities.   
(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to 
avoid significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water 
circulation.  Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be 
transported for these purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable 
longshore current systems.   
(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or 
dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance 
the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary.  Any alteration of 
coastal wetlands identified by the Department of Fish and Game, 
including, but not limited to, the 19 coastal wetlands identified in its 
report entitled, "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of 
California", shall be limited to very minor incidental public facilities, 
restorative measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in 
Bodega Bay, and development in already developed parts of south San 
Diego Bay, if otherwise in accordance with this division.   
(d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on 
watercourses can impede the movement of sediment and nutrients that 
would otherwise be carried by storm runoff into coastal waters.  To 
facilitate the continued delivery of these sediments to the littoral zone, 
whenever feasible, the material removed from these facilities may be 
placed at appropriate points on the shoreline in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this division, where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental 
effects.  Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a coastal 
development permit for these purposes are the method of placement, 
time of year of placement, and sensitivity of the placement area. 

lack the characteristics of pristine communities.  This is due to the 
fact that the current habitats present reflect relatively early stages 
of non-native vegetation colonization on fill soils.  As a result, 
vegetated communities are poorly developed. 
 
The Proposed Project is located on a previously occupied and 
highly disturbed former industrial site.  The proposed filling of 
wetland characteristics on the site is a permitted use because the 
Proposed Project is an energy facility and serves incidental public 
service purposes within the meaning of Section 30233.  In 
addition, there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative (unless the California Public Utilities Commission 
determines that either the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative or 
the GIS Substation Alternative is “feasible” as defined in the 
Coastal Act), and comprehensive mitigation for the impacts to the 
low-quality wetlands will be provided.  Mitigation of wetland 
impacts is described in a draft wetland mitigation plan developed 
in consultation with the USFWS San Diego Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge staff and in accordance with California Coastal 
Commission guidelines for mitigation plans.  The final mitigation 
plan would be approved by California Coastal Commission staff.  
Currently, SDG&E proposes to compensate for impacts to the 
low-quality wetlands that are associated with the Proposed Project 
by restoring approximately 10 acres of salt marsh and sub-tidal 
ecosystem at the D Street Fill site, which is located north of the 
Proposed Project adjacent to the Sweetwater Marsh and within the 
USFWS San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  The proposed 
restoration site is located on dredge fill within Refuge and was 
previously identified by the USFWS as a restoration site (USFWS 
2006).  Several wetland restoration projects constructed as 
mitigation for off-site impacts have been permitted and 
successfully implemented at the D Street Fill site.  These include 
mitigation for the realignment of I-5 and associated construction 
of the Sweetwater River Flood Control Channel and SR-54/I-5 
interchange (Marisma de Nacion); mitigation for the National City 
Marine Terminal Wharf Extension project; and mitigation for the 
L-Ditch Remediation Project.   
 
The demolition and relocation activities for the Proposed Project 
do not include any alteration of the 19 coastal wetlands identified 
in its report entitled, “Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal 
Wetlands of California”.  However, the southern portion of the 
restoration proposed is located within one of the 19 coastal 
wetlands identified in this report.  The Proposed Project involves 
development in already developed parts of south San Diego Bay.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

 
Site development and remedial grading activities are anticipated to 
generate approximately 7,500 cubic yards of material for off-site 
disposal.  All spoil would be tested in accordance with SDG&E 
standards for hazardous materials, and all non-hazardous materials 
would be transported to a landfill.  Should hazardous materials be 
found, SDG&E would transport this material to an approved 
disposal facility.  
 
A double culvert would be installed within the drainage ditch that 
runs parallel to Bay Boulevard in the location of the proposed 
main access road to the Bay Boulevard Substation.  However, the 
culvert would be installed so that surface water would drain in the 
same manner as it did prior to construction of the Proposed 
Project.  Therefore, no alteration to the water flow would occur. 

Section 30234.5: The economic, commercial, and recreational 
importance of fishing activities shall be recognized and protected. NA The Proposed Project would not adversely impact commercial or 

recreational fishing activities. 
The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   

Section 30235: Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, 
seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that alters 
natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public 
beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  Existing 
marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution 
problems and fishkills should be phased out or upgraded where 
feasible. 

NA 

The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of 
revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, or cliff 
retaining walls. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 

Section 30236: Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations 
of rivers and streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures 
feasible, and be limited to (l) necessary water supply projects, (2) 
flood control projects where no other method for protecting existing 
structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection is 
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, or (3) 
developments where the primary function is the improvement of fish 
and wildlife habitat. 

Yes 

The Proposed Project would not involve any substantial alteration 
of rivers and streams.  A double culvert would be installed within 
the drainage ditch that runs parallel to Bay Boulevard in the 
location of the proposed main access road to the Bay Boulevard 
Substation.  However, the culvert would be installed so that 
surface water would drain in the same manner as it did prior to 
construction of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, no substantial 
alteration to the water flow would occur. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include $500,000 of funding for the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge to fund the 
long-term maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which supports brine 
invertebrates and provides food for nesting seabirds and other migratory birds in the 
San Diego Bay.  Funding the continued management of the Salt Works property 
ponds would improve fish and wildlife habitat.  Therefore, the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative does not conflict with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it is 
consistent with this Chapter 3 policy. 

Article 5 – Land Resources 

Section 30240: (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be 
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only 
uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas.  

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 

Yes 

The Proposed Project site does not contain any environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs).  The Proposed Project site is 
largely disturbed and not located in an area of pristine habitat.  
One rare plant individual—decumbent goldenbush (Isocoma 
menziesii var. decumbens)—was identified on the southern portion 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

of the Proposed Project site during the May 2011 rare plant 
survey.  However, the area where the one rare plant individual was 
discovered does not constitute an ESHA due to its lack of suitable 
habitat.  The vegetation present in this area and the presence of 
only one mature plant indicates that this area is not of sufficient 
quality to support significant numbers of the species.  In addition, 
both wet-season and dry-season USFWS-protocol-level surveys 
for branchiopods resulted in negative findings.  Although one 
burrowing owl was reported on the site during a prior biological 
investigation, no others have been observed during the March 
2010 survey or any subsequent visits to the site. 
 
SDG&E proposes to undertake restoration and enhancement 
activities within the Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife Refuge 
at a four-to-one ratio as mitigation for impacts to approximately 
2.43 acres of low-quality wetlands associated with the Proposed 
Project.  Restoration and enhancement of this ESHA is consistent 
with Section 30240.   
 
The Proposed Project site is not located directly adjacent to any 
ESHAs, nor any parks or recreation areas.  Further, by relocating 
the existing South Bay Substation to the proposed Bay Boulevard 
Substation site, the substation would be located approximately 0.5 
mile further south from the Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

include funding for projects that would provide environmental benefits within the 
bayfront area, consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  The Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery 
Center for its continued operation and $500,000 to the San Diego National Wildlife 
Refuge to fund the long-term maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which 
supports brine invertebrates and provides food for nesting seabirds and other 
migratory birds in the San Diego Bay.  Both of these projects may help protect and 
preserve ESHA through public outreach and education and improving habitat for 
coastal wildlife.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not conflict 
with this Chapter 3 policy; rather, it has the potential to facilitate the protection of 
ESHAs and is consistent with this Chapter 3 policy.   

Section 30241: The maximum amount of prime agricultural land 
shall be maintained in agricultural production to assure the protection 
of the areas’ agricultural economy, and conflicts shall be minimized 
between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the following:  

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, 
including, where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize 
conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses.  
(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery 
of urban areas to the lands where the viability of existing agricultural 
use is already severely limited by conflicts with urban uses or where 
the conversion of the lands would complete a logical and viable 
neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to 
urban development.  
(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded by 
urban uses where the conversion of the land would be consistent with 
Section 30250.  
(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the 
conversion of agricultural lands.  
(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and 

NA 

The Proposed Project would not be located on or adjacent to prime 
agricultural land.  In addition, by relocating the existing substation 
to the proposed site, previously disturbed industrial lands would 
be utilized, while allowing a more effective use of the existing 
substation site.  The Proposed Project would not cause a 
degradation of air or water quality, and would not impair 
agricultural viability. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

nonagricultural development do not impair agricultural viability, either 
through increased assessment costs or degraded air and water quality.  
(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except 
those conversions approved pursuant to subdivision (b), and all 
development adjacent to prime agricultural lands shall not diminish 
the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. 
Section 30241.5: (a) If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an 
issue pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 30241 as to any local 
coastal program or amendment to any certified local coastal program 
submitted for review and approval under this division, the 
determination of "viability" shall include, but not be limited to, 
consideration of an economic feasibility evaluation containing at least 
both of the following elements:  

(1) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products 
grown in the area for the five years immediately preceding the date of 
the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an amendment to any 
local coastal program. 

(2) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, 
associated with the production of the agricultural products grown in 
the area for the five years immediately preceding the date of the filing 
of a proposed local coastal program or an amendment to any local 
coastal program.  

For purposes of this subdivision, "area" means a geographic area of 
sufficient size to provide an accurate evaluation of the economic 
feasibility of agricultural uses for those lands included in the local 
coastal program or in the proposed amendment to a certified local 
coastal program.  

(b) The economic feasibility evaluation required by subdivision (a) 
shall be submitted to the commission, by the local government, as part 
of its submittal of a local coastal program or an amendment to any 
local coastal program. If the local government determines that it does 
not have the staff with the necessary expertise to conduct the 
economic feasibility evaluation, the evaluation may be conducted 
under agreement with the local government by a consultant selected 
jointly by local government and the executive director of the 
commission.  

NA 

The viability of existing agricultural uses is not an issue.  No 
existing agricultural uses are located at or adjacent to the Proposed 
Project, which is located in an industrial area.  The Proposed 
Project would not cause a degradation of air or water quality, and 
would therefore not impair agricultural viability. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   

Section 30242: All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be 
converted to nonagricultural uses unless (l) continued or renewed 
agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve 
prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with 
Section 30250. Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible 

NA 

The Proposed Project site is a previously disturbed industrial site 
that is not suitable for agricultural use. 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative site is a previously disturbed industrial site 
that is not suitable for agricultural use. 
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

with continued agricultural use on surrounding lands. 

Section 30243: The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands 
shall be protected, and conversions of coastal commercial timberlands 
in units of commercial size to other uses or their division into units of 
noncommercial size shall be limited to providing for necessary timber 
processing and related facilities. 

NA 

The Proposed Project site is not located on productive soils and 
does not contain timberlands. 

The Bayfront Enhancement Alternative site is not located on productive soils and 
does not contain timberlands. 

Section 30244: Where development would adversely impact 
archaeological or paleontological resources as identified by the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. 

Yes 

No known or recorded archaeological or paleontological resources 
or resource sites have been identified within the Proposed Project 
area.  Ground-disturbing construction activities—including the 
grading and excavation necessary to develop the Proposed Project 
site and trenching activities necessary to install the underground 
duct banks and new transmission poles—have the potential to 
inadvertently impact unknown archaeological and paleontological 
resources within the Proposed Project area.  Accordingly, SDG&E 
would implement several applicant-proposed measures (APMs), 
which include workers receiving a pre-construction training 
regarding the appropriate work practices necessary to effectively 
implement the APMs, and to comply with the applicable 
environmental laws and regulations; halting work in the 
immediate area of discovery and contacting SDG&E’s Principal 
Environmental Specialist, Cultural Resources, if a potentially 
significant archaeological resource is discovered so that the 
resource can be evaluated; and monitoring for paleontological 
resources during the original cutting of previously undisturbed 
deposits of maximum paleontological resource potential (Bay 
Point Formation), as well as during the excavation activities that 
extend deeper than seven feet below ground surface.  These APMs 
would prevent and/or minimize any potential adverse impacts to 
unknown, buried archaeological and paleontological resources that 
could result from construction of the Proposed Project. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   

Article 6– Development 

Section 30250: (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial 
development, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be 
located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not 
able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services 
and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land 
divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing 
developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable 
parcels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would 
be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels.  
(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be 
located away from existing developed areas.  

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  The site is zoned as General 
Industrial and is able to accommodate further development.  The 
proposed substation relocation site is contiguous with developed 
areas and was identified and selected by the City and Port District 
in order to facilitate implementation of the CVBMP.  The 
proposed relocation site is within a previously disturbed former 
industrial LNG facility.  The parcels located to the east and south 
of the Proposed Project site are industrial properties, and the 
parcel to the north is a previously disturbed, former industrial area, 
also part of a former LNG facility.  Salt crystallizer ponds and the 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing 
developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or 
at selected points of attraction for visitors. 

Chula Vista Bay are located to the west.   
 
One of SDG&E’s fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project 
is to relocate the South Bay Substation to facilitate the 
redevelopment of the Chula Vista Bayfront.  Accordingly, the 
Proposed Project would facilitate the development of lower cost 
visitor and recreational facilities at the existing substation site and 
within the greater Chula Vista Bayfront.  The Proposed Project 
does not involve hazardous industrial development or visitor-
serving facilities. 

Section 30251: The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along 
the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of 
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation 
and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  Both the existing and 
proposed substation sites are located along the Chula Vista 
Bayfront, along an existing electric transmission corridor located 
within an area that is currently visually degraded and zoned as 
General Industrial.  Both the demolition and relocation areas are 
located on previously filled areas within the Port District, and the 
Proposed Project does not involve the alteration of any natural 
land forms.  The Proposed Project is consistent and compatible 
with surrounding uses.  In addition, SDG&E continues to work 
with the City to minimize visual effects of the Proposed Project.    
 
One of SDG&E’s fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project 
is to relocate the South Bay Substation to facilitate the 
redevelopment of the Chula Vista Bayfront.  By facilitating this 
redevelopment, greater public access, recreational activities, and 
opportunities for the enhancement of areas that are currently 
visually degraded, such as the existing substation site, would result 
along the bayfront.   
 
In addition, the Proposed Project includes the undergrounding of 
existing transmission line facilities—including facilities that are 
not required to be undergrounded under the terms of a 
Memorandum of Understanding between SDG&E and the City—
located between the existing and proposed substation sites.  
Specifically, the Proposed Project would result in a net reduction 
of approximately eight 69 kV wood poles, removal of three 138 
kV wood poles (one existing 3-wood cable pole structure), 
removal of five lattice towers and the undergrounding of 
approximately 3,800 feet of existing overhead 138 kV lines, and 
removal of an existing 230 kV 165-foot steel cable pole.  
Although some new facilities would need to be constructed, 
including one new 230 kV 121-foot steel pole and one new 138 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
SDG&E proposes to allocate $2.5 million of Enhancement Funds for the purpose of 
removing additional existing overhead electric transmission facilities.  More 
specifically, SDG&E proposes to remove two existing 138 kilovolt (kV) steel lattice 
towers; install one 138 kV steel cable pole within an existing parking lot east of Bay 
Boulevard; and underground between 700 and 1,000 feet of 138 kV double-circuit 
transmission lines.  This alternative would eliminate the need for a cable pole on 
Bay Boulevard associated with the Proposed Project.   
 
Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative is consistent with this Chapter 3 
policy, while visually compatible with the character of surrounding industrial areas, 
and would restore and enhance visual quality in a visually degraded industrial area.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

kV 165-foot steel cable pole, the re-routing and undergrounding of 
existing transmission facilities would result in a net reduction of 
overhead facilities within SDG&E’s electric transmission corridor 
west of Bay Boulevard.  Because these existing electrical facilities 
are located within an existing SDG&E substation and transmission 
corridor, and within an industrially zoned area, these facilities are 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
Nonetheless, the Proposed Project would remove extensive 
components of these existing overhead facilities, thereby 
substantially restoring and enhancing visual quality in these 
visually degraded industrial areas.   

Section 30252: The location and amount of new development should 
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the 
provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial 
facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas 
that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing 
nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing 
adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving 
the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential 
for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office 
buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new 
residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by 
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and 
development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities 
to serve the new development. 

Yes 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  The location and size of the 
new substation would be similar to the location and size of the 
existing South Bay Substation.  Currently, there are no public 
access or recreational opportunities within the existing South Bay 
Substation or proposed relocation sites.   
 
One of SDG&E’s fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project 
is to relocate the existing substation to facilitate the redevelopment 
of the Chula Vista Bayfront.  By removing the existing substation 
from its current location, away from the Chula Vista Marina and 
other existing and planned recreational facilities—such as Marina 
View Park and Chula Vista Bayfront Park—the proposed 
substation would be situated closer to other existing and previous 
industrial uses.  In addition, the Proposed Project would facilitate 
the overall redevelopment of the Chula Vista Bayfront, which 
would include the implementation of a traditional grid street 
pattern, as well as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit links, which 
would in turn maximize public access and recreational 
opportunities within the bayfront.  Thus, the Proposed Project 
would allow for the creation of new access, commercial, and 
recreational opportunities within property that is currently 
industrialized and not open to the public.   
 
The proposed substation would normally be unmanned, and any 
operation and maintenance personnel visiting the site would be 
able to park within the substation.  Thus, no transportation 
services, parking or other public facilities would be required.  

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
 

Section 30253: New development shall:  

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, 
and fire hazard.  

Yes 
The Proposed Project is not located in a known area of high 
geologic, flood, or fire hazard, nor does it propose to alter any 
natural landforms along bluffs or cliffs.  In addition, by relocating 
the existing South Bay Substation, the aging substation would be 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction 
of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms 
along bluffs and cliffs.  
(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution 
control district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to each 
particular development. 
(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled.  
(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are 
popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

decommissioned, demolished, and replaced by a new substation 
that would be constructed according to modern seismic design 
standards.  Further, SDG&E would consider the recommendations 
and findings of the Geotechnical Investigation that was prepared 
for the proposed substation site.  A Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan would also be prepared for the Proposed Project 
so that it does not create or contribute significantly to erosion.  
Additionally, the Proposed Project would comply with applicable 
air quality control requirements, and is located in close proximity 
to the existing substation.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be similar regarding energy consumption and miles traveled for 
operation and maintenance activities.   
 
One of SDG&E’s fundamental objectives of the Proposed Project 
is to relocate the existing substation to facilitate the redevelopment 
of the Chula Vista Bayfront.  By removing the existing substation 
from its current location, away from the Chula Vista Marina and 
other existing and planned recreational facilities—such as Marina 
View Park and Chula Vista Bayfront Park—the proposed 
substation would be situated closer to other existing and previous 
industrial uses.  In turn, this would maximize public access and 
recreational opportunities within the bayfront.  Thus, the Proposed 
Project would allow for the creation of new access, commercial, 
and recreational opportunities within property that is currently 
industrialized and not open to the public. 

 

Section 30254: New or expanded public works facilities shall be 
designed and limited to accommodate needs generated by 
development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this 
division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that 
State Highway Route 1 in rural areas of the coastal zone remain a 
scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or expanded 
except where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not 
induce new development inconsistent with this division. Where 
existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a 
limited amount of new development, services to coastal dependent 
land use, essential public services and basic industries vital to the 
economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation, 
commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be 
precluded by other development. 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve a public works facility, and 
Highway 1 is not located in the Proposed Project area. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 

Section 30254.5: Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the 
commission may not impose any term or condition on the 
development of any sewage treatment plant which is applicable to any 
future development that the commission finds can be accommodated 
by that plant consistent with this division. Nothing in this section 
modifies the provisions and requirements of Sections 30254 and 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve the development of any 
sewage treatment plant. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 



 California Coastal Act Consistency Analysis
 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company August 2012
South Bay Substation Relocation Project 17

 

Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

30412. 

Section 30255: Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority 
over other developments on or near the shoreline. Except as provided 
elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent developments shall not 
be sited in a wetland. When appropriate, coastal-related developments 
should be accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-
dependent uses they support. 

NA 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of the fundamental 
objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the South Bay 
Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula Vista 
Bayfront.  Within the CVBMP, public access and several coastal-
dependent recreational opportunities would be provided.  
 
The new substation would meet the demands of local customers 
within the bayfront area (including existing and proposed 
CVBMP, commercial, and industrial development), and the 
distribution portion of the substation must be constructed in 
geographic proximity to these customers.  Furthermore, the 
transmission portion of the substation in part supplies power to the 
coastal region of San Diego, including coastal industries, marinas, 
and Port District and Navy facilities.  Thus, the Proposed Project 
would be located within reasonable proximity to the uses that it 
would support. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 
In addition, as noted previously, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative would 
include funding for projects that would provide environmental benefits within the 
bayfront area, consistent with Chapter 3 policies.  The Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative would include contributing $2 million to the Living Coast Discovery 
Center for its continued operation and $500,000 to the San Diego National Wildlife 
Refuge to fund the long-term maintenance of the existing salt pond system, which 
supports brine invertebrates and provides food for nesting seabirds and other 
migratory birds in the San Diego Bay.  Both of these projects would be considered 
coastal-dependent developments.  Neither of these projects would adversely affect 
wetlands.  Therefore, the Bayfront Enhancement Alternative does not conflict with 
this Chapter 3 policy. 

Article 7 – Industrial Development 

Section 30260: Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be 
encouraged to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be 
permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent with this 
division. However, where new or expanded coastal-dependent 
industrial facilities cannot feasibly be accommodated consistent with 
other policies of this division, they may nonetheless be permitted in 
accordance with this section and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1) 
alternative locations are infeasible or more environmentally damaging; 
(2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public welfare; and (3) 
adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

NA 

SDG&E proposes to demolish an existing substation that is 
located within the locally approved CVBMP area and rebuild it 
within an industrially zoned parcel identified by the Port District 
and City, and approved by the CSLC.  One of the fundamental 
objectives of the Proposed Project is to relocate the South Bay 
Substation to facilitate the redevelopment of the Chula Vista 
Bayfront.  Within the CVBMP, public access and several coastal-
dependent recreational opportunities would be provided.  
 
