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Responses to Comment Set 1 
Dalour Younan 

1-1 In its decision making process, the CPUC is considering four possible configurations through 
the Jamacha Valley area, along Willow Glen Drive, north of Steele Canyon Road (the Pro-
posed Project plus three alternatives, which are described in DEIR Section C.4).  The decision 
makers may weigh the consequences of each alternative, including environmental effects 
(summarized for noise in DEIR Section 3.7.2 of the Executive Summary) and other com-
munity issues, like EMF (see Section 3.8.3 of the Executive Summary, page ES-45, and 
General Response to Comment GR-2).  Private easement issues are beyond the scope of the 
CEQA environmental review. 
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Responses to Comment Set 2 
John Mood 

2-1 A discussion of solar power is presented in Section C.5.4.1 (Renewable Resource Alterna-
tives) on page C-51 of the Draft EIR and also in Section 4.5.2.2 of Appendix 2 on page 
Ap.2-86 of the Draft EIR.  While the use of solar technology may be appropriate for some 
peaker plants, solar energy technologies cannot provide full-time availability or regional relia-
bility given the current state of the industry.  Therefore, the DEIR determined current solar 
technology does not meet the objectives of the Proposed Project.  In addition, use of solar 
resources would still require new transmission lines to be constructed with impacts similar to 
the Proposed Project.  Due to these reasons, solar technology was eliminated from full consid-
eration in the Draft EIR. 

The CPUC currently has an open proceeding on the Renewable Portfolio Standard (R.04-
04-026) concerning the selling and procurement of renewable power, which may apply to 
the situation of individual excess renewable generation; however, this topic is outside of the 
scope of this project.  The Renewable Portfolio Standard is also discussed in Section 4.5.1 
of Appendix 2 of the Draft EIR (see page Ap.2-82). 
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Responses to Comment Set 3 
Bob Meijer 

3-1 Please see Response to Comment B-1.  CEQA does not address cost or need in the evalua-
tion of the Proposed Project or alternatives.  Discussion of who should pay for the project 
is also beyond the scope of the EIR.  Cost of the project and alternatives is addressed by the 
CPUC in the General Proceeding on the project.  Please refer also to Responses to Com-
ments CC3-1, 4-1, SD-1, and SD-2. 

3-2 During the alternatives screening process, eight transmission alternatives were developed that 
would have been underground within the City of San Diego (see Sections 4.3 and 4.4 in 
Appendix 2 of the Draft EIR).  These alternatives were feasible and met all project objec-
tives.  However, in comparison to the Proposed Project, all eight alternatives would have 
resulted in substantial temporary environmental impacts to air quality, unknown cultural re-
sources, hazardous materials, noise, and traffic as a result of underground construction of 
the new transmission line.  In addition, there would have been a significant delay of the proj-
ect schedule.  Because of the high level of temporary adverse impacts associated with the 
underground transmission alternatives, they were eliminated from full consideration within 
the Draft EIR.   

Outside of the City of San Diego, two underground alternatives were carried forward for 
full analysis in the Draft EIR: the Jamacha Valley 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, 
discussed in Section C.4.2.1 (see page C-9), and the City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV Under-
ground Alternative, discussed in Section C.4.2.4 (see page C-30).  The EIR analysis in Sec-
tion E (Comparison of Alternatives), concluded that the underground alternatives are pref-
erable to SDG&E’s Proposed Project and have been incorporated into the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or alternatives.  Cost 
of the project and alternatives is addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding on the 
project.  Please refer also to Response to Comment SD-1 and SD-2. 

The Proposed Project is proposed to be located in an already existing utility ROW, where 
lines have existed since the mid-1950s.  CEQA does not consider property values and the 
determination of environmental impact, because: (1) there is no consistent evidence that 
industrial facilities negatively impact property values; and (2) there are no defined or 
adopted CEQA standards for analysis of industrial project impacts on property values.  As 
cited in CEQA Guidelines §15131, economic or social effects of a project per se are not 
considered as significant effects on the environment unless there is an indirect physical 
effect to the environment.  However, such issues can be considered by the CPUC in its 
General Proceeding.  In summary, although there is evidence that transmission lines may 
have affected property values in some cases, the effects are generally smaller than antici-
pated, and greater detailed studies on the subject are required to determine a direct corre-
lation between the siting of industrial facilities (such as transmission lines) and property 
values.  Please refer to GR-4 for a discussion of property values. 