The new substation would meet the demands of local customers 
within the bayfront area (including existing and proposed 
CVBMP, commercial, and industrial development), and the 
distribution portion of the substation must be constructed in 
geographic proximity to these customers.  Furthermore, the 
transmission portion of the substation in part supplies power to the 
coastal region of San Diego, including coastal industries, marinas, 
and Port District and Navy facilities. 

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   

Section 30261: Multicompany use of existing and new tanker facilities 
shall be encouraged to the maximum extent feasible and legally 
permissible, except where to do so would result in increased tanker 
operations and associated onshore development incompatible with the 
land use and environmental goals for the area. New tanker terminals 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve tanker facilities.   The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

outside of existing terminal areas shall be situated as to avoid risk to 
environmentally sensitive areas and shall use a monobuoy system, 
unless an alternative type of system can be shown to be 
environmentally preferable for a specific site. Tanker facilities shall be 
designed to (1) minimize the total volume of oil spilled, (2) minimize 
the risk of collision from movement of other vessels, (3) have ready 
access to the most effective feasible containment and recovery 
equipment for oil spills, and (4) have onshore deballasting facilities to 
receive any fouled ballast water from tankers where operationally or 
legally required. 
Section 30262: a) Oil and gas development shall be permitted in 
accordance with Section 30260, if the following conditions are met:  

(1) The development is performed safely and consistent with the 
geologic conditions of the well site.  
(2) New or expanded facilities related to that development are 
consolidated, to the maximum extent feasible and legally permissible, 
unless consolidation will have adverse environmental consequences 
and will not significantly reduce the number of producing wells, 
support facilities, or sites required to produce the reservoir 
economically and with minimal environmental impacts.  
(3) Environmentally safe and feasible subsea completions are used 
when drilling platforms or islands would substantially degrade coastal 
visual qualities unless use of those structures will result in 
substantially less environmental risks.  
(4) Platforms or islands will not be sited where a substantial hazard to 
vessel traffic might result from the facility or related operations, 
determined in consultation with the United States Coast Guard and the 
Army Corps of Engineers.  
(5) The development will not cause or contribute to subsidence 
hazards unless it is determined that adequate measures will be 
undertaken to prevent damage from such subsidence.  
(6) With respect to new facilities, all oilfield brines are reinjected into 
oil-producing zones unless the Division of Oil and Gas of the 
Department of Conservation determines to do so would adversely 
affect production of the reservoirs and unless injection into other 
subsurface zones will reduce environmental risks. Exceptions to 
reinjections will be granted consistent with the Ocean Waters 
Discharge Plan of the State Water Resources Control Board and where 
adequate provision is made for the elimination of petroleum odors and 
water quality problems.  

(7)(A) All oil produced offshore California shall be transported 
onshore by pipeline only. The pipelines used to transport this oil shall 
utilize the best achievable technology to ensure maximum protection 
of public health and safety and of the integrity and productivity of 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve oil or gas development.   The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

terrestrial and marine ecosystems.  

(B) Once oil produced offshore California is onshore, it shall be 
transported to processing and refining facilities by pipeline.  

(C) The following guidelines shall be used when applying 
subparagraphs (A) and (B):  

(i) "Best achievable technology," means the technology that 
provides the greatest degree of protection taking into consideration 
both of the following:  

(I) Processes that are being developed, or could feasibly 
be developed, anywhere in the world, given overall reasonable 
expenditures on research and development.  

(II) Processes that are currently in use anywhere in the 
world. This clause is not intended to create any conflicting or 
duplicative regulation of pipelines, including those governing the 
transportation of oil produced from onshore reserves.  

(ii) "Oil" refers to crude oil before it is refined into products, 
including gasoline, bunker fuel, lubricants, and asphalt. Crude oil that 
is upgraded in quality through residue reduction or other means shall 
be transported as provided in subparagraphs (A) and (B).  

(iii) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall apply only to new or 
expanded oil extraction operations. "New extraction operations" 
means production of offshore oil from leases that did not exist or had 
never produced oil, as of January 1, 2003, or from platforms, drilling 
island, subsea completions, or onshore drilling sites, that did not exist 
as of January 1, 2003. "Expanded oil extraction" means an increase in 
the geographic extent of existing leases or units, including lease 
boundary adjustments, or an increase in the number of well heads, on 
or after January 1, 2003.  

(iv) For new or expanded oil extraction operations subject to 
clause (iii), if the crude oil is so highly viscous that pipelining is 
determined to be an infeasible mode of transportation, or where there 
is no feasible access to a pipeline, shipment of crude oil may be 
permitted over land by other modes of transportation, including trains 
or trucks, which meet all applicable rules and regulations, excluding 
any waterborne mode of transport.  

(8) If a state of emergency is declared by the Governor for an 
emergency that disrupts the transportation of oil by pipeline, oil may 
be transported by a waterborne vessel, if authorized by permit, in the 
same manner as required by emergency permits that are issued 
pursuant to Section 30624.  

(9) In addition to all other measures that will maximize the 
protection of marine habitat and environmental quality, when an 
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Chapter 3 Plan or Policy Consistent? 
(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

offshore well is abandoned, the best achievable technology shall be 
used.  

b) Where appropriate, monitoring programs to record land surface and 
near-shore ocean floor movements shall be initiated in locations of 
new large-scale fluid extraction on land or near shore before 
operations begin and shall continue until surface conditions have 
stabilized. Costs of monitoring and mitigation programs shall be borne 
by liquid and gas extraction operators. 

c) Nothing in this section shall affect the activities of any state agency 
that is responsible for regulating the extraction, production, or 
transport of oil and gas. 
Section 30263: (a) New or expanded refineries or petrochemical 
facilities not otherwise consistent with the provisions of this division 
shall be permitted if (1) alternative locations are not feasible or are 
more environmentally damaging; (2) adverse environmental effects 
are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible; (3) it is found that not 
permitting such development would adversely affect the public 
welfare; (4) the facility is not located in a highly scenic or seismically 
hazardous area, on any of the Channel Islands, or within or contiguous 
to environmentally sensitive areas; and (5) the facility is sited so as to 
provide a sufficient buffer area to minimize adverse impacts on 
surrounding property.  

(b) New or expanded refineries or petrochemical facilities shall 
minimize the need for once-through cooling by using air cooling to the 
maximum extent feasible and by using treated waste waters from 
inplant processes where feasible. 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve new or expanded refineries 
or petrochemical facilities.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 

Section 30264: Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, 
except subdivisions (b) and (c) of Section 30413, new or expanded 
thermal electric generating plants may be constructed in the coastal 
zone if the proposed coastal site has been determined by the State 
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to 
have greater relative merit pursuant to the provisions of Section 
25516.1 than available alternative sites and related facilities for an 
applicant's service area which have been determined to be acceptable 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 25516. 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve new or expanded thermal 
electric generating plants.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
 

Section 30265: The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
following:  

(a) Transportation studies have concluded that pipeline transport of oil 
is generally both economically feasible and environmentally 
preferable to other forms of crude oil transport.  
(b) Oil companies have proposed to build a pipeline to transport 
offshore crude oil from central California to southern California 

NA 

The Proposed Project does not involve the transportation of 
offshore soil.   

The consistency discussion for the Proposed Project applies to the Bayfront 
Enhancement Alternative, and is therefore incorporated by reference.   
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(Yes/No) 

Explanation 

Proposed Project Bayfront Enhancement  
Alternative 

refineries, and to transport offshore oil to out-of-state refiners.  
(c) California refineries would need to be retrofitted if California 
offshore crude oil were to be used directly as a major feedstock. 
Refinery modifications may delay achievement of air quality goals in 
the southern California air basin and other regions of the state.  
(d) The County of Santa Barbara has issued an Oil Transportation Plan 
which assesses the environmental and economic differences among 
various methods for transporting crude oil from offshore California to 
refineries.  
(e) The Governor should help coordinate decisions concerning the 
transport and refining of offshore oil in a manner that considers state 
and local studies undertaken to date, that fully addresses the concerns 
of all affected regions, and that promotes the greatest benefits to the 
people of the state. 
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# Page # 
Mitigation
Measure
Number 

Comment 

Mitigation Measure Measure Required for Alternative? 

Redline of Existing Language Proposed Revised Language Proposed
Project 

Proposed
Site with 

GIS

Existing
Site with 

AIS 

Existing
Site with 

GIS

D.5 – Biological Resources

1.

D.5-
114
and
115 

BIO-1

This measure is duplicative and should 
be deleted. As described in Section 
D.5 – Biological Resources, SDG&E 
will implement the measures 
established in its Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan (NCCP), 
implementation of which avoids 
significant impacts. This measure, 
including the reporting to the 
California Public Utilities (CPUC), is 
not necessary as SDG&E regularly 
implements the NCCP through 
applicable agencies without requiring 
CPUC oversight. Layering CPUC and 
its consultants’ oversight on top of 
other agencies’ oversight simply adds 
to ratepayer costs with no 
corresponding benefit. Therefore, this 
measure should be deleted and impacts 
would remain less than significant.

Provide Habitat Compensation or Restoration for 
Permanent Impacts to Native Vegetation Communities. 
Where impacts to disturbed coyote brush scrub and non-
native grasslands cannot be avoided, SDG&E shall restore 
temporarily disturbed areas to pre-construction conditions 
following construction and deduct credits from the SDG&E 
Mitigation Credits for permanent impacts to sensitive 
communities, as stated in the SDG&E NCCP. Where on-site 
restoration is planned for mitigation of temporary impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities, the applicant shall identify 
a habitat restoration specialist to be approved by the CPUC or 
that the resource agencies have indicated is acceptable to 
determine the most appropriate method of restoration. 
Restoration techniques can include hydroseeding, hand-
seeding, imprinting, and soil and plant salvage, as discussed 
in Section 7.2.1 of the NCCP. Monitoring will include visual 
inspection of restored areas after 1 year. A second application 
may be made. If, after the second year, restoration is deemed 
unsuccessful, the USFWS and CDFG, in cooperation with 
SDG&E, shall determine whether the remaining loss shall be 
mitigated through a deduction from the SDG&E Mitigation 
Credits, or whether a third application would better achieve 
the intended purpose. The mitigation objective for impacted 
sensitive vegetation communities shall be restoration to pre-
construction conditions as measured by species cover, species 
diversity, and exotic species cover. The cover of native 
species should increase while the cover of non-native or 
invasive species should decrease. Success criteria shall be 
established by comparison with reference sites. If, however, 
roots are not grubbed during temporary impacts, restoration/ 
hydroseeding may not be necessary. This applies to impacts 
greater than 500 square feet, and only where grubbing 
occurred. For all temporary impacts greater than 500 square 
feet, acreage not meeting success criteria shall be deducted 
from SDG&E’s mitigation credits at a 1:1 ratio.  
In addition, SDG&E shall mitigate for permanent impacts to 
disturbed coyote brush scrub at a ratio of 1.5:1 and non-native 
grasslands at a ratio of 1:1 for all permanent impacts that 
would result from construction activities. Evidence shall be 
provided to the CPUC that 7.55 acres of coastal sage scrub 
and 9.46 acres of non-native grasslands have been deducted 
from NCCP credits. 

Not Applicable

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes-  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

E1-30
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2. D.5-
116 BIO-2

This measure should be clarified to 
state that the salvaging of topsoil will 
only be necessary in areas where open 
trenching will be required in native 
vegetation for duct bank installation. 
Salvage of the upper 12 inches of 
topsoil is intended to capture seeds of 
existing native vegetation to encourage 
restoration, but not to encourage 
invasive species. Otherwise, the 
amount of topsoil to be salvaged could 
add up to thousands of cubic yards of 
soil, well more than what would be 
required for trench backfill. 

Topsoil Salvaging. During construction, the upper 12 inches 
of topsoil (or less depending on existing depth of topsoil) 
shall be salvaged and replaced wherever open trenching
activities are required through open land with native 
vegetation (not including graded roads and road shoulders) 
for the installation of the underground duct banks.

Topsoil Salvaging. During construction, the upper 
12 inches of topsoil (or less depending on existing 
depth of topsoil) shall be salvaged and replaced 
wherever open trenching activities are required 
through open land with native vegetation (not 
including graded roads and road shoulders) for the 
installation of the underground duct banks. Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 

3.

D.5-
116
and
117 

BIO-3

SDG&E does not propose to create 
new jurisdictional areas as mitigation 
because the impacts can be adequately 
mitigated through SDG&E’s proposed 
restoration, enhancement, and 
preservation plans.

The resource agencies will approve the 
restoration site and plan, along with 
monitoring success criteria. However, 
the agencies typically do not designate 
or approve the habitat restoration 
specialist; selection and contracting 
with an appropriate, cost-effective 
specialist should be left to SDG&E. 
The measure should be revised 
accordingly. 

The last sentence of this measure 
ambiguous. If it simply meant to say 
that SDG&E must comply with the 
terms of its permits, then it is not 
necessary, as SDG&E would comply 
with all measures of the permits, 
including any buffers. If it meant to 
suggest that the wetland resource 
agencies’ permits “shall” include 
buffers, then it may render the Project 
and various alternatives infeasible due 

Provide Habitat Compensation or Restoration for 
Permanent Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources.
Permanent impacts to all jurisdictional resources shall be 
compensated at a 4:1 ratio through a combination of 
restoration and enhancement, of which at least 1:1 must be 
restoration, a combination habitat creation (i.e., 
establishment) and habitat restoration at a minimum of a 4:1 
ratio with at least 1:1 creation of new jurisdictional areas or as 
required by the permitting agencies. The creation/restoration
effort shall be implemented pursuant to a habitat restoration 
plan, which shall include success criteria and monitoring 
specifications and shall be approved by the permitting 
agencies prior to construction of the project. A habitat 
restoration specialist will be designated and approved by the 
permitting agencies and will determine the most appropriate 
method of restoration. Restoration techniques may include 
hydroseeding, hand-seeding, imprinting, and soil and plant 
salvage. All habitat creation and restoration used as 
mitigation on public lands shall be located in areas designated 
for resource protection and management. All habitat creation
and restoration used as mitigation on private lands shall 
include long-term management and legal protection 
assurances. Appropriate permits from the wetland resource 
agencies including ACOE, CDFG, RWQCB, and CCC for the 
impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters shall be 
provided to the CPUC prior to construction. Buffers for 
wetland areas shall be included as required by the wetland 
resource agencies. Implementation of restoration can occur 
concurrently with construction.

Provide Habitat Compensation or Restoration 
for Permanent Impacts to Jurisdictional 
Resources. Permanent impacts to all jurisdictional 
resources shall be compensated at a 4:1 ratio 
through a combination of restoration and 
enhancement, of which at least 1:1 must be 
restoration, or as required by the permitting 
agencies. The restoration effort shall be 
implemented pursuant to a habitat restoration plan, 
which shall include success criteria and monitoring 
specifications and shall be approved by the 
permitting agencies prior to construction of the 
project. Restoration techniques may include 
hydroseeding, hand-seeding, imprinting, and soil 
and plant salvage. All habitat restoration used as 
mitigation on public lands shall be located in areas 
designated for resource protection and management. 
All habitat restoration used as mitigation on private 
lands shall include long-term management and legal 
protection assurances. Appropriate permits from the 
wetland resource agencies including ACOE, CDFG, 
RWQCB, and CCC for the impacts to wetlands and 
jurisdictional waters shall be provided to the CPUC 
prior to construction.  

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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to lack of sufficient space for buffers. 

It is preferable to clarify that 
restoration of Project areas can occur 
concurrently with construction; this 
language should be added to the 
measure. 

4.

D.5-
117
and
118 

BIO-4

This mitigation measure appears to 
have been derived from similar 
mitigation measures imposed on other 
projects that are readily distinguishable 
in terms of scope, environmental 
setting, and impacts (e.g., the East 
County Substation Project). This 
mitigation measure is not appropriate 
for the Proposed Project and should be 
deleted.

In the alternative, the applicable 
permitting agencies that are required to 
review the plan should be specified to 
avoid confusion during the planning 
and approval process. The measure 
should be revised accordingly. 

This measure should be revised to 
focus on controlling and preventing 
the spread of exotic plant species not 
present in the Project area prior to 
construction. Eradicating them or 
completely controlling them is not 
feasible due to the disturbed nature of 
the site and surrounding areas, 
particularly where they are already 
present.

This measure should only apply to 
construction as Project operations 
would be conducted in accordance 
with San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company’s (SDG&E’s) NCCP. Thus, 
the reference to implementation of the 
plan during operation should be 

Prepare and implement a Noxious Weeds and Invasive 
Species Control Plan. A Noxious Weeds and Invasive 
Species Control Plan shall be prepared and reviewed by the
California Department of Fish and Game and California 
Public Utilities Commissionapplicable permitting agencies.
The plan shall be submitted to the CPUC at least 30 days 
prior to ground-disturbance activities. The plan shall be 
implemented during all phases of project construction and 
operation. The plan shall include best management practices 
(BMPs) to avoid and minimize the direct or indirect effect of 
the establishment and spread of invasive plant species during 
construction that were not present prior to construction.
Implementation of specific protective measures shall be 
required during construction, such as cleaning vehicles prior 
to off-road use, using weed-free imported soil/material and,
restricting vegetation removal, and requiring topsoil storage.
Development and implementation of weed management 
procedures shall be used to monitor and control the spread of 
weed populations that were not present along the construction 
access and transmission line rights-of-way. Vehicles used 
during construction shall be cleaned prior to operation off 
maintained roads. Existing vegetation shall be cleared only 
from areas scheduled for immediate construction work and 
only for the width needed for active construction activities. 
Noxious weed management shall be conducted annually for
two years to prevent establishment and limit the spread of 
localized invasive plant species. This shall include weed 
abatement efforts targeted at plants listed as invasive exotics 
by the California Exotic Plant Pest Council in its most recent 
“A” or “Red Alert” list. Pesticide use shall be limited to pre-
emergentnon-persistent pesticides and shall only be applied in 
accordance with label and application permit directions and 
restrictions for terrestrial and aquatic applications.  

Prepare and implement a Noxious Weeds and 
Invasive Species Control Plan. A Noxious Weeds 
and Invasive Species Control Plan shall be prepared 
and reviewed by the California Department of Fish 
and Game and California Public Utilities 
Commission. The plan shall be submitted to the 
CPUC at least 30 days prior to ground-disturbance 
activities. The plan shall be implemented during all 
phases of project construction. The plan shall 
include best management practices (BMPs) to avoid 
and minimize the direct or indirect effect of the 
establishment and spread of invasive plant species 
during construction that were not present prior to 
construction. Implementation of specific protective 
measures shall be required during construction, such 
as using weed-free imported soil/material and 
restricting vegetation removal. Development and 
implementation of weed management procedures 
shall be used to monitor and control the spread of 
weed populations that were not present along the 
construction access and transmission line rights-of-
way. Noxious weed management shall be conducted 
annually for two years to limit the spread of 
localized invasive plant species. This shall include 
weed abatement efforts targeted at plants listed as 
invasive exotics by the California Exotic Plant Pest 
Council in its most recent “A” or “Red Alert” list. 
Pesticide use shall be limited to pre-emergent 
pesticides and shall only be applied in accordance 
with label and application permit directions and 
restrictions for terrestrial and aquatic applications. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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deleted.

Regarding “cleaning vehicles prior to 
off-road use,” the entire Project is 
probably considered “off road,” and 
the transmission line rights-of-way are 
located almost entirely in disturbed 
areas. It would be very difficult to 
control all contractor vehicles entering 
and exiting the Project site, especially 
for the overhead portion of the work. 
In addition, non-native invasive plant 
species are already present throughout 
the Project area, so washing them prior 
to off-road use will not be productive 
in controlling or preventing their 
spread. Thus, this portion of the 
measure should be deleted. 

Requiring topsoil storage will not 
prevent or control the spread of 
noxious weeds unless the topsoil 
containing the weeds is treated. 
Topsoil storage where useful to 
encouraging native vegetation is 
addressed in BIO-2. Topsoil storage 
otherwise should not be required. 

Regarding the portion of the measure 
requiring that noxious weed 
management be conducted annually, 
the measure should specify a limited 
duration to address the impacts from 
construction of the Project, rather than 
imposing upon ratepayers the 
obligation to pay for management of 
noxious weeds caused by seeds blown 
or carried from the numerous disturbed 
areas in the vicinity.  

In some cases, SDG&E may want to 
remove more vegetation to reduce the 
potential for nesting birds during 

E1-33
Cont.
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construction. Thus, the portion of the 
measure providing that vegetation 
shall only be cleared from areas 
scheduled for immediate construction 
work and only for the width needed for 
active construction activities should be 
deleted.

The measure should be revised to state 
that noxious weed management should 
be focused on localized populations. If 
the source population of some species 
is immediately adjacent to the Project 
site, the management will not be 
successful. 

SDG&E would prefer the flexibility to 
use pre-emergent pesticides. 

5. D.5-
119 BIO-5

This mitigation measure appears to 
have been derived from similar 
mitigation measures imposed on other 
projects that are readily distinguishable 
in terms of scope, environmental 
setting, and impacts (e.g., the East 
County Substation Project). This 
mitigation measure is not appropriate 
for the Proposed Project and should be 
deleted.

The requirement to apply water three 
times daily would not be necessary for 
almost half the year due to the wet 
conditions on site. Requiring watering 
48 hours in advance of construction 
creates the potential to waste large 
amounts of water if the construction 
schedule changes and does not allow 
crews to start work in pre-watered 
areas. The measure should be revised 
to state that water will be applied daily 
as needed to control fugitive dust. The
measure as currently written is 
unnecessary, and may drive up 

Prepare and implement a Dust Control Plan. To the extent 
feasible, the project proponent shall (a) pave, apply water 
three times daily, as needed to control fugitive dust, or apply 
(non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas if construction activity causes 
persistent visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work 
area; (b) pre-water sites as appropriate up to 48 hours in 
advance of clearing; (c) reduce the amount of disturbed area 
where feasible; (d) spray all dirt stock-pile areas daily as 
needed; (e) cover loads in haul trucks or maintain at least 6 
inches of free-board when traveling on public roads; (f) pre-
moisten prior to transport and import and export of dirt, sand, 
or loose materials; (g) sweep streets daily (with water 
sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 
public streets or wash trucks and equipment before entering 
public streets; (h) plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed 
areas as soon as possible following construction or in 
accordance with the landscape plan, taking into account the 
appropriate planting season; and (i) apply chemical soil 
stabilizers or apply water to form and maintain a crust on 
inactive construction areas (disturbed lands that are unused 
for 14 consecutive days); and (j) prepare and file with the 
CPUC a Dust Control Plan that describes how these measures 
would be implemented and monitored throughout 
construction.

Prepare and implement a Dust Control Plan. To 
the extent feasible, the project proponent shall (a) 
pave, apply water daily, as needed to control 
fugitive dust, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on 
all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging 
areas if construction activity causes persistent 
visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work 
area; (b) pre-water sites as appropriate up to 48 
hours in advance of clearing; (c) reduce the amount 
of disturbed area where feasible; (d) spray all dirt 
stock-pile areas daily as needed; (e) cover loads in 
haul trucks or maintain at least 6 inches of free-
board when traveling on public roads; (f) pre-
moisten prior to transport and import and export of 
dirt, sand, or loose materials; (g) sweep streets daily 
(with water sweepers) if visible soil material is 
carried onto adjacent public streets or wash trucks 
and equipment before entering public streets; (h) 
plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as 
soon as possible following construction or in 
accordance with the landscape plan, taking into 
account the appropriate planting season; and (i) 
apply chemical soil stabilizers or apply water to 
form and maintain a crust on inactive construction 
areas (disturbed lands that are unused for 14 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

E1-33
Cont.
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ratepayer costs through delays to 
construction that would not impact the 
cultural resource. 

Requirement (h) provides that 
vegetative ground cover will be 
planted in disturbed areas as soon as 
possible following construction; 
however, planting times are dependent 
on the season, some of which would be 
specified in the Project’s landscape 
plan. The measure should be revised to 
include this stipulation. 

Because this measure is very detailed 
in terms of the specific dust control 
measures to be implemented, a 
separate Dust Control Plan should not 
be required. How these measures will 
be implemented and monitored should 
be the subject of the Mitigation, 
Monitoring, and Compliance 
Reporting Program. As a result, item 
(j) should be deleted. 

consecutive days). 

6.

D.5-
120
and
122 

BIO-6

As written, the measure reads as if 
only one burrowing owl may be 
present within the Project boundaries. 
This should be revised to reference 
presence of the species at the site 
generally. 

The measure should be revised to 
allow some flexibility to work inside 
the buffer area based on the qualified 
biologist’s field observation and 
communication with the California 
Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG). 

The measure should be revised to refer 
to the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol 
and Mitigation Guidelines (The
Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993) 

A survey shall be conducted within 30 days prior to initiation 
of construction by a qualified biologist in accordance with the 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines 
(The Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993), or as otherwise 
agreed to with the CDFG, to determine the presence or 
absence of the burrowing owl in the Proposed Project site 
limits, plus 250 feet beyond. The survey results shall be 
provided to the CPUC within 14 days following completion 
of the surveys. In addition, the burrowing owl shall be looked 
for opportunistically as part of other surveys and the 
monitoring required during project construction. If the 
burrowing owl is absent, then no mitigation is required.  
If the burrowing owl is present, no disturbance shall occur 
within 160 feet of occupied burrows from September 1 
through January 31 or within 250 feet of occupied burrows 
from February 1 through August 31 (CDFG 1995), if feasible. 
SDG&E shall consult with CDFG to obtain approval if 
construction must occur within these buffers.
During construction, any pipe or similar construction material 

A survey shall be conducted within 30 days prior to 
initiation of construction by a qualified biologist in 
accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (The Burrowing 
Owl Consortium 1993), or as otherwise agreed to 
with the CDFG, to determine the presence or 
absence of burrowing owl in the Proposed Project 
site limits. The survey results shall be provided to 
the CPUC within 14 days following completion of 
the surveys. In addition, burrowing owl shall be 
looked for opportunistically as part of other surveys 
and the monitoring required during project 
construction. If burrowing owl is absent, then no 
mitigation is required.  
If burrowing owl is present, no disturbance shall 
occur within 160 feet of occupied burrows from 
September 1 through January 31 or within 250 feet 
of occupied burrows from February 1 through 
August 31 (CDFG 1995), if feasible. SDG&E shall 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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rather than restate the language in the 
protocol.

that is stored on site for one or more nights shall be inspected 
for burrowing owls by a qualified biologist before the 
material is moved, buried, or capped.  
Passive relocation of owls shall be implemented prior to 
construction to the extent feasible. Passive relocation shall 
only be implemented at the direction of CDFG and only if the 
previously described occupied burrow disturbance absolutely 
cannot be avoided (e.g., due to physical or safety constraints)
based on the observations made by the qualified biologist in 
the field. Relocation of owls shall only be implemented 
during the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 
31; CDFG 1995). Passive relocation is defined as 
encouraging owls to move from occupied burrows to alternate 
natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 160 feet from the 
impact zone and that are within or contiguous to a minimum 
of 6.5 acres of preserved (or acquired and preserved, if not 
already preserved) foraging habitat for each relocated owl 
(single owl or owl pair).
Passive relocation is accomplished by first creating two 
artificial burrows in contiguous, preserved foraging habitat (if 
no natural burrows exist) for each occupied burrow that 
would be impacted; and second, installing one-way doors on 
occupied burrow entrances so owls can leave the burrow but 
not reenter it. Following passive relocation, the area of impact 
and the preserved foraging habitat with alternate burrows are 
surveyed daily for 1 week to confirm owl use of alternate 
burrows before excavating burrows in the impact zone. All
passive relocation shall be conducted by a biologist approved 
by CDFG. If the alternate burrows are not used by the 
relocated owls, then the applicant shall work with CDFG to 
provide alternate mitigation for burrowing owls. If the 
alternate burrows are used, no other mitigation shall be 
required.  
If it is not possible to preserve contiguous habitat on which to 
provide alternate burrows (e.g., on private land), and 
occupied owl burrows would be directly impacted, then the 
owls shall be passively relocated without the creation of 
alternate burrows prior to construction (relocation should only 
be implemented during the nonbreeding season (September 1 
through January 31)). The loss of occupied owl habitat shall 
be mitigated by acquiring and preserving other occupied 
habitat elsewhere per the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation (CDFG 1995) and the Burrowing Owl Survey 

consult with CDFG to obtain approval if 
construction must occur within these buffers.  
During construction, any pipe or similar 
construction material that is stored on site for one or 
more nights shall be inspected for burrowing owls 
by a qualified biologist before the material is 
moved, buried, or capped.  
Passive relocation of owls shall be implemented 
prior to construction to the extent feasible. Passive 
relocation shall only be implemented at the direction 
of CDFG and only if the previously described 
occupied burrow disturbance absolutely cannot be 
avoided (e.g., due to physical or safety constraints) 
based on the observations made by the qualified 
biologist in the field. 
All passive relocation shall be conducted by a 
biologist approved by CDFG. If the alternate 
burrows are not used by the relocated owls, then the 
applicant shall work with CDFG to provide alternate 
mitigation for burrowing owls. If the alternate 
burrows are used, no other mitigation shall be 
required.  
If it is not possible to preserve contiguous habitat on 
which to provide alternate burrows (e.g., on private 
land), and occupied owl burrows would be directly 
impacted, then the owls shall be passively relocated 
without the creation of alternate burrows prior to 
construction. The loss of occupied owl habitat shall 
be mitigated by acquiring and preserving other 
occupied habitat elsewhere per the Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995) and the 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation 
Guidelines (The Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993), 
or as otherwise determined in consultation with the 
CDFG.
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Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (The Burrowing Owl 
Consortium 1993), or as otherwise determined in consultation 
with the CDFG.

7.

D.5-
122
and
123 

BIO-7

The measure should be revised to 
reflect that the bird breeding season 
ends on August 31, rather than 
September 15.   

The 500-foot buffer requirement is 
arbitrary. A preliminary 50-foot buffer 
should be established for active nests, 
with the monitoring biologist having 
discretion to establish a larger or 
smaller buffer, depending on his or her 
observations of the bird’s behavior 
during construction activities. In 
addition, buffers are not required for 
all bird species. Therefore, the 
measure should be revised to provide 
the monitoring biologist with the 
discretion to expand the preliminary 
50-foot buffer based on field 
observations for birds protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, California 
Endangered Species Act, federal 
Endangered  Species Act, and 
California Fish and Game Code. 

California horned lark is no longer 
considered a special-status species. 
Therefore, this species should not be 
included in the measure. 

If construction activities including but not limited to grading 
or site disturbance are to occur between February 15 and 
August 31September 15, a nesting bird survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence 
of nests or nesting birds. within 500 feet of the construction 
activities. 1 The buffer around an occupied nest (egg or 
young) will be species specific and take into consideration, 
topography and vegetation type and density.The nesting bird 
surveys shall be completed no more than 72 hours prior to 
any construction activities. The survey will focus on special-
status species such as but not limited to California horned 
lark, California least tern, western snowy plover, Caspian 
tern, gull-billed tern, and in addition to other nesting birds 
that may be disturbed by human project-related activitiesy.
All gGround-disturbing activitiesy within 500 feet of that will 
affect an active nest will be halted until that nesting effort is 
finished birds have fledged. Active nest buffers shall be 100 
feet for bird species protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. A 300 foot buffer shall be used for state and 
federal listed species. Any active raptors nests shall have a 
500 foot buffer. If an active nest (defined by the presence of 
eggs or young) is identified, grading or site disturbance 
within a 50-foot buffer of an active nest shall be monitored by 
a qualified biologist daily until project activities are no longer 
occurring within 50 feet of the nest or until fledglings become 
independent of the nest. The monitoring biologist may 
increase the buffer radius if he or she determines  it is 
necessary. The monitoring biologist may decrease the buffer 
radius if he or she determines that the construction activities 
are not disturbing the nesting activities and a smaller buffer is 
more appropriate. The on-site biologist will review and verify 
compliance with these nesting boundaries and will verify that 
the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume when no 
other active nests are found. Upon completion of the survey 
and any follow-up construction avoidance management, a 
report shall be prepared and submitted to CPUC. If grading or 

If construction activities including but not limited to 
grading or site disturbance are to occur between 
February 15 and August 31, a nesting bird survey 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to 
determine the presence of nests or nesting birds 
within 50 feet of the construction activities. 1 The 
nesting bird surveys shall be completed no more 
than 72 hours prior to any construction activities. 
The survey will focus on special-status species such 
as but not limited to California least tern, western 
snowy plover, Caspian tern, gull-billed tern, in 
addition to other nesting birds that may be disturbed 
by project-related activities. Ground-disturbing 
activities that will affect an active nest will be halted 
until birds have fledged. If an active nest (defined 
by the presence of eggs or young) is identified, 
grading or site disturbance within a 50-foot buffer of 
an active nest shall be monitored by a qualified 
biologist daily until project activities are no longer 
occurring within 50 feet of the nest or until 
fledglings become independent of the nest. The 
monitoring biologist may increase the buffer radius 
if he or she determines  it is necessary. The 
monitoring biologist may decrease the buffer radius 
if he or she determines that the construction 
activities are not disturbing the nesting activities and 
a smaller buffer is more appropriate. If grading or 
site disturbance must occur within 50 feet of an 
active nest, Mitigation Measure BIO-8 shall be 
implemented. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

1 The western snowy plover breeding season can extend through mid-September. However, chicks are anticipated to be mobile and capable of leaving the area of disturbance. Therefore, construction activities following August 31 are not anticipated to effect western
snowy plover chicks. 
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site disturbance must occur within 500 a species-specific 
buffer feet of an active nest, Mitigation Measure BIO-8 shall 
be implemented.  

8.

D.5-
123
and
124 

BIO-8

This measure should reference BIO-7, 
rather than BIO-1, because the 
measure should be referencing nesting 
birds not vegetation.

The significance criteria should be 
revised from an hourly to an eight-
hour average threshold and should be 
site-specific and based on the species 
present. No scientific justification is 
provided in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the 60 A-
weighted decibel scale (dBA) A-
weighted equivalent sound level 
(Leq(h)) significance criteria 
requirement. The measure should be 
revised to include the eight-hour 
average, rather than an hourly 
threshold and should provide a basis 
for the 60 dbA requirement or revise 
the measure to be site and species 
specific. 

The measure should include a 
reference regarding the statement, 
“[t]he height and materials of the noise 
barrier would depend on several 
factors, including the construction 
noise level as well as distance from 
sensitive habitat areas and active nests. 
Depending on various geometric and 
design factors, a temporary noise 
barrier could attenuate construction 
noise by approximately 5 to 15 dB,” to 
provide the basis for this conclusion. 

In order to obtain an attenuation of 5 to 
15 dBA, the positioning and size of the 
noise barrier may affect the ability of 
the equipment to be operated safely 

Prior to completing any construction activity, SDG&E shall 
provide a noise report to CPUC from a certified acoustician to 
document the noise levels that would result from proposed 
construction activities at the active nests identified under 
BIO-17. In the event the report prepared by a certified 
acoustician indicates construction noise levels may exceed an
eight-hour Leq of 60 dBA Leq(h) at nearby sensitive habitat 
areas and/or active nests, a temporary noise barrier shall be 
constructed to reduce noise levels to below an eight-hour Leq 
of 60 dBA, Leq(h)where feasible or otherwise approved by 
the CDFG, to attenuate noise from construction equipment.
The height and materials of the noise barrier would depend on 
several factors, including the construction noise level as well 
as distance from sensitive habitat areas and active nests. 
Depending on various geometric and design factors, a 
temporary noise barrier could attenuate construction noise by 
approximately 5 to 15 dB. If the installation of a temporary 
noise barrier is infeasible for specific construction activities, 
or if noise levels cannot be reduced below an eight-hour Leq of 
60 dBA, mufflers or other noise-suppression devices that 
exceed the original manufacturer’s specifications shall be 
utilized to help reduce noise levels. Noise-monitoring 
equipment would be installed near active nests for areas 
where noise walls are infeasible to monitor noise levels 
during construction, and equipment would be turned off when 
not required for active construction activities. If noise levels 
still exceed an eight-hour Leq of 60 dBA at the edge of nesting 
territories and/or a no-construction buffer cannot be 
maintained, construction shall be deferred in that area until 
the nestlings have fledged unless otherwise approved by 
the CDFG.

Prior to completing any construction activity, 
SDG&E shall provide a noise report to CPUC from 
a certified acoustician to document the noise levels 
that would result from proposed construction 
activities at the active nests identified under BIO-7. 
In the event the report prepared by a certified 
acoustician indicates construction noise levels may 
exceed an eight-hour Leq of 60 dBA at nearby 
sensitive habitat areas and/or active nests, a 
temporary noise barrier shall be constructed to 
reduce noise levels to below an eight-hour Leq of 60 
dBA, where feasible or otherwise approved by the 
CDFG, to attenuate noise from construction 
equipment. The height and materials of the noise 
barrier would depend on several factors, including 
the construction noise level as well as distance from 
sensitive habitat areas and active nests. Depending 
on various geometric and design factors, a 
temporary noise barrier could attenuate construction 
noise by approximately 5 to 15 dB. If the 
installation of a temporary noise barrier is infeasible 
for specific construction activities, or if noise levels 
cannot be reduced below an eight-hour Leq of 60 
dBA, mufflers or other noise-suppression devices 
that exceed the original manufacturer’s 
specifications shall be utilized to help reduce noise 
levels. Noise-monitoring equipment would be 
installed near active nests for areas where noise 
walls are infeasible to monitor noise levels during 
construction, and equipment would be turned off 
when not required for active construction activities. 
If noise levels still exceed an eight-hour Leq of 60 
dBA at the edge of nesting territories and/or a no-
construction buffer cannot be maintained, 
construction shall be deferred in that area until the 
nestlings have fledged unless otherwise approved by 
the CDFG. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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and effectively. Thus, the construction 
of a temporary noise barrier may be 
infeasible for certain types of non-
stationary equipment. In addition, 
construction of the noise barrier may 
potentially cause increased noise and 
disturbance for the birds for its 
installation. These limitations should 
be reflected in the revised measure. 

The measure should be revised to 
provide additional options, such as the 
installation of mufflers or other noise-
suppression devices or limiting the use 
of construction equipment when 
necessary, to attenuate construction 
noise in the event that a temporary 
noise wall would be infeasible or if 
construction noise levels are incapable 
of being reduced below 60 dBA the 1-
hour, Leq(h).   

9. D.5-
124 BIO-9

The measure should be revised to be 
project-specific and allow SDG&E to 
determine the potential for raptors to 
perch on project components. Based 
on which raptors pose a potential 
threat, perch deterrent devices will be 
evaluated and installed, as appropriate. 

Using spikes as deterrents usually does 
not effectively deter raptors. Spikes 
can damage the bird’s feet and legs, 
which can lead to infections. Spikes 
also provide an anchor substrate for 
raptors and other birds to secure a nest. 
As a result, bird droppings that come 
into contact with structures and 
insulators could potentially cause 
flashovers. Furthermore, bird 
deterrents do not last long due to 
ultraviolet ray exposure and corrosion. 
The deterioration or failure of the 
deterrents can cause reliability issues 

SDG&E shall install several rows of sufficient raptor perch 
deterrent devices (such as but not limited to using spikes 
available from Mission Environmental) on the top of project 
components including buildings, structures, steel poles, and 
the lattice communication tower. These devices are intended 
to discourage raptorsbirds from landing on the surface and 
potentially preying on special-status avianwildlife species in 
the area. The installation of the raptor perch deterrent devices 
will reduce or avoid potential impacts from perching raptors 
on special-status birds nesting and foraging in the open 
habitat and especially within the refuge. 

SDG&E shall install sufficient raptor perch 
deterrent devices on the top of project components 
including buildings, structures, steel poles, and the 
lattice communication tower to discourage raptors 
from landing on the surface and potentially preying 
on special-status wildlife species in the area.  

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

E1-37
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with the substation if the devices fall 
into energized conductors or 
equipment. In addition, the 
maintenance of bird deterrents require 
outages for personnel to repair them, 
reducing reliability of the system. The 
contractors that install the bird 
deterrents are also not trained to work 
around high-voltage equipment; thus, 
maintaining the deterrents poses a 
challenge. As a result of all of these 
issues, the use of spikes should be 
avoided and this portion of the 
measure should be deleted.

The last sentence of the measure does 
not provide specific direction and 
should be deleted. 

10.

D.5-
124
and
125 

BIO-10

This mitigation measure unreasonably 
and unnecessarily contrains 
construction activities within 
SDG&E’s existing transmission 
corridor and right-of-way. Because 
such activites are subject to the NCCP, 
this mitigation measure is unnecessary 
and should be deleted.   

In the alternative, the measure should 
add information regarding what should 
be done if sensitive biological 
resources are identified within 
proposed temporary work areas prior 
to construction (e.g., do not use 
temporary work areas until agency 
coordination is complete, establish 
buffers, etc.). If previously 
unidentified resources are found 
during the surveys, SDG&E will 
inform the CPUC of the resources 
identified in writing. The measure 
should be revised to include the 
information regarding the procedures 
to be taken if sensitive biological 

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall review all 
proposed temporary work areas that will be utilized during 
construction. The review of all temporary work areas shall be 
used to determine if sensitive biological resources are present.
To the maximum extent feasible, tTemporary work areas 
(cable pull sites, jack-and-bore operations, etc.) shall be scited
in locations that do not contain any sensitive habitat. A
qualified biologist shall review all proposed temporary work 
areas for presence of sensitive biological resources, and 
submit a A letter signed by athe qualified biologist shall be 
submitted to the CPUC 30 days prior to construction in any 
temporary work area (cable pull sites, jack-and-bore 
operations, etc.) to the CPUC 30 days prior to construction
that identifies whether any sensitive resources are present. 
Erosion control measures shall be implemented both during 
and following construction, in accordance with the 
stormwater pollution prevention plan. All areas of temporary 
disturbance shall be returned to pre-construction conditions 
immediately following construction. 

To the maximum extent feasible, temporary work 
areas (cable pull sites, jack-and-bore operations, 
etc.) shall be sited in locations that do not contain 
any sensitive habitat. A qualified biologist shall 
review all proposed temporary work areas for 
presence of sensitive biological resources, and 
submit a letter signed by the qualified biologist to 
the CPUC 30 days prior to construction that 
identifies whether any sensitive resources are 
present.

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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resources are identified and the 
notification requirements. 