3-3 Future competition between electric providers is beyond the scope of CEQA and is 
therefore, not included in the Draft EIR. 
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3-4 The Proposed Project would connect to a regional transmission system that provides San 

Diego County with electricity, possibly generated outside California (DEIR, pages A-2 and 
A-3).  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulates interstate energy 
markets.  The Interstate Commerce Commission was terminated in 1995. 

3-5 The Draft EIR, Section A.2 explains the Project Purpose and Need. All components of the 
Proposed Project would connect directly to the SDG&E transmission system. This means 
that all of the capacity provided by the Proposed Project would contribute to improving 
reliability within the SDG&E service territory (DEIR, page A-3).  

3-6 Please refer to General Response GR-1 for an explanation of how the need for the Proposed 
Project is evaluated in the General Proceeding.  Planning transmission system expansions is 
beyond the scope of CEQA and is therefore, not included in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Set 4, cont. 
Michael Bortoli 
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Comment Set 4, cont. 
Michael Bortoli 
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Responses to Comment Set 4 
Michael Bortoli 

4-1 The full article from the Union Tribune is noted and it is acknowledged that this project 
would be paid for by ratepayers countywide.  CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation 
of the Proposed Project or alternatives.  Cost of the project and alternatives is addressed by 
the CPUC in the General Proceeding on the project.  Please refer also to Responses to 
Comments CC3-1, SD-1 and SD-2. 

A determination of need for the project has already been approved by the CAISO and the 
CPUC (see General Response GR-1).  The Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project is 
discussed in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR, but it is not an issue determined by CEQA.  One 
of SDG&E’s objectives of the Proposed Project (see page A-3 of the Draft EIR) is to 
reduce transmission constraints within SDG&E’s electric system, which would reduce sys-
tem congestion costs.   

4-2 As is described in Response to Comment 4-1, CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation 
of the Proposed Project or alternatives.  Cost of the project and alternatives is addressed by 
the CPUC in the General Proceeding on the project.  Please refer to Responses to Com-
ments SD-1 and SD-2.  Please also refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of EMF. 

4-3 The commenter’s support for clean, affordable energy is noted.  The cost of energy and of 
the project is beyond the scope of this EIR.  See Response to Comment CC3-1.  Renewable 
resource alternatives applicable to the San Diego area are discussed in Appendix 2 
(Alternatives Screening Report), Section 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR. 

4-4 Please refer to Response to Comment 2-1 for a discussion of solar power and the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard.  See also Response to Comment 4-1. 
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Responses to Comment Set 5 
Lonna & Mike Perry 

5-1 The commenters’ opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  Please refer to Section D.9 
(Public Health and Safety) for a discussion of the health effects of the Proposed Project and 
General Response GR-2, which specifically addresses EMF.   

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

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-2 and General Response GR-4 regarding property 
values.   
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Responses to Comment Set 6 
Mary E. England 

6-1 On February 27, 2003, the CPUC made a finding of need for the Miguel-Mission Project 
citing economic benefits (see Decision D.03-02-069 in docket No. I.00-11-001) (DEIR, 
page A-3).  Please see General Response GR-1.  The Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Project is discussed in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR, but it is not an issue determined by 
CEQA.  One of SDG&E’s objectives of the Proposed Project (see page A-3 of the Draft 
EIR) is to reduce transmission constraints within SDG&E’s electric system, which is intended 
to reduce system congestion costs.   

6-2 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 7 
Jeff Bruhn 

7-1 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Comment Set 8, cont. 
Gregg Guenther and Ellen Holaway - Santee Citizens for Safe Power 
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Responses to Comment Set 8 
Gregg Guenther and Ellen Holaway - Santee Citizens for Safe Power 

8-1 Please refer to Section D.9 (Public Health and Safety) for a discussion of the health effects 
of the Proposed Project and General Response GR-2, which specifically addresses EMF.  
The commenters’ support for the distancing and undergrounding of all new and pre-existing 
transmission lines is noted.  The City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, 
found to be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project, would underground the 138 
kV/69 kV lines within the City of Santee.  Please refer to General Response GR-3 and 
Response to Comment E-8. 