It may not be feasible for all 
temporarily disturbed areas to be 
returned to pre-construction 
immediately following construction, 
depending on the appropriate planting 
periods and construction schedule. 
Furthermore, the last two sentences are 
unnecessary, as these requirements are 
already addressed through 
implementation of SDG&E’s NCCP 
and the project-specific Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
that will be prepared as required by 
law. Therefore, they should be deleted. 

11.

D.5-
125
and
126 

BIO-11

The word “avian” should be added to 
the first sentence to clarify which 
breeding season is at issue.  

The 4,500 buffer is arbitrary and 
overly restrictive given the species 
known to occur at the proposed Bay 
Boulevard Substation site. In addition, 
there are no United States (U.S.) Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or 
CDFG regulations that specify this 
distance. The measure should be 
deleted or revised to specify that 
nesting bird surveys will be conducted 
for the project site, rather than within 
4,500 feet of the proposed helicopter 
operation. In addition, a large body of 
open water (i.e., San Diego Bay) is 
located within the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. Therefore, this 
measure should be revised to focus on 
the areas that are suitable habitat for 
nesting birds.  

It is impractical to assume that the 
areas outside of the existing and 

Helicopter activity during construction shall be restricted to 
the avian non-breeding season defined as between September 
15 through and February 15. Should helicopter activity be 
deemed necessary during the breeding season, a nesting bird 
preconstruction surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist to determine whether any nesting birds and/or active 
nests are present within the boundaries of the project.4,500 
feet of the proposed helicopter operation. If nesting birds are 
present and/or an active nest is discovered, helicopter activity 
shall be postponed until nesting is complete and the young 
have fledged. Additionally, SDG&E shall coordinate with 
USFWS representatives of the Sweetwater Marsh NWR and 
South San Diego Bay NWR (collectively, the San Diego Bay 
NWR), as well as the CDFG, to determine whether helicopter 
activities may potentially impact nesting birds within the 
reserves. Should helicopter activity be deemed necessary in 
the presence of known or potentially nesting birds following 
surveys and NWR coordination, the applicant shall coordinate 
with USFWS to determine whether the occurrence of 
helicopter activity is acceptable during the breeding season at 
the proposed locations. Documentation shall be provided to 
CPUC prior to helicopter activities occurring in the event that 
USFWS determines helicopter activities are permitted 
between February 15September 16 and February 28August 
31.   

Helicopter activity during construction shall be 
restricted to the avian non-breeding season defined 
as between September 15 and February 15. Should 
helicopter activity be deemed necessary during the 
breeding season, a nesting bird survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine 
whether any nesting birds and/or active nests are 
present within the boundaries of the project. If 
nesting birds are present and/or an active nest is 
discovered, helicopter activity shall be postponed 
until nesting is complete and the young have 
fledged. Additionally, SDG&E shall coordinate with 
USFWS representatives of the Sweetwater Marsh 
NWR and South San Diego Bay NWR (collectively, 
the San Diego Bay NWR), as well as the CDFG, to 
determine whether helicopter activities may 
potentially impact nesting birds within the reserves. 
Should helicopter activity be deemed necessary in 
the presence of known or potentially nesting birds 
following surveys, the applicant shall coordinate 
with USFWS to determine whether the occurrence 
of helicopter activity is acceptable during the 
breeding season at the proposed locations. 
Documentation shall be provided to CPUC prior to 
helicopter activities occurring in the event that 
USFWS determines helicopter activities are 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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proposed sites will be able to be 
surveyed for nesting birds for several 
reasons. First, the marshes and 
wetlands (which are of the greatest 
concern) will be nearly impossible in 
some areas to get through, if it were 
possible to get through, they are 
sensitive areas in which the USFWS 
would not likely want biologists to 
disturb. Further, biologists would need 
landowner/agency permissions to 
access areas outside of the project site. 
It may be more practical to have 
biologists survey within the work area, 
and to consult with representatives 
from the National Wildlife Refuge, 
which probably has biologists who 
will know if the birds are nesting or 
likely to be nesting in the reserve areas 
near the site. The measure should be 
revised accordingly to reflect the 
potential limitations identified 
regarding conducting nesting bird 
surveys outside of the Proposed 
Project site. 

The dates provided in the last sentence 
should be revised to reflect the 
breeding season, rather than the non-
breeding season.

permitted between February 15 and August 31.   

D.6 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

12.  D.6-33 CUL-1 

The measure should be revised to state 
that a qualified archaeologist should 
prepare the report identifying any 
significant cultural materials. 

The requirement that all work within 
50 feet of the area where a cultural 
resource is discovered is arbitrary, 
unnecessary, and may drive up 
ratepayer costs through delays to 
construction that would not impact the 
cultural resource. The measure should 

In the event that any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural 
resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, 
such as chipped or ground stone, historic debris, building 
foundation, or human bones, all work within 50 feetthe 
immediate vicinity of the resources shall be halted, and a 
qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to assess the 
significance of the find. If any find is determined to be 
significant, representatives of SDG&E, California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC), and the qualified archaeologist 
shall meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures 
or other appropriate mitigation, with the ultimate 
determination to be made by the CPUC. All significant 

In the event that any prehistoric or historic 
subsurface cultural resources are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, such as chipped or 
ground stone, historic debris, building foundation, 
or human bones, all work within the immediate 
vicinity of the resources shall be halted, and a 
qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to assess 
the significance of the find. If any find is determined 
to be significant, representatives of SDG&E, 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), 
and the qualified archaeologist shall meet to 
determine the appropriate avoidance measures or 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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be revised to halt work in the 
immediate vicinity of the discovery 
until the significance of the find is 
determined. 

cultural materials recovered shall be subject to scientific 
analysis; professional museum curation, as necessary; and a 
report prepared by a specialist qualified archaeologist 
according to current professional standards.  

other appropriate mitigation, with the ultimate 
determination to be made by the CPUC. All 
significant cultural materials recovered shall be 
subject to scientific analysis; professional museum 
curation, as necessary; and a report prepared by a 
qualified archaeologist according to current 
professional standards. 

13.
D. 6-
33 to 

D.6-34 
CUL-2

This measure should be removed as it 
is a requirement of law and not 
appropriate as mitigation. 

If human remains are discovered, there shall be no further 
excavation or disturbance of the discovery site or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains 
until the project applicant has immediately notified the county 
coroner and otherwise complied with the provisions of State 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(e). If the remains are 
found to be Native American, the county coroner shall notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 
24 hours. The most likely descendant of the deceased Native 
American shall be notified by the NAHC and given the 
opportunity to make proper disposition of human remains. If 
the NAHC is unable to identify the most likely descendant, or 
if no recommendations are made within 24 hours, remains 
may be reinterred with appropriate dignity elsewhere on the 
property in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance. If recommendations are made and not accepted, 
the NAHC will mediate. 

Not Applicable 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

D.7 – Geology and Soils 

14. D.7-31
to 32 G-1

A geotechnical investigation was 
conducted for the proposed Bay 
Boulevard Substation site, and the 
report included as Attachment 4.6-A: 
Geotechnical Investigation in the 
Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment (PEA). Therefore, the 
measure should be revised to only 
pertain to the alternative substation 
sites, where a geotechnical 
investigation has not yet been 
conducted. 

Geotechnical Investigations for Liquefaction and Slope 
Instability. If the Existing South Bay Substation, Power Plant 
Site, Broadway and Palomar Site, Goodrich South Campus, H 
Street Yard Site, or the Bayside Site is chosen for the location 
of the new South Bay Substation, SDG&E shall perform 
design-level geotechnical investigations to evaluate the 
potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, seismic slope 
instability, and ground-cracking hazards to affect the 
approved project and all associated facilities. Where these 
hazards are found to exist, appropriate engineering design and 
construction measures shall be incorporated into the project 
designs. Appropriate measures could include construction of 
pile foundations, ground improvement of liquefiable zones, 
installation of flexible bus connections, and incorporation of 
slack in underground cables to allow ground deformations 
without damage to structures. The geotechnical investigations 
prepared by a certified geologist shall be submitted to the 
CPUC 60 days prior to construction of proposed structures. 

Geotechnical Investigations for Liquefaction and 
Slope Instability. If the Existing South Bay 
Substation, Power Plant Site, Broadway and 
Palomar Site, Goodrich South Campus, H Street 
Yard Site, or the Bayside Site is chosen for the 
location of the new South Bay Substation, SDG&E 
shall perform design-level geotechnical 
investigations to evaluate the potential for 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, seismic slope 
instability, and ground-cracking hazards to affect 
the approved project and all associated facilities. 
Where these hazards are found to exist, appropriate 
engineering design and construction measures shall 
be incorporated into the project designs. 
Appropriate measures could include construction of 
pile foundations, ground improvement of liquefiable 
zones, installation of flexible bus connections, and 
incorporation of slack in underground cables to 

No -
Class III 

based on a 
prior

Geotechni
cal Study 

No -
Class III 

based on a 
prior

Geotechni
cal Study 
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allow ground deformations without damage to 
structures. The geotechnical investigations prepared 
by a certified geologist shall be submitted to the 
CPUC 60 days prior to construction of proposed 
structures. 

D.8 – Public Health and Safety 

15. D.8-88
to 89 HAZ-2

Phase I Site Assessments were 
previously conducted for the proposed 
Bay Boulevard Substation and the 
existing South Bay Substation sites. 
Requiring further studies would result 
in unnecessary ratepayer expense with 
no corresponding environmental 
benefit as SDG&E will handle any 
hazardous materials or wastes 
encountered in accordance with 
California law. Thus, the measure 
should be deleted. 

If hazardous waste is encountered 
during construction activities, SDG&E 
will comply with Title 23 of the 
California Code of Regulations as a 
matter of law. Therefore, this portion 
of the measure should be deleted.  

As part of the final design, a site assessment shall be 
performed to augment and consolidate previous studies 
performed for the entire Proposed Project site to identify 
where hazardous materials or wastes may be encountered. 
The site assessment shall be submitted to the California 
Public Utilities Commission at least 60 days prior to 
construction activities. In the event that grading, construction, 
or operation of proposed facilities will encounter hazardous 
waste, SDG&E shall ensure compliance with the State of 
California CCR Title 23 Health and Safety Regulations as 
managed by the San Diego County Department of 
Environmental Health (DEH). Excavated soils impacted by 
hazardous waste or materials will be characterized and 
disposed of in accordance with CCR Title 14 and Title 22 and 
the San Diego County DEH. 

Not Applicable 

No - A 
Phase I 

was
previously 
conducted

for the 
proposed

site

No - A 
Phase I 

was
previously 
conducted

for the 
proposed

site

No - A 
Phase I 

was
previousl

y
conducte
d for the 
existing
substatio

n site 

No - A 
Phase I 

was
previousl

y
conducted

for the 
existing

substation
site 

16.  D.8-89 HAZ-3a and 
HAZ-3b

A Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure Plan would be 
prepared as a matter of law; therefore, 
this portion of MM HAZ-3a should be 
deleted.

Compliance with the requirements 
provided in MM HAZ-3b would also 
be implemented in accordance with 
law regardless of this measure. Thus, 
MM HAZ-3b should be deleted.

HAZ-3a - SDG&E shall prepare and submit a copy of the 
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure plan, as 
required by Title 40 CFR Section 112.7, to the California 
Public Utilities Commission for review and approval at least 
60 days before the start of operation of the Bay Boulevard 
Substation.  
HAZ-3b - No hazardous materials used by SDG&E for 
operations and maintenance of the proposed substation will 
be stored or disposed of on site, and their use or disposal will 
conform to applicable laws and regulations governing the use, 
management, and disposal of hazardous materials.  

HAZ-3a - SDG&E shall submit a copy of the Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure plan, as 
required by Title 40 CFR Section 112.7, to the 
California Public Utilities Commission for review 
and approval at least 60 days before the start of 
operation of the Bay Boulevard Substation.  Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 

17.  D.8-90 HAZ-4 

SDG&E currently implements fire-
prevention procedures in the Proposed 
Project area as part of its standard 
practice. The Proposed Project site is 
located in an industrial area where 
wildlands do not occur. Although 
impacts could result from heat or 

Wildfires shall be Work crews shall prevented or minimized
wildfires during construction of the Project by confining 
utility vehicles to the prescribed right-of-way and access 
roads. Vehicles equipped with catalytic converters will be 
parked on cleared areas only. by exercising care when 
operating utility vehicles within the right-of-way and access 
roads and by parking vehicles away from dry vegetation 

Work crews shall prevent or minimize wildfires 
during construction of the Project by confining 
utility vehicles to the prescribed right-of-way and 
access roads. Vehicles equipped with catalytic 
converters will be parked on cleared areas only. 
Construction crews shall carry water and shovels 
and/or fire extinguishers during work periods when 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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sparks from construction equipment or 
vehicles or the use of flammable 
materials, these potential impacts 
would not involve wildland fires. The 
proposed amendments reflect 
SDG&E’s standard fire prevention 
practices. The measure should be 
revised as proposed. 

where hot catalytic converters can ignite a fire. In times of 
high fire hazard, it may be necessary for cConstruction crews
shall vehicles to carry water and shovels and/or fire 
extinguishers during work periods when fire hazards are 
prescribed to be high. Fire protective mats or shields would 
be used during grinding or welding to prevent or minimize 
the potential for fire.  

fire hazards are prescribed to be high. Fire 
protective mats or shields would be used during 
grinding or welding to prevent or minimize the 
potential for fire. 

D.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

18.  D.9-48 HYDRO-1 

The preparation of a SWPPP for 
construction activities would be 
required as a matter of law because the 
Proposed Project would result in 
ground disturbance of greater than one 
acre. Thus, the measure should only 
require the submittal of the SWPPP to 
the CPUC and the rest of the measure 
can be deleted.   

In accordance with the stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) to be prepared under the State General Construction 
Permit, work crews shall use erosion control measures during 
grading activities. Implementation of the SWPPP shall help 
stabilize soil in graded areas and waterways and reduce 
erosion and sedimentation. Mulching, seeding, or other 
suitable stabilization measures shall be used to protect 
exposed areas during construction activities. The Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be submitted to the 
California Public Utilities Commission prior to construction 
activities.

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan SWPPP 
shall be submitted to the California Public Utilities 
Commission prior to construction activities. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

19.  D.9-49 HYDRO-2a 

Consultation with the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is 
required for the Project in order to 
obtain Water Quality Certification. 
Therefore, the portion of this measure 
requiring consultation with the 
RWQCB can be deleted from the 
measure. 

This MM should acknowledge that the 
General National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit for 
Discharges from Utility Vaults and 
Underground Structures to Surface 
Waters, issued by the State Water 
Resources Control Board, may cover 
certain dewatering activities.   

Prior to construction, SDG&E shall consult with the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to 
determine whether an individual discharge permit is required 
for dewatering at any of the project areas anticipated to 
encounter groundwater. A copy of the permit from the 
RWQCB, or a waiver from the RWQCB, or coverage under 
the General National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Permit for Discharges from Utility Vaults and Underground 
Structures to Surface Waters issued by the State Water 
Resources Control Board, if required, shall be provided to the 
California Public Utilities Commission prior to dewatering 
activities.

A copy of the permit from the RWQCB, a waiver 
from the RWQCB, or coverage under the General 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Permit for Discharges from Utility Vaults and 
Underground Structures to Surface Waters issued by 
the State Water Resources Control Board, if 
required, shall be provided to the California Public 
Utilities Commission prior to dewatering activities. Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 
Yes -  

Class II 

20.  D.9-49 HYDRO-2b 

The requirements in this measure will 
be part of any RWQCB permit or 
waiver submittal. Therefore, this 
measure does not provide a necessary 
requirement and should be deleted. 

SDG&E shall submit to California Public Utilities 
Commission prior to construction a typical dewatering 
drawing that shall be implemented during dewatering 
activities. The drawing shall include the location of pumps 
within secondary containment, fuel storage areas, anticipated 
discharge point, scour protection measures, intake hose 

Not Applicable 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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Site with 

GIS
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Site with 

AIS 

Existing
Site with 

GIS
In addition, this mitigation measure is 
derived from the Silvergate 
Transmission Substation EIR and was 
specific to the cooling water that was 
present on site prior to construction of 
the substation. Since the composition 
of the cooling water was unknown and 
dewatering methods undetermined at 
the time the EIR was published, a 
mitigation measure requiring a 
dewatering plan was necessary to 
ensure the volume of water that was 
known to occur at the site was 
removed through a process-oriented 
procedure. The Proposed Project, 
however, is not anticipated to require a 
sophisticated dewatering strategy to 
deal with the groundwater that could 
be encountered during construction. 
For the most part, dewatering will not 
be required. If dewatering of a large 
foundation hole is required, it can be 
performed with conventional 
dewatering techniques and in 
accordance with the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System. 
Further, since dewatering is not 
expected, the location of pumps and 
discharge points cannot be determined 
until groundwater is encountered 
during an activity that cannot be 
completed without dewatering. 
Mitigation measure HYDRO-2b 
should be omitted based on the fact 
that HYDRO-2a will ensure impacts 
from dewatering remain less than 
significant.

screening, and monitoring procedures to ensure that 
hazardous materials spills are addressed in a timely manner 
and discharge hoses are frequently inspected for leaks.  

E1-49 
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Mitigation
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Proposed
Site with 

GIS

Existing
Site with 

AIS 

Existing
Site with 

GIS

21. D.9-49
to 50 HYDRO-2c 

It is unclear whether there is a 
regulatory basis for the distances 
provided in this measure. The measure 
should provide the regulatory bases or 
some of the distances should be 
revised to reflect the regulatory 
requirements. 

Creek and drainage crossings shall be conducted in a manner 
that does not result in a sediment-laden discharge or 
hazardous materials release to the water body. The following 
measures shall be implemented during jack-and-bore 
operations:

1. Site preparation shall begin no more than 10 days prior to 
initiating horizontal bores to reduce the time soils are exposed 
adjacent to creeks and drainages.
2. Trench and/or bore pit spoil shall be stored a minimum of 
25 feet from the top of bank or wetland/riparian boundary for 
Telegraph Creek and the drainage along Bay Boulevard. Spoil 
shall be stored behind a sediment barrier and covered with 
plastic or otherwise stabilized (i.e., tackifiers, mulch, or 
detention).
3. Portable pumps and stationary equipment located within 
100 feet of a water resource (i.e., wetland/riparian boundary, 
creeks, drainages) shall be placed within secondary 
containment with adequate capacity to contain a spill (i.e., a 
pump with 10-gallon fuel or oil capacity should be placed in 
secondary containment capable of holding 15 gallons). A spill 
kit shall be maintained on site at all times.  
4. Immediately following backfill of the bore pits, disturbed 
soils shall be seeded and stabilized to prevent erosion and 
temporary sediment barriers left in place until restoration is 
deemed successful.  

To Be Determined 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

D.12 – Noise 

22. D.12-
49 NOI-1 

The City’s noise ordinance establishes 
an exemption from the noise levels 
that would result from construction of 
the Project for construction and 
demolition activities. Therefore, this 
portion of the measure should be 
revised to provide a notice 
requirement, rather than approval from 
the CPUC. 

Although nighttime work would be 
limited for the Project, limiting 
nighttime work and heavy equipment 
use in the manner provided in this 
measure is not always practicable. 
Therefore, the measure should be 

SDG&E shall conduct all construction activities in 
accordance with the City of Chula Vista Municipal Code 
allowable hours for construction unless otherwise approved 
by the City. For any evening and nighttime construction 
activities that are required outside of the permitted hours, 
SDG&E shall notice all property owners within 300 feet of 
the proposed work at least 1 week in advance of the 
construction activities. SDG&E shall obtain approval from 
the local jurisdiction and notify the local jurisdiction and the 
California Public Utilities Commission prior to conducting 
any work that may deviate from the City noise ordinance. 
Nighttime work and the use of heavy construction equipment 
shall be limited to the extent practicable. shall apply only 
where nighttime and weekend construction activities are 
necessary to perform electrical system transfers and cutovers 
as required by California Independent System Operator. 

SDG&E shall conduct all construction activities in 
accordance with the City of Chula Vista Municipal 
Code allowable hours for construction unless 
otherwise approved by the City. For any evening 
and nighttime construction activities that are 
required outside of the permitted hours, SDG&E 
shall notice all property owners within 300 feet of 
the proposed work at least 1 week in advance of the 
construction activities. SDG&E shall notify the 
local jurisdiction and the California Public Utilities 
Commission prior to conducting any work that may 
deviate from the City noise ordinance. Nighttime 
work and the use of heavy construction equipment 
shall be limited to the extent practicable. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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revised to provide that nighttime work 
will be limited to the extent practicable 
and that notice will be provided if 
nighttime work is required. 

Electrical system transfers and cutover work shall not include 
the use of heavy construction equipment (i.e., excavators, 
drill rigs, jack hammers, etc.).

D.16 – Transportation and Traffic 

23.
D.16-
38 and 

39 
TRA-1

SDG&E holds agreements with local 
jurisdictions for the requirements 
provided in this measure. Thus, the 
measure should be revised to require 
only submittal of copies of the 
agreements and approvals. 

Prior to the start of construction, SDG&E shall submit traffic 
management plans (TMPs) to the City as part of the required 
traffic encroachment permits. Traffic control plans (TCPs) 
shall define the locations of all roads that would need to be 
temporarily closed due to construction activities, including 
hauling of oversized loads by truck, conductor stringing 
activities, and trenching activities. Input and approval from 
the City shall be obtained, and cCopies of an approval letter 
from the City of Chula Vista must be provided to the CPUC 
prior to the start of construction. The TCPs shall define the 
use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, 
etc., according to standard guidelines outlined in the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Traffic
Manual for Construction and Maintenance Work Zones
(Caltrans 1996), the Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction (Caltrans 2009a), and the Work Area Traffic 
Control Handbook (WATCH) (Caltrans 2009b). 
Documentation of the approval of these plans, consistency 
with SDG&E’s utility franchise agreements, and issuance of 
encroachment permits (if applicable) shall be provided to 
CPUC prior to the start of construction activities that require 
temporary closure of a public roadway. 

Copies of an approval letter from the City of Chula 
Vista must be provided to the CPUC prior to the 
start of construction. Documentation of the approval 
of these plans, consistency with SDG&E’s utility 
franchise agreements, and issuance of encroachment 
permits (if applicable) shall be provided to CPUC 
prior to the start of construction activities that 
require temporary closure of a public roadway. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

24.
D.16-
39 and 

40 
TRA-2

The peak period of construction should 
be defined in the measure for clarity. 

SDG&E shall stagger work shifts during the peak period of 
construction activity, which shall occur during the 
approximately six-month grading and site development phase,
and construction shifts shall be staggered to the degree 
possible, such that employee arrivals and departures from the 
site will avoid the project area peak traffic hours (7:30–8:30 
a.m. and 4:30–5:30 p.m.) or as otherwise approved by the 
City of Chula Vista. Construction-related truck traffic shall 
also be scheduled to avoid travel during peak periods of 
traffic on the surrounding roadways.  

SDG&E shall stagger work shifts during the peak 
period of construction activity, which shall occur 
during the approximately six-month grading and site 
development phase, and construction shifts shall be 
staggered to the degree possible, such that employee 
arrivals and departures from the site will avoid the 
project area peak traffic hours (7:30–8:30 a.m. and 
4:30–5:30 p.m.) or as otherwise approved by the 
City of Chula Vista. Construction-related truck 
traffic shall also be scheduled to avoid travel during 
peak periods of traffic on the surrounding roadways. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 
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25.
D.16-
40 and 

41 
TRA-4

The measure should be revised to 
specify that the City is the City of 
Chula Vista for clarity. 

The second sentence of the measure 
should be revised to clarify that 
SDG&E shall request that the City 
notify the police departments, fire 
departments, ambulance services, and 
paramedic services regarding the 
locations, nature, timing, and duration 
of construction activities if they would 
restrict emergency services and that 
they be advised of any access 
restrictions that could impact their 
effectiveness. 

SDG&E shall coordinate in advance with the City of Chula 
Vista (City) to avoid restricting movements of emergency 
vehicles. SDG&E shall request that police departments, fire 
departments, ambulance services, and paramedic services be 
notified by the City of the proposed locations, nature, timing, 
and duration of any construction activities that may restrict 
emergency services and be advised of any access restrictions 
that could impact their effectiveness. At locations where 
access to nearby property is blocked, provision shall be ready 
at all times to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as 
plating over excavations, short detours, and alternate routes in 
conjunction with local agencies. Traffic control plans 
(Mitigation Measure TRA-1) shall include details regarding 
emergency services coordination and procedures. 
Documentation of coordination with the City shall be 
provided to CPUC prior to the start of construction.  

SDG&E shall coordinate in advance with the City of 
Chula Vista (City) to avoid restricting movements 
of emergency vehicles. SDG&E shall request that 
police departments, fire departments, ambulance 
services, and paramedic services be notified by the 
City of the proposed locations, nature, timing, and 
duration of any construction activities that may 
restrict emergency services and be advised of any 
access restrictions that could impact their 
effectiveness. At locations where access to nearby 
property is blocked, provision shall be ready at all 
times to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as 
plating over excavations, short detours, and alternate 
routes in conjunction with local agencies. Traffic 
control plans (Mitigation Measure TRA-1) shall 
include details regarding emergency services 
coordination and procedures. Documentation of 
coordination with the City shall be provided to 
CPUC prior to the start of construction. 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

26. D.16-
42 TRA-6

Helicopters would not be used to lift 
any structures during construction, and 
may only be used during conductor 
stringing activities, as required. 
Accordingly, this measure should be 
deleted, as a lift plan is not required. 

SDG&E shall prepare a lift plan to be approved by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) that identifies 
procedures that will need to be implemented to ensure public 
safety. Documentation of FAA approval of the lift plan shall 
be provided to California Public Utilities Commission prior to 
the start of construction activities that require the use of a 
helicopter.

Not Applicable 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II 

Yes -  
Class II E1-55
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General Comments 

1.  General General Not Applicable (NA) It would be helpful for the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to provide a listing of
applicable mitigation measures (MMs) for the alternatives carried forward for full analysis, 
especially for the environmentally superior and gas-insulated switchgear (GIS) substation 
alternatives. 

2.  General General NA The impacts in the Hydrology section are labeled “Impact HYD-XX,” but the MMs are labeled 
“Mitigation Measure HYDRO-XX.” The impacts and MMs should use the same labels 
throughout this section for consistency with other sections and to avoid confusion. 

3.  General General NA GIS is the technology used for the alternative, rather than gas-insulated substation technology. 
This language should be clarified throughout the EIR where the GIS substation alternative is 
discussed. 

4.  General General NA The figures in this document that depict the Proposed Project components should be revised to 
display the overhead transmission lines. In addition, the 12 kilovolt (kV) distribution line is 
shown entering the proposed substation, although the figures should depict the line from the 69 
kV riser poles to the substation as underground 69 kV transmission line, rather than 12 kV 
distribution line. Each of the figures depicting the Proposed Project components in the EIR 
should be revised in accordance with Figure D-1: AIS Substation Detailed Project Components 
Map, which was previously provided in the PEA. 

5.  General General NA The figures in this document that depict the GIS Substation Alternative components should be 
revised to display the overhead lines. The 138 kV line would remain in its existing overhead 
configuration for the GIS Substation Alternative, as provided in Figure D-2: GIS Substation 
Alternative Detailed Project Components Map, which was previously submitted in the response 
to Data Request 8 (SDGE-ED-008: Questions 2-9). In addition, SDG&E has identified an 
additional option for transmission line (TL)644 for the GIS Substation Alternative, in which the 
existing poles would be cut above the distribution underbuild and TL644 would be relocated 
between the overhead 138 kV transmission line and TL642 to avoid all impacts to the drainage 
feature located along the west side of Bay Boulevard. 

6.  General General NA The acreages of three of the alternative sites should be revised where they are referenced 
throughout the EIR. The Tank Farm site is approximately 17 acres, rather than 19 acres. The Toy 
Storage site is approximately seven, rather than six, acres. The Cima NV site is approximately 
five, rather than four acres. 

7.  General General NA There are several flaws regarding the way that impacts are evaluated with respect to the proposed 
relocation of the existing substation in a disturbed area that is classified for industrial use. Many 
of the potentially significant impacts are overstated. For example, the occurrence of one rare 
plant and its loss or removal (see Impact BIO-5) is not a significant impact when intensity and 
extent are considered. Depending on the particular species, the loss of one plant may not be 
considered controversial because it would not adversely affect the population and the area or 
quantity of the resource affected relative to the area or quantity of the resource available locally 
is very small. The determination of significance for a particular impact should be based on 
severity, extent, and the context in which the impact occurs. Section 5.3.1 identifies the 
definition of significance based on intensity and extent of potential impacts, and should be used 
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as an exemplary approach for the rest of the document. 

ES – Executive Summary

8.  ES-1, 
ES-2

Paragraph 4, 
Paragraph 1 

As described in Section A.2.2, Statement of Objectives in this Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR), SDG&E’s PEA lists the following basic objectives for the Proposed Project: 
1. Replace aging and obsolete substation equipment 
2. Design a flexible transmission system that would accommodate regional energy needs 
subsequent to the retirement of the South Bay Power Plant (SBPP) 
3. Facilitate the City’s Bayfront redevelopment goals by relocating the South Bay Substation 
and furthering the goals of the SDG&E–City of Chula Vista Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) 
4. Provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay region. 

Having taken into consideration the four project objectives set forth by SDG&E above, the 
CPUC identified the following three basic project objectives used to screen alternatives: 
1. Replace aging and obsolete substation equipment 
2. Accommodate regional energy needs subsequent to the retirement of the SBPP 
3. Provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay region. 

The objective that drives the relocation of the substation was dropped, although it is integrated 
into the Project title and has been the subject of a decision from a sister state agency—the 
California State Lands Commission. If the circumstances were such that there was no Chula 
Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP) and no Memorandum of Understanding between San 
Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and the City of Chula Vista (City), then SDG&E 
might have proposed to rebuild the substation at the existing site. However, this is not the case. 
Objective 3 is a basic objective of the Project that should have been considered in the 
development and review of alternatives. Removal of the objective artificially skews the 
alternatives analysis. Location is an important consideration for any project, especially where it 
has been the subject of agency approvals and lengthy negotiations. The California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) has overextended its authority by removing or otherwise altering 
objectives that are not too narrowly construed or that are otherwise consistent with the intent of 
Project objectives under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The CPUC’s 
objectives are too narrowly construed and skew the analysis in favor of the existing location due 
to a common-sense view that rebuilding in the same location is always environmentally superior. 
The CPUC should have found any off-site alternative to be infeasible or as not meeting the 
Project objectives given the rationale provided. Furthermore, the CVBMP, while a local planning 
document from the Port District and City, is the subject of approval by the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) as a Local Coastal Plan (LCP). This approval could occur while the EIR is 
finalized or prior to a decision. Certainly, equal weight state approval, which as currently 
proposed, would increase the pertinence and feasibility of rebuilding in the current location from 
a state-wide level.  

9.  ES-2, 
ES-3

Paragraph 6 In terms of effects on the environment, this EIR identifies the Existing South Bay Substation 
Site Alternative, which would replace the existing 138/69 kV South Bay Substation with a 
rebuilt 230/69/12 kV substation, as the Environmentally Superior Alternative since it would 
reduce project-related long-term impacts associated with wetlands that have been identified as 
significant but mitigable, while not resulting in more overall impacts than the Proposed Project. 

Rebuilding an air-insulated switchgear (AIS) substation at the existing site would require 
approximately three additional acres of land to accommodate a 230/69/12 kV substation. This 
language does not address the feasibility of the requirement to expand the existing site. This 
potential limitation should be addressed. 

10.  ES-3 Paragraph 5 With the Proposed Project utility realignment, the OMPL alignment would continue to span 
northward from the existing 230 kV angle pole to where it would connect to a new 110-foot-tall 
steel angle pole, which is a type of pole used to allow the circuit alignment to change direction 
and terminate to a new rack position within the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation. 

The new angle pole will be approximately 121 feet, rather than 110 feet in height. The text 
should be revised to provide the correct height. 

11.  ES-4 Paragraph 2 A total of four 138kV Lattice Towers will be removed. A total of five 138 kV lattice towers would be removed for the Proposed Project, as correctly 
depicted in Figure ES-1 in the Draft EIR. The text should be revised accordingly. 

12.  ES-13 Paragraph 4 This alternative was presented by SDG&E in response to CPUC’s Data Request #5 (May 2010) 
and is similar to the Proposed Project with the exception that the new substation would be 
designed to use Gas Insulated Substation technology for the 230/69 kV switchyard. 

As previously described in Comment #3, the alternative substation design includes GIS 
technology, rather than gas-insulated substation technology. This change should be made 
globally where the technology is referenced. For example, the text in the Existing Language 
column should read, “[t]his alternative was presented by SDG&E in response to CPUC’s Data 
Request #5 (SDGE-ED-005) and is similar to the Proposed Project with the exception that the 
new substation would be designed to use gas-insulated substation switchgear (GIS) technology 
for the substation’s 230/69 kV switchyard.” 
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13.  ES-14 Paragraph 4 As under the Proposed Project, the existing driveway located to the north of the Gas Insulated 
Substation alternative would provide access from Bay Boulevard. 

It should be noted that the existing driveway located north of the GIS Substation Alternative site 
would provide secondary access for the Proposed Project, whereas it would provide primary 
access for the GIS Substation Alternative. The text should be revised for clarity. 

14.  ES-14 Paragraph 6 This site alternative consists of a 19-acre parcel located approximately 250 feet north of the 
existing South Bay Substation site and approximately 50 feet south of Marina View Park. 

As previously described in Comment #6, the Tank Farm Site Alternative is approximately 17 
acres, rather than 19 acres in area. The text should be revised for clarity. 

15.  ES-19 Paragraphs 3 and 6 The Toy Storage Site Alternative would not meet environmental effectiveness criteria because 
the 6-acre Toy Storage site is not physically large enough and cannot be expanded without the 
removal of adjacent residences to accommodate the Air Insulated Substation or Gas Insulated 
Substation Alternative. 

As previously described in Comment #6, the Toy Storage Site Alternative is approximately 7 
acres in area, rather than 6 acres. The text should be revised for clarity. 

16.  ES-20 Paragraph 2 The Cima Nevada Site Alternative would not meet environmental effectiveness criteria because 
the 4-acre Cima Nevada Site is not physically large enough and cannot be expanded without the 
removal of residences to accommodate the Air Insulated Substation or Gas Insulated Substation 
configuration. 

As previously described in Comment #6, the Cima NV site is approximately 5 acres, rather than 
4 acres in area. The text should be revised for clarity. 

17.  ES-22 
ES-23

Paragraph 6, 
Paragraphs 1 and 2 

The project also includes construction of five new poles (230 kV steel angle tower (110 feet), 
138 kV riser (165 feet), and five 69 kV pole risers (85 feet). 

The Project includes the construction of seven, rather than five new poles—one 230 kV steel 
angle tower (121 feet), 138 kV riser (165 feet), and five 69 kV pole risers (85 feet). The 230 kV 
steel angle structure is a pole, rather than a tower, and it would be approximately 121 feet in 
height, rather than 110 feet. These revisions should be incorporated into the description. 

18.  ES-48 Table ES-1  Impact HAZ-6: Significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands.

As provided in the third paragraph on page D.8-19 in the Public Health and Safety section, there 
are no wildlands in the Project area. Therefore, there should be no impact resulting from 
wildland fires. 

A – Introduction/Overview 

19.  A-4 Paragraph 4 SDG&E’s projected schedule is to have the Bay Boulevard Substation energized and 
transmission line connections completed so that decommissioning and demolition of the 
existing South Bay Substation can occur after retirement of the SBPP. 

It should be noted that the SBPP was retired in December of 2010.  

20.  A-7 Paragraph 1 Having taken into consideration the four project objectives set forth by SDG&E above, the 
CPUC identified the following three basic project objectives used to screen alternatives:  
1. Replace aging and obsolete substation equipment  
2. Accommodate regional energy needs subsequent to the retirement of the South Bay Power 
Plant (SBPP)
3. Provide for future transmission and distribution load growth for the South Bay region. 

Objective #3 from the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), which is related to 
facilitating the City’s bayfront redevelopment goals and furthering the goals of the MOU 
between SDG&E and the City, was improperly deleted from consideration as an objective in the 
Draft EIR. Approval of the CVBMP was the product of over 10 years of focused collaboration 
by the City, Port District, and multiple other participating community stakeholders to develop a 
comprehensive plan for redevelopment of the Chula Vista Bayfront. In addition, the proposed 
relocation site was originally identified by the Port District and has been approved by the 
California State Lands Commission (subject to a number of conditions precedent) in 2010. 
SDG&E remains fully committed to advancing the CVBMP as envisioned and approved by the 
City, Port District, and, most recently, the CCC, and urges the CPUC to reconsider relocation of 
the substation for purposes of facilitating the Master Plan and implementing the 2004 MOU with 
the City to be an appropriate and fundamental Project objective.  

21.  A-8 Table A-1 Federal Avian Administration Under the federal agencies listed, in the Agency column for the Helicopter Lift Plan, the 
applicable federal agency should be changed to the Federal Aviation Administration. 
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22.  A-8 Table A-1 List of permits and agencies Through coordination with the United States (U.S.) Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
CCC, SDG&E has identified an area known as the D Street Fill Restoration site to compensate 
for impacts resulting from construction of the Project, where up to 10 acres of intertidal salt 
marsh and open water habitat in the vicinity of the project site would be restored. This detail 
should be provided in Table A-1. 

23.  A-8 Table A-1 Section 404 Nationwide Permit Program, Clean Water Act  The total acreage of impacts will be too high for obtaining a Nationwide Permit. The permit that 
will be issued will be an Individual Permit. The table should be revised accordingly. 

24.  A-8 Table A-1 Helicopter Lift Plan A Helicopter Lift Plan is not required. Helicopter activity may be required for sock line and 
stringing across Interstate (I-) 5, but this would not require a lift plan. This work would be 
covered under current SDG&E helicopter operation standards.

B – Project Description 

25.  B-1 Paragraph 1 The proposed utility relocations and extensions that will accommodate the Bay Boulevard 
Substation include construction of a 230-kilovolt (kV) loop-in to existing 230 kV transmission 
lines located adjacent to the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation, relocation of the termination 
points of 69 kV transmission lines from the existing South Bay Substation (to be dismantled) to 
the proposed Bay Boulevard substation, and reconfiguring of existing 138 kV transmission lines 
that will be rerouted to the proposed substation (Bay Boulevard Substation) instead of 
terminating at the old South Bay Substation (to be dismantled). 

The last portion of this sentence should be revised to read “and reconfiguring of existing 138 kV 
transmission lines that will be rerouted to bypass the proposed substation (Bay Boulevard 
Substation) instead of terminating at the existing South Bay Substation (to be dismantled)” for 
clarification.

26.  B-7 Figure B-3 NA As previously described in Comment #4, the overhead portions of the 69 kV and 138 kV lines 
are not shown in the figure. However, the figure shows the 12 kV underbuild associated with 
TL644 proceeding into the proposed substation. The 12 kV underbuild does not extend into the 
substation. The portion of the line extending from the 69 kV riser poles into the substation 
should be revised in accordance with Figure D-1: AIS Substation Detailed Project Components 
Map to show the 69 kV underground line (dashed gold lines, as provided in the legend) for the 
section between the riser poles and the substation, which was originally provided in the PEA. 

27.  B-9 Figures B-3a, B-3b, 
and B-3c 

NA Figures B-3a, b, and c should be revised in accordance with Figure D-1: AIS Substation Detailed 
Project Components Map, which was originally provided in the PEA. The following items were 
identified as being in need of revision:  

 The overhead portions of the 69 kV and 138 kV lines are not shown in the figure, while 
the 12 kV overhead line is depicted. 

 The callout box for the 230 kV Steel Cable Riser Pole should be revised to read “230 kV 
Steel Angle Pole (proposed).” 

 The underground getaways for the 69 kV are not depicted correctly in Figure B-3a. As 
discussed in the previous comment, the blue lines going into the substation should be 
shown as dashed orange lines between the substation and the 69 kV riser poles, per the 
figure legend. 

 The substation’s internal road layout should be updated to reflect that provided in Figure 
D-1: AIS Substation Detailed Project Components Map, which was originally provided 
in the PEA. 
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28.  B-15, 
B-17,  
B-19,  
B-26

Paragraph 4 
Figure B-4,  

Photo 4, Figure B-5, 
Figure B-7  

An engineered wetland is also proposed at the southwest corner of the site that will include an 
area of approximately 16,000 square feet and will be utilized to create wetland habitat on site to 
mitigate for any jurisdictional impacts. 

The engineered wetland was removed from the AIS substation design because all wetland 
mitigation would occur off site. Agency input has indicated a preference for off-site mitigation 
because the small 0.4-acre on-site creation area would be small, isolated, and would not provide 
substantial habitat value in comparison to a larger restoration area within and adjacent to the 
high-quality wetlands habitat area located off site. 

29.  B-16, 
B-23, 
B-24

Paragraph 3, 
Paragraph 5, 
Paragraph 2 

An oil containment basin would be constructed around the perimeter of each transformer with a 
capacity that is 10% greater than the oil capacity of the transformer to ensure at least 6 inches of 
freeboard is maintained. 

The sentence should read, “An oil containment basin would be constructed around the perimeter 
of each transformer with a capacity that is 10% greater than the oil capacity of the transformer or 
to ensure at least 6 inches of freeboard is maintained, whichever is greater.” 

30.  B-16 Paragraph 5 230 kV Reactive Components - The 230 kV portion of the Bay Boulevard Substation will have 
provisions for up to two switched 230 kV capacitor banks or a single small synchronous 
condenser. The reactive components will not be installed initially. 

If these items will not be installed initially, they should only be discussed in the ultimate 
arrangement. Therefore, this reference should be deleted in the initial arrangement discussion.

31.  B-26 Paragraph 4 Improvements at the Imperial Beach and Miguel Substations will include upgrades to a tie-line 
protection. 

Text should be added to note that the TL13824 tap at Miguel Substation has been completed.

32.  B-29 Paragraph 4 The demolition of the South Bay Substation and decommissioning of the SBPP could occur 
simultaneously. The South Bay Substation includes some equipment associated with the 
operations of the SBPP, such as circuit breakers, disconnect switches, structures, 
foundations, relay panels, and cabling. Removal of this equipment would be completed as 
part of the SBPP decommissioning and is not proposed as part of this project.

Text should be added to note that some of the SBPP equipment has already been removed.

33.  B-29 Paragraph 1 SDG&E would also be required to receive approval of a demolition plan by the Port District 
prior to completion of demolition activities through the Tenant Approval Process. 

SDG&E will obtain approval for demolition from the CCC through the Coastal Development 
Permit process. Additional local permits for demolition are not required.

34.  B-30 Paragraph 2 With the Proposed Project utility realignment, the OMPL alignment would continue to span 
northward from the existing 230 kV angle pole to where it would connect to a new 110-foot-tall 
steel angle pole. 