In addition to the City of Santee and Jamacha Valley Underground Alternatives, eight other 
major underground or partially underground routing alternatives were developed and are 
discussed in Sections C.5.3.4 through C.5.3.11, as well as in Appendix 2, Sections 4.3 and 
4.4.  These alternatives were feasible and met all project objectives.  However, in compar-
ison to the Proposed Project, all eight alternatives would have resulted in substantial tempo-
rary environmental impacts to air quality, unknown cultural resources, hazardous materials, 
noise, and traffic as a result of underground construction of the new transmission line.  In 
addition, there would have been a significant delay of the project schedule.  Because of the 
high level of temporary adverse impacts associated with the underground transmission alternatives, 
they were eliminated from full consideration within the Draft EIR. 

8-2 General Response GR-2 explains how the CPUC decision makers consider EMF during the 
process of comparing the alternatives to the Proposed Project.  Please refer to page D.9-31 
and Table D.9-11 on page D.9-33 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of EMF levels for the 
City of Santee 230 kV Overhead Northern Boundary Alternative. 

8-3 The comment supports selection of a total undergrounding of all new and pre-existing trans-
mission lines.  The City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative would partially 
achieve the commenters’ goal, however total undergrounding is not an alternative that was 
analyzed in the Draft EIR because although it may be technically feasible to alter the pre-
existing 230 kV circuit, it would not be legally feasible to do so through this proceeding.  
Please also refer to General Response GR-3 and Response to Comment E-8 for a discussion 
of undergrounding pre-existing transmission lines. 

8-4 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding EMF.  As discussed in Section D.9.6.3, Sci-
entific Background and Regulations Applicable to EMF, under D.93-11-013, no-cost/low-
cost EMF mitigation would be applied to the Proposed Project and is specifically discussed 
on page D.9-25 of the Draft EIR.  CPUC Decision D.93-11-013 is the current CPUC pol-
icy with respect to EMF mitigation and, therefore, is the standard discussed in the Draft EIR.  
However, the CPUC could consider in its General Proceeding whether those policies should 
be modified. 

CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or alternatives.  Cost 
of the project and alternatives is addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding on the 
project.  Please refer also to Responses to Comments CC3-1, SD-1, and SD-2.  Two under-
ground alternatives were carried forward for full analysis in the Draft EIR: the Jamacha 
Valley 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, discussed in Section C.4.2.1 (see page 
C-9), and the City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, discussed in Section 
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C.4.2.4 (see page C-30).  The EIR analysis in Section E (Comparison of Alternatives), con-
cluded that the underground alternatives, including one the within the City of Santee, are 
preferable to SDG&E’s Proposed Project and have been incorporated into the Environ-
mentally Superior Alternative. 
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Responses to Comment Set 9 
Arlen and Elaine Watt 

9-1 Although the Miguel-Mission 230 kV #2 Project includes a discussion of the future circuit, 
which is included as part of the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agreement Transmission 
Project (Application #A.04-03-008), the Otay Mesa Project is a separate project with its own 
CEQA environmental review process.  Please see also Response to Comment E-1 and 
General Response GR-1. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15087, the requirements 
for the public review process of the Draft EIR are as follows. 

(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR at the 
same time it sends a notice of completion to OPR [Office of Planning and Research]. 
This notice shall be given as provided under Section 15105. Notice shall be mailed to 
the last known name and address of all organizations and individuals who have 
previously requested such notice in writing, and shall also be given by at least one of 
the following procedures: 

(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more 
than one area is affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of 
largest circulation from among the newspapers of general circulation in 
those areas. 

(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area 
where the project is to be located. 

(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to 
the parcel or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such prop-
erty shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll. 

In addition, the CPUC's General Order 131-D guides utilities in the application process.  Item 1.b 
in Section XI, details the 300-foot notification requirement, which applies to SDG&E when 
it files its application.  These notification guidelines apply only to the proposed route, not to 
alternative routes.  General Order 131-D states: 

Notice of the filing of each application for a CPCN for facilities subject to the 
provisions of Sections VII, VIII, and IX.A of this General Order . . . shall be 
given by the electric public utility within ten days of filing the application:  
1. By direct mail to . . . 

(b) All owners of land on which the proposed facility would be located and 
owners of property within 300 feet of the right-of-way as determined by the 
most recent local assessor’s parcel roll available to the utility at the time 
notice is sent . . . 