This sentence should be revised to reflect the proposed height of the steel angle pole, which is 
121 feet, rather than 110 feet. 

35.  B-37 Paragraph 2 “Four steel lattice structures that measure 85 to 100 feet tall and are approximately 21 feet 
across at their base would be removed along with the associated conductor” 

Five, rather than four, steel lattice structures would be removed, as correctly depicted in Figures 
B-3a and B-3b and Figure D-1: AIS Substation Detailed Project Components Map, which was 
originally provided in the PEA. 

36.  B-44 Table B-1 Footnote 01 The footnote reference in the permanent acreage column and South Bay Substation row should 
be shown as a superscript to avoid confusion. 
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37.  B-47 Table B-2 NA The durations required for each Project activity do not reflect those provided in Table 3-16: 
Proposed Construction Schedule of the PEA. The correct time periods required for each 
construction phase are as follows: 

 Substation Grading and Site Development – 7 12 months 
 Substation Below Grade Components –  7 6 months 
 Substation Above Grade Components – 10 12 months 
 230 kV Loop-in – 11 months 
 Substation electrical work, commissioning and testing – 8 months 
 69 kV Relocation and Cutovers – 12 months within a 12-month construction window 
 138 kV Extensions – 19 6 months 
 Decommission South Bay Substation – 6 3 months 

38.  B-51 Figure B-14 NA Figure B-14 should be revised to reflect the most recent design information, as depicted in 
Figure D-3: Bay Boulevard Substation – Limits of Permanent and Temporary Disturbance. 

39.  B-55 Paragraph 3 Wood poles would then be delivered to the site in one section and placed within the drilled 
foundation using a crane. Slurry or native soil backfill would be used to fill the gap between the 
wood pole holes.  

The wood poles will not include foundations. In addition, concrete would be used to fill the gap 
between the pole and the hole, rather than slurry or native soil. These sentences should be 
revised to state the following: “Wood poles would then be delivered to the site in one section and 
placed within the drilled hole using a crane. Concrete would be used to fill the annular space 
between the poles and the holes.” 

40.  B-57 Paragraph 1 Wood pole removal would include dismantling hardware on the existing poles and using a crane 
or helicopter to remove the wood poles. Poles would be cut off at the ground level and 
transported for disposal off site. 

A crane or aerial manlift (bucket truck), rather than a helicopter, would be used for dismantling 
the pole hardware. The crane or aerial manlift would be used for dismantling the hardware on 
poles, but not for removing poles. Poles would be cut off at ground level and transported off site 
by flatbed truck for disposal at an approved facility. The language should be revised accordingly. 

41.  B-64 Table B-10 Splice Trailer (2) Under 69 kV Relocation, Conductor Pulling and Tensioning, the use of only one splice trailer, 
rather than two, is anticipated for relocation of the 69 kV transmission lines, as provided in 
Attachment 3-B: Construction Equipment Summary of the PEA. The table should be revised 
accordingly. 

42.  B-65 Paragraph 3 Routine operations would require a single pickup truck visiting the site several times per week 
for switching. 

In addition to the use of a single pickup truck, several larger substation construction and 
maintenance trucks will also visit the site several times per year for equipment maintenance. The 
language should be revised accordingly. 

43.  B-67 Paragraph 3 Project protocols are specific to environmental issue areas, such as air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, or traffic impacts. SDG&E’s Proposed Project protocols are 
herein termed Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs). 

In addition to applicant-proposed measures (APMs), SDG&E also implements environmental 
standards, including the protection and conservation measures required in its Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP), procedures outlined in its Water Quality Construction 
best management practices (BMP) Manual, the management of contaminated equipment and 
materials described in its Hazardous Materials Business Plan, and standard traffic-control 
procedures. The language should be revised accordingly. 
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C – Alternatives 

44.  C-6 Table C-1 (2. 
Existing South Bay 

Substation Site) 

Air Insulated and Gas Insulated Substation – Meets criteria for technical and legal feasibility. It is assumed that an AIS substation would be technically feasible at the existing South Bay 
Substation site. However, rebuilding a 230/69/12 kV AIS substation at the existing site would 
require approximately three additional acres of land that is not currently owned by SDG&E. 
Therefore, this alternative would potentially be technically feasible. The language should be 
revised accordingly. 

45.  C-39 Paragraph 1 As under the Proposed Project, the existing driveway located to the north of the Gas Insulated 
Substation Alternative would provide access from Bay Boulevard. 

It should be noted that the existing driveway would provide secondary access to the Proposed 
Project site, but would be the only access point from Bay Boulevard for the GIS Substation 
Alternative site. By eliminating the Proposed Project’s primary access route, impacts to the 
emergent wetland located in the drainage alongside Bay Boulevard would be avoided for the GIS 
Substation Alternative site. 

46.  C-40 Paragraph 2 230 KV Lines – The ultimate arrangement would include the addition of up to three lines from 
the OMPL alignment located east of the proposed substation that will be terminated with the 
associated circuit breakers, disconnects, and controls using overhead connections.  

230 kV Capacitor Bank – Two 230 kV capacitor would be constructed along with associated 
circuit breakers, disconnects, and controls will be installed for grounding purposes.  

The ultimate GIS Substation configuration would include one, rather than two, 230 kV capacitor 
banks.

47.  C-40 Paragraph 2 Up to twenty-nine 69 kV and 230 kV dead-end structures, including thirteen for the 
transmission banks, eight for the distribution banks, two for the 230 kV getaways, and six for 
the capacitors 

The bulleted items listed for the ultimate arrangement describe the components that would be 
added to the initial arrangement, rather than the total number of components included for the 
initial plus the ultimate arrangement. However, the first bulleted item listed under the ultimate 
arrangement describes the total number (initial plus ultimate arrangement) of components. For 
consistency, this bullet should be revised to read as follows: 

 Dead-end structures – The ultimate arrangement would include the addition of up to 
twenty-two 69 kV and 230 kV dead-end structures, including seven for the transmission 
banks, eight for the distribution banks, one for the 230 getaways, and six for the 
capacitors 

48.  C-40 Paragraph 2 69/12 kV Transformers – The ultimate arrangement would include the addition of four 69/12 
kV, 28 MVA transformers and associated switchgear, capacitor banks, and controls. An oil 
containment basin would be constructed around the perimeter of each transformer with a 
capacity that is 10% greater than the oil capacity of the transformer to ensure at least 6 inches of 
freeboard is maintained. 

The second sentence of this bulleted item should be revised to read “An oil containment basin 
would be constructed around the perimeter of each transformer with a capacity that is 10% 
greater than the oil capacity of the transformer, or to ensure at least 6 inches of freeboard is 
maintained, whichever is greater.” This language should also be corrected in the Project 
Description, as stated in Comment #29. 
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49.  C-41 Paragraph 1 A new distribution control house, in addition to the one that will be constructed under the initial 
arrangement, measuring approximately 20 feet wide by 40 feet long and 12 feet tall, would be 
constructed to the south between the 69 kV bays and 12 kV distribution equipment. The 
structure is required to house substation controls and protection and is typically constructed of 
masonry blocks. 

The control shelters are described in the initial arrangement. Therefore, this reference should be 
removed for consistency with the other items described in the ultimate arrangement, which are 
additive, rather than cumulative. 

50.  C-41 Paragraph 3 The 138 kV extension would include components as defined under the Proposed Project. 
No duct-banks or vertical components other than those identified under the Proposed 
Project would be required.

Due to the significant price differential that would be required for construction of the GIS 
substation, the 138 kV transmission line would remain in its existing overhead configuration as 
part of the GIS Substation Alternative. The text should be revised accordingly to accurately 
describe the overhead configuration of the 138 kV transmission line associated with the GIS 
Substation Alternative. 

51.  C-41 Paragraph 4 Under the Gas Insulated Substation Alternative, TL 644 would be relocated from the Bay 
Boulevard ROW (south of Telegraph Creek) to the ROW vacated by TL 13823 and 13824, 
which would be installed underground. In addition to a cable pole riser to be installed east 
of the bermed area and west of Bay Boulevard (the underground alignment for TL 644 into 
the Bay Boulevard substation would initiate from this point), five wood poles would be 
installed and two existing 138 kV steel lattice towers would be removed (the lattice towers 
would also be removed under the Proposed Project). TL 644 would then travel in a 
northerly direction and would return to its existing alignment north of Telegraph Creek. 
Because a segment of TL 644 along Bay Boulevard would be relocated, a 69 kV steel cable 
pole riser associated with the Proposed Project would not be installed, and similarly, eight 
wood poles associated with the abandoned section of TL 644 would be removed from the 
Bay Boulevard ROW (under the Proposed Project, TL 644 would not be relocated and 
poles within the Bay Boulevard ROW would be replaced).

The 138 kV transmission line would remain in its current overhead configuration as part of the 
GIS Substation Alternative design. Accordingly, TL13823 and TL13824 would not vacate their 
current positions. As a result, TL644 would either remain in its current position along the west 
side of Bay Boulevard, or it would potentially be relocated to the west, to a position between the 
overhead 138 kV transmission line and TL642. The text and figures should be revised in 
accordance with this information and Figure D-2: GIS Substation Alternative Detailed Project 
Components Map, which was previously provided in the response to Data Request 8 (SDGE-
ED-008: Questions 2-9). 

52.  C-56 Paragraph 4 Additionally, while the intent of this alternative is to benefit the San Diego Bayfront while 
allowing the project to be built as proposed, it cannot be determined at this time whether this 
alternative meets environmental screening criteria because proposed enhancement projects have 
environmental effects and benefits that have yet to be determined. 

This argument could be made for the Proposed Project and MM BIO-3. The feasibility and 
environmental effects of this mitigation are tenuous in the Draft EIR. Therefore, this is not 
sufficient justification for elimination of this alternative. 

D.2 – Aesthetics 

53.  D.2-7 Paragraph 2 I-5 parallels the existing 69 kV and 138 kV transmission lines and lattice steel bridge structures 
for approximately 1 mile through the City. The interstate is located as close as 320 feet east of 
the transmission lines. Viewer exposure is high due to the high number of viewers, duration of 
views, as well as the open visibility and close viewing conditions. From I-5, visual quality 
toward the bayfront is predominantly industrial as a result of the SBPP and lattice bridge 
structures. Intervening vegetation is located along I-5, along the 1-mile segment parallel to the 
project site, and it screens views of the SBPP, transmission structures, and the proposed Bay 
Boulevard Substation site. The visual quality of westward views from I-5 is substantially 
influenced by the numerous bridge structures and other industrial land uses seen to the south, 
including the SBPP (see Attachment D.2-1, Photo 5). 

Previously existing bridge structures were removed as part of a previous project and none 
remain. However, Attachment D.2-1 has not been provided; therefore, the presence of bridge 
structures in Photo 5 cannot be verified. 

54.  D.2-21 
(footer

states 5.2-
21) 

Paragraph 2 The appearance of the site is characterized as disturbed due to previous LNG plant operations 
(the former LNG plant footprint is located north of the proposed substation site). 

Portions of the substation site are still within the berm that was used as part of the former 
liquefied natural gas (LNG) plant. As a result, this should be revised to indicate that the footprint 
of that facility overlaps with the proposed substation site. 
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55.  D.2-22 Paragraph 4 With the exception of the 69 kV relocation (specifically transmission line 664), the transmission 
interconnections would traverse or occur within non-native grasslands or disturbed habitat (a 
segment TL664 would be constructed within the Bay Boulevard right-of-way). 

TL664 is not part of the Proposed Project. References to TL664 within this paragraph should be 
replaced with TL644. 

56.  D.2-42 Paragraph 1 …structures along Bay Boulevard and within the Bay Boulevard Substation site would be 
removed and replaced with steel structures, which would result in an overall reduction in the 
number of overhead transmission lines (see Figure D.2-2a, Visual Simulation) 

Existing structures are located along Bay Boulevard, but there are no structures within the 
proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site. Therefore, none would be replaced within the Bay 
Boulevard Substation site as part of the Proposed Project. The language should be revised 
accordingly. 

57.  D.2-42 Paragraph 3 As shown in Figure D.2-4, four existing wood transmission poles located east and outside of the 
substation boundary would be removed and replaced with a single steel cable riser pole. 

There are only two existing wood poles shown in Figure D.2-4. Each of these poles would be 
removed and two new steel cable riser poles would be installed in the previous pole locations. 
The language should be revised accordingly. 

58.  D.2-42 Paragraph 3 Overall, the project would install 19 new poles, remove 36 existing poles, and replace 23 
existing poles (9 existing poles would remain on site). A comparison of the existing and 
proposed 230 kV and 138 kV transmission structures is depicted on Figures B-9 and B-11, 
respectively (typically poles associated with the proposed 69 kV system improvements are 
depicted on Figures B-12 and B-13). 

A total of 18 new poles would be installed, rather than 19. The text should be revised globally as 
needed.

D.4 – Air Quality 

59.  D.4-12 Paragraph 3 Construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to be completed within 38 months… Cutting the transmission lines over from their current positions to their proposed positions would 
require taking the existing transmission lines out of service while the final termination and 
splicing activities are being completed. The construction schedule for this work is dependent 
upon receiving authorization from the California Independent Systems Operator (CAISO). As a 
result, the time required to complete this work can vary significantly, but as provided in the PEA 
Project Description, Project construction is expected to require a total of approximately 32 
months to complete.  

60.  D.4-15, 
D.4-21 

Paragraph 1, 
Paragraph 2 

Construction of the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation would begin with site development 
activities, and would end with demolition of the South Bay Substation. During this time, 
construction activities associated with the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation would include 
the following phases: grading and site development (7 months total); below-grade construction 
(7 months); above-grade construction (10 months); 230-kilovolt (kV) loop-in (11 months); 
substation electrical work, commissioning, and testing (8 months); 69 kV relocation and 
cutovers (12 months); 138 kV extension (19 months); and decommissioning of the South Bay 
Substation (6 months). 

The timeframes in this statement are incorrect and should be changed as follows: 
Construction of the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation would begin with site development 
activities, and would end with demolition of the South Bay Substation. During this time, 
construction activities associated with the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation would include the 
following phases: grading and site development (7 12 months total); below-grade construction (7 
6 months); above-grade construction (10 12 months); 230 kV loop-in (11 months); substation 
electrical work, commissioning, and testing (8 months); 69 kV relocation and cutovers (12 
months within a 12-month construction window); 138 kV extension (19 6 months); and 
decommissioning of the South Bay Substation (6 3 months). 

D.5 – Biological Resources 

61.  D.5.1 Paragraph 3 The Proposed Project site is within the south coast geographic floristic subdivision dominated 
by Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral vegetation communities. 

The text should be clarified to state that the Project is within the south coast geographic floristic 
subdivision of the California Floristic Province. 

The text provided in the Existing Language column makes it sound as though the Project site is 
dominated by Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral vegetation communities. The language 
should be revised to clarify that it is the south coast geographic floristic subdivision of the 
California Floristic Province, rather than the Proposed Project site, that is dominated by these 
vegetation communities. 
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62.  D.5-3 Paragraph 1 A wet season branchiopod sampling of seasonal wetlands within the Proposed Project site was 
conducted according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol by Insignia 
Environmental in April 2011, and according to USFWS protocol, a second season of protocol 
survey is required and was conducted as a dry season survey in November 2011. 

The text provided in the Existing Language column should be revised to state that “...a second 
season of protocol surveys is required and was was conducted as a dry-season survey in 
November of 2011, in accordance with USFWS protocol.” 

63.  D.5-3 Paragraph 3 (Special-status species are shown on Figure D.5-2.) This reference should clarify that California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records for 
special-status species are shown in Figure D.5-2. 

64.  D.5-11 Paragraph 2 The seasonal ponds also contain grass poly, which is considered a vernal pool indicator plant 
species (Bauder and McMillan 1998). Recent reviews indicate that vernal pool remnants are 
present along the southwest edge of San Diego Bay (Bauder and McMillan 1998). The presence 
of the seasonal ponding, suitable vernal pool soils, and a vernal pool plant indicator, as well its 
proximity to other vernal pools, may indicate the presence of relict vernal pools on site and 
potential for vernal pool wildlife species and special-status species. The typical seasonal 
saturation also provides an ideal breeding habitat for many amphibian species. Because water is 
only present for part of the year, fish and other predators cannot be supported in this 
environment. 

“Grass poly” is used to describe a plant species found in the seasonal ponds. Grass poly is the 
common name for Lythrum hyssopifolia, which is already listed as a dominant plant species in 
paragraph one. Lythrum hyssopifolia is a common wetland indicator, and can be found in vernal 
pools; however, it is not specific to vernal pools and would not be considered a vernal pool 
indicator species on its own.

Historically, the proposed substation site was tidal mudflats. In the 1960s, the site was filled to 
create upland for bayfront development, which included the on-site LNG tanks. The hydrology 
on site is completely man made. Although the fill on site does have a clay component, the site 
does not support relict vernal pools, and alluding to this assumption is erroneous. The text should 
be revised accordingly. 

The text should also be clarified to read “fish and other aquatic predators that cannot be 
supported in this environment,” as other predators, such as birds and mammals, could still be 
present.

65.  D.5-17 Paragraphs 2 and 3 None of these moderate potential to occur species were detected within the Proposed Project 
site during the spring rare plant survey… Special-status wildlife are typically those listed by the 
USFWS and CDFG as endangered and/or threatened and also include those listed by CDFG as 
fully protected or species of special concern and those listed as regionally sensitive in 
SDG&E’s NCCP.  

If the appropriate biological surveys did not detect the presence of any species, why are they 
discussed? 

66.  D.5-17 Paragraph 4 One special-status wildlife species, California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), was observed 
during the March 2010 survey conducted by Insignia Environmental. 

According to the definition of special-status wildlife (first sentence under Section D.5.1.6 
Special-Status Wildlife) California horned lark is no longer considered special-status, as it is 
currently only a California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Watch List species. The 
California horned lark is also not covered by SDG&E’s NCCP. The California horned lark was 
selected as a candidate target species for supporting long-term monitoring and for project 
planning in the San Diego Bay Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan; however, it was 
selected because it was listed as a California species of special concern prior to 2009, and 
because it relies on upland habitat for breeding and foraging. Therefore, all references to 
California horned lark as a special-status species in the document should be removed based upon 
its updated status. 

67.  D.5-18 Paragraph 4 This species is especially noted in CNDDB as occurring east of the project area and is located 
within 5 miles of the site. 

Language should be added to note that, for some species, five miles is a very unrealistic distance 
to overcome because of the conditions of the site and surrounding area. 

68.  D.5-18 Paragraph 2 Species known to occur and species with a moderate to high potential to occur within the 
Proposed Project area are discussed as follows. 

The text should clarify that “sensitive species that are known to occur and species with a 
moderate to high potential to occur within the Proposed Project area are discussed as follows.” 

69.  D.5-20 Paragraph 2 There are no CNDDB records of the species, but it has been documented by local bird The text should be revised to specify the distance within which there are no CNDDB records 
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enthusiasts as being present within the area. (e.g., within 5 miles) for American Peregrine Falcon. 

70.  D.5-21 Paragraph 2 Although not observed or recorded for the site, the species could disperse through the site 
within the numerous drainages, some of which are vegetated with emergent vegetation. 

The text should provide that recorded occurrences for light-footed clapper rail have been 
documented in the project vicinity. Therefore, although not observed or recorded for the site, the 
species could disperse through the site within the numerous drainages, some of which are 
vegetated with emergent vegetation. 

71.  D.5-22 Paragraph 1 Therefore, because seasonal ponds and basins holding water are present on site, suitable soils 
are present; and because occurrences of San Diego fairy shrimp are recorded within the general 
project area, San Diego fairy shrimp were reevaluated and concluded to have a high potential to 
occur on site.

No San Diego fairy shrimp have been recorded within one mile of the Project site. Although 
occurrences were recorded across the San Diego Bay from the Project area and suitable habitat is 
present, as the survey results were negative, the conclusion that there is a high potential is 
overstating the potential for San Diego fairy shrimp at the Project site. Based on the negative 
results from the recent USFWS protocol-level surveys that were conducted for the site and the 
lack of recorded occurrences, the potential for San Diego fairy shrimp to occur at the Proposed 
Project site is low. Therefore, the sentence should be revised to reflect this information 
accordingly. 

72.  D.5-23 Paragraph 2 Specific to the City, however, is the express focus of ESHA protection via the reduction and 
mitigation of reducing impacts on the Sweetwater Marsh NWR. 

The Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife Refuage (NWR) is located over one mile north of the 
proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site. Therefore, this statement does not seem relevant and 
should be deleted.  

73.  D.5-24 Paragraph 4 The San Diego Bay NWR, established in 1998, is one refuge within the San Diego National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex. 

The text provided in the Existing Language column should be revised to clarify that the South 
San Diego Bay NWR, established in 19989, is one refuge within the San Diego Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex. Reference to the San Diego Bay NWR should be clarified throughout 
this section (where it is referenced as the San Diego NWR). 

74.  D.5-25 
and

D.5-26 

Table D.5-2 and 
Paragraph 3 

NA Numbers pertaining to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) and CCC jurisdictional acreages should be revised for Wetland 
(Feature 1); Ephemeral Drainage (earthen) (Features 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 23); and Intermittent 
Drainage (Feature 18) to reflect that the USACE, RWQCB, and CCC jurisdiction of the features 
is based on the ordinary high watermark. The acreages should be revised as follows: 

 Wetland (Feature 1): Jurisdictional acreages for USACE and RWQCB should be 0.099 
acre. 

 Ephemeral Drainage (earthen) (Features 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 23): Jurisdictional acreages 
for USACE should be 0.108 acre and RWQCB and CCC should be 0.136 acre. 

 Intermittent Drainage (Feature 18): Jurisdictional acreages for USACE, RWQCB, and 
CCC should be 0.432 acre. 

In addition, the total jurisdictional acreage for USACE should be revised to 3.15 acres, the total 
jurisdictional acreage for RWQCB should be revised to 3.32 acres and the CCC total 
jurisdictional acreage should be revised to 3.61. 

Features 14, 17, and 23 are not jurisdictional for CDFG. 

Feature 11 should be added to footnote 1 since the USACE determined that it would not take 
jurisdiction of Feature 11.

75.  D.5-26 Paragraph 2 Approximately 17 seasonal ponds/seasonal wetlands were observed within the project area. Of 
the 17 seasonal ponds/seasonal wetlands detected in the project area, nine of the features 

There are at total of 16, rather than 17, seasonal ponds/seasonal wetlands on the Proposed Project 
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(features 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 – see Figure D.5-3) appear to be connected hydrologically to 
adjacent waters (including groundwater in some instances) and hence are under the jurisdiction 
of the ACOE.

site. The text should be revised accordingly. 

76.  D.5-27 Paragraph 1 As shown on Figure D.5-3, water features 1, 12, 13 through 18, and 23 are under the 
jurisdiction of the CDFG. 

Features 14, 17, and 23 are not jurisdictional for CDFG. Therefore, the sentence should be 
revised to read, “As shown on Figure D.5-3, water features 1, 12, 13, 15, 16, and through 18, and 
23 are under the jurisdiction of the CDFG.” 

77.  D.5-27 Paragraph 2 California Coastal Commission 
Development within the coastal zone, including development within wetlands located within the 
coastal zone, is generally regulated by the CCC. Typically the CCC applies a “one-parameter 
test” (a wetland need only contain one of the three parameters including hydrophytic vegetation, 
wetland hydrology, and hydric soils) to identify wetlands. Therefore, the majority of the on-site 
water features, including seasonal ponds/seasonal wetlands, drainages, and the identified 
emergent wetland, contain at least one of these parameters and these features are potentially 
within the jurisdictional authority of the CCC. There is potential for the CCC to take 
jurisdiction of the four seasonal ponds within the bermed area as well. While there is no specific 
provision within the California Coastal Act for exclusion of features meeting physical wetland 
criteria but created in uplands for a specific industrial function, there is a CCC precedent for 
excluding such features under the circumstances present at the Proposed Project site. However, 
the four seasonal ponds are assumed to be under the jurisdiction of the CCC until confirmed 
otherwise. Coordination between SDG&E and the CCC to verify this conclusion is ongoing. 

During a previous site visit, CCC staff indicated that all of the features are jurisdictional coastal 
wetlands. If there were any questions regarding jurisdiction, the CPUC, as the lead agency, 
should have resolved jurisdictional issues during the Draft EIR preparation process. 

78.  D.5-34 Paragraph 2 The pre-activity survey, when submitted, initiates consultation with the USFWS and CDFG 
under established timeframes to identify potential impacts and feasible avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures as described in the NCCP.  

This statement is incorrect. Submittal of the Pre-Activity Survey Report does not initiate 
consultation. Consultation was initiated as part of Section 10 and the Biological Opinion issued 
by the USFWS and CDFG for the NCCP.  

The sentence should be revised to state the following: 
The Pre-activity Survey Report, when is submitted to document , initiates consultation with the 
USFWS and CDFG under established timeframes to identify potential the impacts and feasible 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures per as described in the NCCP. 

79.  D.5-35 Paragraph 3 However, in implementing its NCCP for the project, SDG&E would coordinate with the City 
and other jurisdictions to achieve consistency to the extent feasible. Where consistency is not 
feasible, SDG&E’s NCCP provides for appropriate protocols and mitigation measures to protect 
natural community and natural resource values in these conservation-planning areas. 

It should be stated that the SDG&E NCCP functions independently of other Habitat 
Conservation Plans (HCPs) of local governments, which may cover any part of the NCCP 
coverage area. The NCCP is not superseded by the conditions of other HCPs. 

80.  D.5-39 Table D.5-3 Permanent impacts to all jurisdictional resources would be compensated through a combination 
of habitat restoration (i.e., establishment) and habitat restoration at a minimum of a one-to-one 
ratio or as required by the permitting agencies.

APM-BIO-05 should be revised to state the following: 
“Permanent impacts to all jurisdictional resources would be compensated through a combination 
of habitat restoration (i.e., establishment) and habitat restoration at a minimum of a one-to-one 
ratio or as required by the permitting agencies.”

81.  D.5-39 Impact Bio-1 Impact BIO-1: Construction activities would result in temporary and permanent loss of native 
vegetation. 

The discussion under this section is about “sensitive” vegetation communities; therefore, the 
impact should be revised to provide “Impact BIO-1: Construction activities would result in 
temporary and permanent loss of sensitive vegetation,” as not all of the sensitive vegetation is 
“native” (i.e., non-native grassland). 

82.  D.5-39 Table D.5-4 (Title) Summary of Permanent Acreage Impacts on Vegetation Communities The table summarizes both temporary and permanent impacts. Therefore, the title of the table 
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should be revised to read “Summary of Permanent Acreage Impacts on Vegetation 
Communities.” 

83.  D.5-40 Table D.5-4 (Note) Note: To calculate permanent impacts, Dudek utilized geographic information system (GIS) 
data for vegetation communities and permanent impacts associated with the Bay Boulevard 
Substation provided by SDG&E as well as transmission pole footprint and foundation data 
included in the SDG&E PEA. Temporary impacts were calculated by utilizing GIS data 
provided by SDG&E and the project’s temporary workspace requirements identified in the 
SDG&E PEA. 

SDG&E stated in Chapter 3 – Project Description and Section 4.4 – Biological Resources of the 
PEA that the temporary impacts provided were based on a worst-case scenario in which the 
majority of the SDG&E easement would be temporarily impacted through vegetation removal, 
grading, excavation, or overland travel. Typical workspace dimensions were provided, noting 
however that when established during construction activities, these workspaces may be reduced 
in size to account for sensitive resources and local topography, and that specific work areas were 
not represented in the Proposed Project’s GIS database. Therefore, the information provided in 
Table D.5-4 of the Draft EIR and its accompanying note does not accurately reflect the potential 
limits of disturbance associated with the Proposed Project within SDG&E’s existing easement 
and should be revised accordingly to reflect the information provided in the PEA. 

84.  D.5-40 Paragraph 1 Disturbed coyote brush scrub (a subtype of coastal sage scrub) and non-native grasslands are 
considered sensitive natural communities according to the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (coastal 
sage scrub is considered a Tier II upland habitat and non-native grasslands are considered a Tier 
III upland habitat). 

The SDG&E NCCP is not subject to the classifications of the City’s Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP). This should be noted in the text to avoid confusion regarding 
which impacts must be mitigated. 

85.  D.5-42, 
D.5-56 

Paragraph 3, 
Paragraph 3 

As shown in Table D.5-5, approximately 2.51 acres of ACOE-jurisdictional waters would be 
permanently impacted and 0.01 acre would be temporarily impacted by the Proposed Project 
(temporary acreage does not include work areas associated with jack and bore operations). One 
ACOE-jurisdictional emergent wetland, located within the channel paralleling Bay Boulevard, 
would be permanently impacted by the Proposed Project (as proposed, a substation access road 
and culvert would be constructed through this feature). 

This discussion only provides the totals of ACOE jurisdictional waters. The language should 
either be deleted or all of the agency totals should be added to the table.  

Based on the ACOE’s jurisdictional determination, approximately 2.41 acres ACOE-
jurisdictional water would be permanently impacted. Therefore, the sentence should be revised to 
state that approximately 2.41 acres of ACOE-jurisdictional waters, rather than 2.51 acres would 
be permanently impacted. 

86.  D.5-43 Table D.5-5 NA 

Note: Impact acreages in Table D.5-5 do not include areas of disturbances resulting from jack 
and bore operations. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-11, jack and bore operations and 
other temporary work areas would not occur within sensitive vegetation communities including 
wetlands (see Mitigation Measure BIO-11). 

The table should provide subtotals and totals for each column. 

The note that follows the table references MM BIO-11, but is intended to reference MM BIO-10. 
This should be revised for clarity.   

87.  D.5-44 Paragraph 2 The Bay Boulevard Substation study area includes both undisturbed native vegetation 
communities with low levels of invasive or noxious plant species and disturbed vegetation. 

The Bay Boulevard Substation study area was part of the former LNG site. All vegetation 
communities were documented as disturbed. Therefore, the sentence should be revised to state as 
follows:

“The Bay Boulevard Substation study area includes both undisturbed native vegetation 
communities with low levels of invasive or noxious plant species and disturbed vegetation 
communities that are located within a former liquefied natural gas site and an existing 
transmission corridor.” 
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88.  D.5-48 Paragraph 2 The western spadefoot, and two-striped garter snake potentially occur in vernal pools and 
impacts would be avoided with the implementation of APM-BIO-01, which requires that the 
NCCP operational protocols—including protocol 33, which prevents impacts to vernal pools—
be implemented. 

In previous correspondence with the CPUC, SDG&E was required to conduct protocol-level 
surveys for San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp since the seasonal ponds in the Proposed 
Project area could be considered suitable vernal pool habitat. Avoidance of the majority of these 
seasonal ponds will not be feasible for construction of the proposed AIS substation; therefore, it 
is not practicable to implement protocol 33. The text should be revised to clarify that the 
seasonal ponds are not considered vernal pool habitat, since no other vernal pool habitat is 
present in the Proposed Project area and no San Diego or Riverside fairy shrimp were identified 
during the protocol-level surveys. Therefore, implementation of protocol 33 would not be 
necessary. 

89.  D. 5-51 Paragraph 1 Artificial lighting at night during construction could illuminate nearby roost sites and nests, thus 
increasing the potential for disruption to breeding patterns and detection by nocturnal predators. 
In addition, artificial lighting may contribute to bird strikes against buildings and/or 
transmission structures. 

The text should add a reference that provides where the basis for this conclusion was derived. 

90.  D.5-51,  
D.5-62, 
D.5-67 

Paragraph 3, 
Paragraph 1, 
Paragraph 1 

…the applicant will implement APM-BIO-03, which requires that a qualified biologist conduct 
a nesting survey prior to the start of construction and, if identified nests are determined to be 
active, make recommendations to reduce construction disturbances occurring in the vicinity of 
the nest (if the nest is determined to be inactive, it would be removed immediately). 

The description of APM-BIO-03 on these three pages does not match APM-BIO-03 in the 
Tables D.5-3 and D.5-7. The measure does not require pre-construction surveys; it specifies 
what steps to take if nests are observed during surveys. The APM does not state that inactive 
nests would be immediately removed, it provides that they would be removed if it is outside the 
raptor breeding season. The discussions of APM-BIO-03 should be revised so that they 
correspond to the requirements provided in the APM. 

91.  D.5-52 Paragraph 5 The presence of the San Diego NWR and the San Diego Bay to the west of the Proposed Project 
site routinely attracts migrating birds using the Pacific Flyway. The presence of large 
construction equipment (including a helicopter during transmission line improvement activities 
(see Section B.6)) could directly interfere with the movement of avian species if activities were 
to occur within the migration season. 

The Project site is located within a highly industrialized area and should not be considered a 
linkage or wildlife movement corridor area. In addition, most migration occurs at night, when 
work activities would not typically be conducted. Noise impacts would need to exceed the 60 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) average for an eight-hour period to be considered a significant impact 
to birds in the adjacent San Diego National Wildlife Refuge. The Draft EIR should be revised to 
cite the eight-hour standard for bird impacts. 

92.  D.5-53, 
D.5-54 

Paragraph 3, 
Paragraph 1 

This temporary barrier represents a potentially significant impact to movement of terrestrial 
wildlife species in the project vicinity. 

The text should add a reference that provides where the basis for this conclusion was derived. 

93.  D.5-55 Paragraph1 Increased predation of special-status bird species as a result of creating perch sites in areas that 
do not naturally contain such vantage points is a significant impact. 

The text should add a reference that provides where the basis for this conclusion was derived. 

94.  D.5-57 Paragraph 2 Provisions established in the SDG&E Subregional NCCP and the City of Chula Vista MSCP 
Subarea Plan would be applicable to the Proposed Project.

This language conflicts with that provided on page D.5-55, which provides that “[n]o local plans, 
policies, or regulations would apply to the Proposed Project because, pursuant to General Order 
No. 131-D, the CPUC has sole and exclusive jurisdiction over the siting and design of the 
Proposed Project.”  SDG&E’s Subregional NCCP would be applicable to the Proposed Project, 
as it is not a local plan, policy, or regulation. However, the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan is a local 
plan, and would not be applicable. Therefore, the sentence should be revised to reflect this 
distinction.
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95.  D.5-60 Paragraph 3 As seen under Impact BIO-3 in Section D.5.3.3, the area within the project study area includes 
undisturbed native vegetation communities with low levels of invasive or noxious plant species 
and disturbed vegetation. The introduction and spread of invasive, non-native, or noxious plant 
species from proposed construction activities has the potential to degrade plant and species 
habitat through changes in species composition and habitat type conversion, including areas 
known to support special-status species and sensitive natural communities. Impacts would be 
significant but can be mitigated to a level that is considered less than significant (Class II) with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4. 

The existing substation site is located on developed land and is primarily surrounded by 
disturbed habitat (eucalyptus woodlands occur east and outside of the substation fence), rather 
than undisturbed native vegetation communities with low levels of invasive or noxious plant 
species and disturbed vegetation, as the existing language provides. As a result, impacts would 
not be significant for the existing substation site. Therefore, this language, including the resultant 
impact, should be revised to be specific to the dismantling of the existing substation for 
consistency with the other impact descriptions provided in subsection D.5.3.4 South Bay 
Substation Dismantling.  

96.  D.5-62 Paragraph 2 The breeding season for non-raptor bird species, as well as some raptor species, is defined as 
February 15 through September 15. 

The bird breeding season as defined in the NCCP is February 15 to September 1. The document 
needs to be revised globally to reflect an end date change from September 15 to September 1. 

97.  D.5-63, 
D.5-64 

Paragraph 4, 
Paragraph 1 

Non-native grasslands are considered a Tier III upland habitat according to the City of Chula 
Vista MSCP Subarea Plan, and because impacts to this community must be mitigated, 
temporary and permanent impacts would be considered significant. 

As previously stated in Comment #79, SDG&E will be mitigating per the NCCP, rather than the 
City’s MSCP. In addition, not all potential impacts should be considered significant. The text 
should be revised accordingly. 

98.  D.5-69 Paragraph 4 Towers can result in collisions and morality as birds move from one area to another within the 
Refuge.

The Proposed Project is not located in the Refuge. Therefore, this sentence should be revised to 
state that “Towers can result in collisions and mortality as birds move from the Refuge to other 
areas to forage.” 

99.  D.5-72 Paragraph 1 Although construction and operation of the Gas Insulated Substation Technology Alternative 
would not impact seasonal ponds/seasonal wetlands, construction of the transmission line 
components could result in impacts to waters of the United States; therefore, impacts to 
wetlands would be similar to those described in Section D.5.3.5 for the transmission 
interconnections component of the Proposed Project (implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 impacts would reduce impacts to less-than-significant (Class II) levels). 

The GIS Substation Alternative for the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site was designed to 
avoid all permanent impacts to wetlands. A maximum of 0.01 acre of temporary impacts to three 
ephemeral swales located along the transmission corridor may be required for construction of the 
transmission line components. However, these drainages would be recontoured to near pre-
construction conditions following construction of the GIS Substation Alternative. Accordingly, 
wetland impacts resulting from construction of the GIS Substation Alternative would not be 
similar to the Proposed Project, which would impact approximately 2.43 acres of wetlands. This 
language should be revised to provide that impacts to wetlands that would result from the GIS 
Substation Alternative would be greatly reduced from that of the Proposed Project and would be 
less than significant. 

100.  D.5-72 Paragraph 1 As discussed in Section D.5.3 for the Proposed Project, non-native grassland is considered a 
sensitive natural community (a Tier III upland habitat) in the City of Chula Vista’s MSCP 
Subarea Plan, and therefore, impacts to this community are considered significant. 

SDG&E, per the NCCP, does not consider non-native grassland a sensitive vegetation 
community. The NCCP overrides the City’s MSCP regarding basis for determining impacts. 
Thus, the text should be revised in light of the species covered by the NCCP. 

101.  D.5-82 Paragraph 3 In particular, vertical construction equipment and noise generated by the project could interfere 
with avian movement between the San Diego NWR and San Diego Bay and could affect 
species nesting in the San Diego NWR (disturbance of avian species would be considered a 
significant impact); therefore, Mitigation Measures BIO-7 and BIO-8 would be implemented to 
reduce impacts to less than significant (Class II). 

Although noise levels that exceed the 60 dBA may impact some nesting birds, the statement that 
vertical construction equipment used during construction at the Tank Farm site could interfere 
with avian movement between the San Diego NWR and the San Diego Bay is not correct. The 
San Diego Bay is located west and San Diego NWR is southwest of the Tank Farm site. The 
equipment that would be used during construction is less than 60 feet in height and the 
equipment would not be left in an up-right position overnight or when not in use. Therefore, the 
text should be revised to include this information.  
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102.  D.5-87 Paragraph 1 Similarly, the new substation at the developed site would not result in significant impacts to 
sensitive wildlife or habitat; however, helicopter activities associated with transmission line 
pole replacement and installation could impact special-status avian species nesting within the 
San Diego NWR; therefore, APMs BIO-01 and BIO-02, as well as Mitigation Measures BIO-7, 
BIO-8 and BIO-11, would be implemented to reduce BIO-7 impacts to less-than-significant 
(Class II) levels. 

Helicopters are not proposed for use during the removal of the existing poles or the installation 
of the new poles. However, helicopter activity may be required for sock line and stringing across 
I- 5. The language should be revised accordingly.

103.  D.5-92 Paragraph 4 Grading and other ground disturbance at the Broadway and Palomar site (and at the existing 
South Bay Substation and at pole locations associated with the transmission interconnections) 
may result in the introduction of non-native species (Impact BIO-3) as a result of exposure of 
soils and increased human and vehicular presence in the area. 

In the Existing Setting discussion for this site it provided that the site is disturbed and routinely 
maintained. The sentence should be revised to read as follows: 

Grading and other ground disturbance at the Broadway and Palomar site (and at the existing 
South Bay Substation and at pole locations associated with the transmission interconnections) 
may result in the introduction of non-native species (Impact BIO-3) as a result of exposure of 
soils and increased human and vehicular presence in the area. 

D.6 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

104.  D.6-12 Paragraph 3 CA-SDI-13037H, an isolated artifact, was identified in the Proposed Project study area in 1977 
and was not relocated (SDGE 2010a and b). However, due to the disturbed nature of the project 
area and the placement of a parking lot in the mapped location of the resource, this artifact is 
not considered significant for the purposes of CEQA. Thus, impacts to known historical 
resources would be less than significant (Class III). 

The historical resource that should be described in this paragraph is CA-SDI-13073H, which is 
the Coronado Belt Line Railroad. This language interchanges CA-SDI-13073H with CA-SDI-
4886, which was also confused in the PEA. It appears that the two resources were confused in 
the Draft EIR, a separate, third record has been identified as CA-SDI-13037H. The language 
should be revised accordingly to identify the correct resource. 

D.7 – Geology and Soils 

105.  D.7-7 Paragraph 6 Construction of the Bay Boulevard Substation and improvements to the transmission lines 
running into the substation may be significantly less difficult if performed during the dry 
season. 

This statement is not relevant in the existing conditions section of the EIR, nor is it accurate. 
Page D.7-15 of the EIR concludes that dewatering is not anticipated in order to construct the 
substation. While construction during inclement weather is not preferable, it does not pose a 
significant challenge to conventional substation construction.  

106.  D.7-9 Paragraph 3 State regulations pertaining to the management of erosion/sedimentation as they relate to water 
quality are described in Section D.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

The language should be revised to reference this EIR, rather than an Initial Study/Mitigation 
Negative Declaration. 

107.  D.7-10 Paragraph 2 Policy E 14.4 Promote programs to identify un-reinforced masonry buildings and other 
buildings and structures that would be at risk during seismic events; and promote strengthening 
of these buildings and structures, where appropriate. 
Policy E 14.5 Wherever feasible, land uses, buildings, and other structures determined to be 
unsafe from geologic hazards shall be discontinued, removed, or relocated. 

These policies do not apply to the Proposed Project since the Proposed Project does not involve 
the use of an existing building or structure. 

D.8 – Public Health and Safety 

108.  D.8-31 Paragraph 1 Because the South Bay Substation would be dismantled, no operational activities would occur 
at the facility, and therefore, no HAZ-5 would occur. 

The word “impacts” should be inserted after “HAZ-5.” 
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D.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

109.  D.9-6 Section D.9.2, 
Federal 

NA The Proposed Project would include use of the jack-and-bore construction method for 
installation of the underground duct bank below Telegraph Creek. Telegraph Creek is an existing 
concrete-lined channel that was built by the ACOE. Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1899 (33 U.S.C. 408) provides that the Secretary of the Army, on the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers, may grant permission for the temporary occupation or use of any work build 
by the ACOE. Accordingly, information pertaining to Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 
should be included as a federal requirement in Section D.9.2. 

110.  D.9-38 Paragraph 1 Mitigation Measures H-5a and H-5b would ensure the groundwater discharges are in 
accordance with regulations governed by the RWQCB and would reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level (Class II). Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-5c in conjunction with 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-2a, HAZ-2b, HAZ-2d, and HAZ-3b (see Section D.8, Public Health 
and Safety) would ensure that impacts to changes in groundwater flow patterns or migration of 
existing contaminants through project-related excavation would be less than significant (Class 
II).

MMs H-5a, H-5b, and H-5c are not presented in this section, nor are the contained in Table D.9-
1 MMCRP for Hydrology and Water Quality. The measures are also referenced on page D.9-42. 
References to these measures should be removed. 

111.  Page D.9-
49 

Table D.9-1 CPUC to review documentation of coordination with RWQCB. If necessary, SDG&E to 
provide applicable permit/waiver to CPUC to verify. 

In the first row under the column “Monitoring Requirements and Effectiveness Criteria,” change 
the text should be revised as follows: 

CPUC to review documentation of coordination with RWQCB. If necessary, SDG&E to provide 
applicable permit,/waiver, or confirmation of coverage to CPUC to verify.

D.10 – Land Use and Planning 

112.  D.10-3 Figure D.10-1 NA Only the 230 kV overhead lines are shown in the figure. The 138 kV and 69 kV lines should also 
be displayed, as provided in Figure D-1: AIS Substation Detailed Project Components Map, 
which was originally provided in the PEA. 

113.  D.10-6 Paragraph 4 As shown on Figure D.10-2a, Bayfront Jurisdictional Boundaries, the majority of the project, 
including the Bay Boulevard Substation and the South Bay Substation dismantling, would be 
located within the CVBMP redevelopment area and, therefore, would be subject to the land use 
designations and development regulations of the PMP. 

As shown in Exhibit 3 Jurisdictional Boundaries from the Errata to the Final Environmental 
Impact Report for the CVBMP (May 2012), the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site is 
located within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, and outside of the CVBMP redevelopment 
area. This is also depicted in the most recent Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan Illustrative 
figure, from June 2012. Both can be found online at http://www.portofsandiego.org/chula-vista-
bayfront-master-plan/documents.html. Therefore, the proposed substation site not located within 
the CVBMP redevelopment area and is under the jurisdiction of the City, rather than under the 
jurisdiction of the Port Master Plan. The land use section should be revised to reflect this update. 

114.  D.10-14 Table D.10-2 NA The CVBMP is listed as a planning document for the Bay Boulevard Substation component. 
However, as previously described, the proposed substation site is no longer located within the 
CVBMP redevelopment area. AS a result, reference to this document in relation to the Bay 
Boulevard Substation should be removed. 

115.  D.10-15 Paragraph 1 NA It should be noted that the Proposed Project is under the jurisdiction of the CCC Energy and 
Oceans Division. 
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116.  D.10-40 Alternatives NA No Coastal Policy Consistency Analysis for the alternatives has been included. For the Proposed 
Project, a consistency analysis that indicates how the Project is consistent with the policies is 
provided, but only a general assessment that combines the analysis as being, “all in the same 
area” is provided for the alternatives. In addition, no discussion of avoidance of coastal wetlands 
is provided for the GIS Substation Alternative at the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site. 
The section should be revised to provide a more complete analysis of the alternatives with 
respect to these policies. To facilitate including this analysis in the Final EIR, SDG&E has 
prepared the Coastal Consistency Analysis included in Attachment B: Bayfront Enhancement 
Alternative Description and Preliminary Impact Analysis. 

117.  D.10-23,  
D.10-24,  
D.10-27, 
D.10-28,  
D.10-30,  
D.10-34,  
D.10-40 

Table D.10-3,  
Coastal Act Sections 

30210, 30223, 
30224, and 30251;  
LCP LUP, second 
and third policies;  
Bayfront Specific 

Plan, Section 
19.85.006.1; Vision 
2020 General Plan – 

Land Use and 
Transportation

Element, Objective 
LUT 106.7; 
Paragraph 2 

In order to relocate the South Bay Substation, approximately 18 new wood transmission poles 
would be installed, 23 wood transmission poles would be removed, and an additional 22 wood 
transmission poles would be replaced. The project also includes construction of five 69 kV steel 
cable pole risers, removal of six stub wood poles, removal of one 12 kV wood distribution pole, 
and removal of five steel lattice towers. 

These sentences should be revised accordingly to read as follows, “In order to relocate the South 
Bay Substation, approximately 11 new wood transmission poles would be installed, 30 wood 
transmission structures would be removed, and 23 wood transmission poles would also be 
replaced. The project also includes construction of five 69 kV and one 138 kV steel cable pole 
risers and one 230 kV dead-end pole, as well as removal of five steel lattice towers and one 230 
kV steel cable riser. 

118.  D.10-27 Table D.10-3,  
Section 30240 

As described in Section D.5, Biological Resources, of this report, environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas occur in the boundaries of the project site. 

Paragraph 2 on page D.5-23 of the Biological Resources section provides that the City LCP does 
not designate the Proposed Project site as an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), 
and no portions of the study area are anticipated to be ESHAs due to the high degree of site 
disturbance, the lack of sensitive habitat types, the isolation of the habitat from other areas, and 
the lack of rare species or suitable habitat to support rare species. One rare plant individual—
decumbent goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens)—was identified on the southern 
portion of the Proposed Project site during the May 2011 rare plant survey. However, the area 
where the one rare plant individual was discovered does not constitute an ESHA due to its lack 
of suitable habitat.

119.  D.10-29 Table D.10-3 Under the LCP Land Use Plan amendment, with the exception of transmission line 
improvements occurring within Bay Boulevard, the entire project area is not located within the 
LCP land Use plan area. 

Exhibit 3 Jurisdictional Boundaries from the Errata to the Final Environmental Impact Report for 
the CVBMP (May 2010), depicts the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation site, in addition to the 
transmission line improvements occurring along Bay Boulevard, as being located within the LCP 
planning boundaries. The language in this table should be revised to reflect these boundaries 
appropriately. 

120.  D.10-45  Paragraph 4  Because this alternative would be located in the same general area as the Proposed Project and 
would use the same construction routes (resulting in the potential for temporary impacts to land 
uses along Bay Boulevard), Impacts LU-1 through LU-4 under this alternative would be the 
same as the Proposed Project. 

Rebuilding the substation at the existing South Bay Substation site would conflict with 
CVBMP’s designated uses, unlike the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation, which is located 
outside of the CVBMP redevelopment area. Therefore, although the CPUC’s jurisdiction pre-
empts local regulations and impacts would be similar, rebuilding at the existing substation site 
would conflict with the CVBMP and would not be the same as for the proposed Bay Boulevard 

E1-171

E1-172

E1-173

E1-174

E1-175



Attachment D: Technical Corrections and Clarifications 

South Bay Substation Relocation Project Draft EIR

19 of 24

# Page # Paragraph or
Table # Existing Language General Comment 

Substation site. The text should be revised to clarify this distinction. 

121.  D.10-46, 
D.10-48 

Paragraph 3, 
Paragraph 4 

Because this alternative would not be subject to local land use plans, policies, or regulations 
(similar to the Proposed Project, the CPUC would have sole land use jurisdiction over this 
alternative), no conflicts with local land use plans, policies, and regulations (Impact LU-3 and 
LU-4) would occur. 

Although the CPUC’s jurisdiction pre-empts local plan, policies, and regulations, and there 
would be no impact, constructing a new substation at any of the alternative sites located within 
the CVBMP’s redevelopment area would conflict with the designated uses provided by the 
CVBMP. The text should be clarified to reflect this distinction. 

D.12 – Noise 

122.  D.12-13 Paragraph 3 Construction equipment utilized for cutovers and electric system transfers does not include 
heavy equipment as all work would be completed through the use of hand tools within the 
SDG&E ROW. 

Attachment 4.3-A: Proposed Project Emissions Calculation Methodology from the original PEA 
indicates that cutover work may include the use of the following pieces of equipment: 

 Bucket truck/manlift 
 Line truck 
 Puller and tensioner 
 Reel trailer  
 Splice trailer 
 Pickup trucks 
 Mechanic truck 
 Air compressor 
 Water truck 

The language in the EIR should be revised to allow for the use of this equipment during these 
construction activities. 

D.15 – Recreation 

123.  D.15-11 D.15.4.3 Existing 
South Bay 

Substation Site 
Alternative

NA The discussion of the AIS and GIS substation alternatives at the existing South Bay Substation 
site fails to address the loss of recreational opportunities that would have been afforded at the 
site as a result of implementation of the CVBMP, if the substation were located elsewhere. 
Recreational policies that are covered by the Coastal Act should also be addressed here. 
Therefore, a discussion of these items should be incorporated into the Recreation section. 

D.16 – Transportation and Traffic 

124.  D.16-4 Paragraph 2 Freight service in San Diego is provided by the San Diego & Arizona Eastern Railway 
(SD&AE), a subsidiary of MTDB that operates the SDIV railroad tracks, and Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF). An unused portion of the SD&AE line is located within a 
40-foot easement that currently parallels SDG&E’s existing transmission easement area within 
the project site. The proposed access road to the Bay Boulevard Substation will cross over the 
railroad tracks at two locations. 

Revise the last sentence to clarify that the unused portion of the railroad track is crossed twice by 
the access road, as follows: “The proposed access road to Bay Boulevard Substation will cross 
over the unused portion of the railroad tracks at two locations.” 
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125.  D.16-6 Paragraph 4 In addition to the trips generated by specific project component construction activities, the 
project is also expected to generate approximately 60 trips per day by construction workers 
during times of peak construction activities. As indicated by the construction schedule 
discussed in Section B.6.1 and listed in Table B-2, Proposed Schedule, trips associated with 
construction activities would occur throughout the project’s anticipated 3.25-year construction 
period.

Peak construction activities are anticipated to occur for approximately six months during the site 
development/grading phases of the Project. In addition, active construction of the Project is 
anticipated to required approximately 32 months, which could be extended over a time period of 
approximately 38 months, pending when authorization from the CAISO is received for the 69 kV 
cutover work. As a result, the text should be revised as follows: 

“In addition to the trips generated by specific project component construction activities, the 
project is also expected to generate approximately 60 trips per day by construction workers 
during times of the approximately six-month-long peak construction activitiesperiod. As 
indicated by the construction schedule discussed in Section B.6.1 and listed in Table B-2, 
Proposed Schedule, trips associated with construction activities would occur throughout the 
project’s anticipated 3.25-year 32-month active construction period.”   

126.  D.16-15 Paragraph 3 Impact TRA-6: Construction or staging activities would increase the demand for and/or 
reduce the supply of parking spaces, and there would be no provisions for accommodating 
the resulting parking deficiencies. 
All construction vehicles and equipment would be staged within the proposed Bay Boulevard 
Substation site or nearby SDG&E property as discussed in Section B.6.2. No loss of public 
parking would occur. Parking requirements associated with the O&M of the Bay Boulevard will 
be accommodated within the fenced substation. Impacts would be considered less than 
significant (Class III). 

The text for Impact TRA-6 provides that no loss of public parking would occur during 
construction of the proposed Bay Boulevard Substation, and that parking requirements 
associated with operation and maintenance activities for the proposed substation site will be 
accommodated within the fenced substation. As a result, there would be no impact, rather than a 
less-than-significant impact for construction and operation of the proposed Bay Boulevard 
Substation. The language associated with this impact should be revised accordingly. 

127.  D.16-21 Paragraph 4 Under this alternative, a smaller development footprint for the Bay Boulevard Substation would 
be required when compared to the Proposed Project due to the reduction of A-frame structures 
needed for the air insulated substation required under the Proposed Project. The smaller 
development footprint for the Gas Insulated Substation Technology Alternative design would 
reduce the amount of imported fill required for construction by approximately 75,000 CY. The 
reduction in imported fill requirements will result in an overall reduction of 4,335 truck trips 
during grading activities. Therefore, the Gas Insulated Substation Technology Alternative 
would result in a reduction in construction-related trips during grading activities, thus reducing 
traffic-related impacts from those identified under the Proposed Project.

The analysis concludes that there would be a reduction in construction-related trips under the 
GIS Substation Alternative at the Bay Boulevard Substation site. However, no impact conclusion 
(e.g., less than significant) nor any APMs or MMs are identified for the GIS Substation 
Alternative.

D.17 – Climate Change 

128.  D.17-5 Section D.17.2 
(Federal) 

NA The section on federal climate change regulations should include the following text, which is 
especially relevant to substations: 

Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases. The Environmental Protection Agency’s rule titled 
Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases (40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 98) requires 
mandatory reporting of greenhouse gases (GHGs) for certain facilities. Subpart DD of the rule, 
titled Electrical Transmission and Distribution Equipment Use, requires reporting of fluorinated 
GHGs. Fluorinated GHGs include hydrofluorocarbons, nitrogen trifluoride, perfluorocarbons, 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorinated ethers, and others. 

Owners or operators of facilities subject to Subpart DD must collect emissions data, calculate 
GHG emissions, and follow the specified procedures for quality assurance, missing data, 
recordkeeping, and reporting. Each facility subject to Subpart DD must report total SF6 and PFC 
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emissions, including emissions from equipment leaks, installation, servicing, decommissioning, 
and disposal, and from storage cylinders, from the following types of equipment: 

 Gas-insulated substations; 
 Circuit breakers; 
 Switchgear, including closed-pressure and hermetically sealed-pressure switchgear; 
 Gas-insulated lines containing hexafluoride or perfluorocarbon; 
 Gas containers such as pressurized cylinders; 
 Gas carts; 
 Electric power transformers; and 
 Other containers of hexafluoride or perfluorocarbon. 

Facilities subject to Subpart DD began monitoring GHG emissions on January 1, 2011. For 2012 
only, the deadline for reporting was September 28, 2012. In future years, the deadline for 
reporting is March 31, unless that date falls on a weekend, in which case the report is due the 
next business day. 

129.  D.17-7 Section D.17.2 
(State)

NA The section on state climate change legislative and regulations should include the following text, 
which is especially relevant to substations, and which supports the similar discussion on pages 
D.17-19 through D.17-20: 

Regulation for Reducing Sulfur Hexafluoride Emissions from Gas Insulated Switchgear. The 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) has issued a regulation requiring owners of gas 
insulated substations and gas insulated switchgear to maintain an inventory of SF6 containers and 
emissions  (17 CCR 95350-95359). The regulation also set a maximum emission rate for 
equipment containing SF6 at 10 percent in 2011. The maximum allowable emission rate 
decreases by 1 percent each year, until it reaches 1 percent in 2020. 

130.  Page 
D.17-9 

Paragraph 2 SB 1368. In September 2006, former Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 1368, which 
requires the California Energy Commission (CEC) to develop and adopt regulations for GHG 
emissions performance standards for the long-term procurement of electricity by local, publicly 
owned utilities. 

“SB 1368” should be bolded for consistency with the other state requirements. 

131.  Page 
D.17-20 

Paragraph 2 Implementation of APM-AIR-04 would be consistent with the adopted CARB regulation to 
reduce emissions related to SF6 use. As noted previously, the Proposed Project would not 
increase other operational emissions, such as those associated with vehicle trips for 
maintenance of the Bay Boulevard Substation. For these reasons, the project would not conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted to reduce GHGs. 

The following language should be inserted as the second sentence in the paragraph: 

Implementation of APM-AIR-04 would be consistent with the adopted CARB regulation to 
reduce emissions related to SF6 use. Through implementation of measures similar to APM-AIR-
04, the total annual SF6 emission rate that SDG&E reported in 2011 for all its facilities was 
0.29%. This is below the maximum annual emission rate that CARB has set for each year from 
2011 to 2020 (SDG&E 2010). As noted previously, the Proposed Project would not increase 
other operational emissions, such as those associated with vehicle trips for maintenance of the 
Bay Boulevard Substation. For these reasons, the project would not conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted to reduce GHGs.” 
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E – Comparison of Alternatives 

132.  E-4 Table E-1 NA Table E-1 assigns an overall impact classification to each of the alternatives. Equal weight 
appears to be given to all of the biological resources impacts. However, the GIS Substation 
Alternative would avoid all permanent impacts to wetlands, which should also reduce the level 
of impact associated with the alternative. Therefore, the GIS Substation Alternative should result 
in overall Class III impacts. Similarly, level of impact associated with construction of the 
Existing South Bay Substation Site should also be Class III, rather than Class II, as the large 
wetland complex that would be impacted by construction of the AIS Substation at the proposed 
site would be avoided. 

F – Other CEQA Considerations

133.  F-2 Paragraph 6 SDG&E has determined that the Main Street Substation is at risk of failure due to its age (built 
in 1961), and design of the equipment and substation could result in power outages for the 
customers in the South Bay region. 

The South Bay Substation is at risk of failure, rather than the Main Street Substation. This 
language should be revised accordingly. 

134.  F-9 Paragraph 2 Construction noise emanating from construction and demolition activities associated within the 
Proposed Project and SBPP could result in cumulative indirect noise impacts to special-status 
avian species nesting within the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge. As indicated in Section 
D.5, Biological Resources, construction of the Proposed Project would include helicopter use 
for transmission pole installation and replacement in proximity to the San Diego National 
Wildlife Refuge; depending on the specific equipment required, noise generated by demolition 
of the SBPP could indirectly impact the same biological resources (nesting birds) as the 
Proposed Project. However, because impacts associated with construction of the Proposed 
Project would be mitigated through nesting bird surveys, the installation of temporary noise 
barriers to reduce noise levels to below 60 dBA Leq(h) (if necessary), and the restriction of 
helicopter activities to the non-breeding season (September 16 to February 28), the Proposed 
Project impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable. 

This discussion relies on mitigation for the Project that is not appropriate or feasible. The 
discussion should be revised accordingly. Please also refer to the comments on and revisions to 
the MMs. 

135.  F-10 Paragraph 3 Compliance with applicable laws and regulations identified in Section D.8 would reduce the 
project’s cumulative impacts to health and safety to a level that would be less than significant 
and not cumulatively considerable. It is anticipated that adherence to applicable federal, state, 
and county laws and regulations associated with other projects in the area will reduce the 
cumulative risk of adverse public health effects associated with the use, storage, and transport 
of hazardous materials to less than significant. 

This language is contradictory in that it provides that compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations would reduce the Project’s cumulative impacts to health and safety; however, MMs 
(many of which are already required by local, state and federal laws) are also provided in the 
Public Health and Safety section to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. This 
discussion should be analyzed in a similar as the Biological Resources section, or the level of 
impacts should be described as less than significant (Class III), and no mitigation should be 
required.  
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G – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

136.  G-3, 
G-4

Paragraph 6, 
Paragraph 1 

The CPUC and its environmental monitors will also ensure that any variance process or 
deviation from the procedures identified under the monitoring program is consistent with 
CEQA requirements; no project variance will be approved by the CPUC if it creates new 
significant impacts. A variance should be strictly limited to minor project changes that will not 
trigger other permit requirements; the changes must neither increase the severity of an impact 
nor create a new impact, and they must clearly and strictly comply with the intent of the 
mitigation measure. A Proposed Project change that has the potential for creating significant 
environmental effects will be evaluated to determine whether supplemental CEQA review is 
required. Any proposed deviation from the approved project, adopted mitigation measures, and 
APMs, and correction of such deviation, shall be reported immediately to the CPUC and the 
environmental monitors assigned to the project for their review and approval. In some cases, a 
variance may also require approval by a CEQA-responsible agency. 

This section appears to be derived from the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 regarding 
significant new information that becomes available prior to certification. The Mitigation 
Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program (MMCRP) language should clarify that the 
MMCRP is specific to post-certification actions in accordance with the following CEQA 
Guidelines language in Section 15160:. 

15162. SUBSEQUENT EIRS AND NEGATIVE DECLARATIONS
a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent 
EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of 
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following: 
(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; 
(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due 
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects; or 
(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 
complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the following: 
(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or 
negative declaration; 
(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the 
previous EIR; 
(C) MMs or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and would 
substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, 
but the project proponents decline to adopt the MM or alternative; or
(D) MMs or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 
on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the MM or alternative. (b) If 
changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new information becomes available after 
adoption of a negative declaration, the lead agency shall prepare a subsequent EIR if required 
under subdivision (a). Otherwise the lead agency shall determine whether to prepare a 
subsequent negative declaration, an addendum, or no further documentation. 
(c) Once a project has been approved, the lead agency’s role in project approval is completed, 
unless further discretionary approval on that project is required. Information appearing after an 
approval does not require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, any of the 
conditions described in subdivision (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall 
only be prepared by the public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the 
project, if any. In this situation no other responsible agency shall grant an approval for the 
project until the subsequent EIR has been certified or subsequent negative declaration adopted. 
(d) A subsequent EIR or subsequent negative declaration shall be given the same notice and 
public review as required under Section 15087 or Section 15072. A subsequent EIR or negative 
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declaration shall state where the previous document is available and can be reviewed. 

Using the above, “substantial” changes would only be an issue and the measure would be less 
strict as specified in the existing MMCRP language. This is also relevant to the Proposed 
Decision language if they use the same wording as ECO. 

137.  Page G-1 Paragraph 1 This section provides the recommended framework for effective implementation of the 
MMCRP by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency and the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), and it describes the roles of responsible parties in 
carrying out and enforcing adopted mitigation measures. 

This language should be revised for clarity as follows: 

“This section provides the recommended framework for effective implementation of the 
MMCRP by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency and the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), which is the lead agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). and it This section also describes the roles of responsible 
parties in carrying out and enforcing adopted mitigation measures.” 
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