Notification and Public Involvement for the Miguel-Mission 230 kV #2 Project.  The names 
and addresses of property owners were provided to the CPUC by SDG&E and were gen-
erated using the most recent equalized assessment roll.  While the CPUC tries to ensure that 
all affected parties receive notification, due to changes in property ownership and other 
factors sometimes the mailed notification does not reach its intended recipients.   
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Therefore, the CPUC uses additional means of communication with the public.  As detailed in 
Section H (Public Participation) of the Draft EIR and Section 2 of the Final EIR, following 
is a summary of notification and public outreach efforts undertaken by the CPUC since the 
submittal of SDG&E’s Application: 

• Notice of Preparation (NOP) was mailed to affected agencies, county and city depart-
ments, special districts, property owners, everyone on the CPUC Service list, and interested 
parties on September 5, 2003; 

• Document Repositories were set up at 12 locations throughout the Proposed Project area; 

• Establishment of an email address and a telephone/fax hotline for Project Information; 

• A newspaper notice for the two public scoping meetings was published in the San 
Diego Union Tribune on September 8, 2003 and in the East County Californian on Sep-
tember 12, 2003, prior to the first meeting on September 15, 2003. 

• Two Scoping meetings were held on the following dates and locations: 

• September 15, 2003, at 5:30 pm at the Spring Valley Branch Library, Spring Valley  
• September 16, 2003, at 7:00 pm at the Santee City Hall, Santee. 

• Notice of Release (NOR) of the Draft EIR was mailed to 1,173 interested parties, agen-
cies, county and city departments, special districts, property owners, and occupants on 
or adjacent to SDG&E’s Proposed and the alternative routes in April 2004 at the time 
the Draft EIR was released.  The Notice included information on how to gain access to 
the Draft EIR, information on the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and the dates, 
times and locations for informational workshops on the Draft EIR (May 2004) as well 
as the CPUC’s Public Participation Hearings (May 2004); 

• Copies of the full Draft EIR were sent to 61 interested parties and agencies, and to 12 
libraries used as document repositories.  53 copies of the Executive Summary and 7 
CD’s with the text of the Draft EIR were also sent out.  Additional copies of the Execu-
tive Summary and of the CD’s with the text of the Draft EIR were distributed at the 
workshops and Public Participation Hearings in May 2004; 

• Newspaper Notices.  Information on the Draft EIR, including the project website address 
and the dates and times of the Public Informational Meetings, was printed in the San 
Diego Union Tribune on May 2 and May 9, 2004 and in the East County Californian on 
April 29 and May 6, 2004; 

• Four informal Public Information Workshops and simultaneous Public Participation 
Hearings (PPHs) were held by the Administrative Law Judge at the following dates and 
locations: 

• May 10, 2004 at 4:00 pm and at 7:00 pm at the Santee City Hall, Santee; 
• May 11, 2004 at 4:00 pm at the Spring Valley Branch Library, Spring Valley; and 
• May 11, 2004 at 7:00 pm at the El Cajon Community Center, El Cajon. 

• CPUC Website.  The NOP, announcements of scoping meetings, NOR, the dates and 
times of the Public Informational Workshops and Public Participation Hearings, and the 
text of the Draft EIR were posted on the project website on the Internet at: 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/miguel_mission/miguelmission.htm 
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Responses to Comment Set 10 
J. Michael Lowell 

10-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. 

10-2 The Proposed Project would include the relocation of the 138 kV and 69 kV circuits on wood 
and steel pole structures and the installation of the 230 kV line on replaced or modified 
lattice towers.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1 through V-6 would reduce all 
potential visual impacts to less than significant levels.  These measures, which are listed in 
Table 13-9 on page D.13-130 of the Draft EIR, include mitigation that would act to min-
imize potential visual impacts, such as ensuring the conductors do not cause view obstruc-
tions from residences, using screening around construction staging areas, and minimizing 
ground disturbance to landscaping, etc.  Please refer to General Response GR-5 for a dis-
cussion of aesthetic effects. 

10-3 Corona noise for the portions of the ROW through Lakeside would not exceed the applic-
able San Diego County Code ordinances, as described in Section D.8.3.3, under the discus-
sion of Impact N-3, related to corona noise (DEIR page D.8-9).  For these subsections of 
the Proposed Project, the noise levels of the Proposed Project would attenuate quickly to 
below background levels.  They would be under 36 dBA at the edge of the ROW, which 
would not exceed local nighttime standards of 45 dBA (page D.8-5).  To keep future corona 
noise at a minimum and ensure that the project-related components are properly maintained 
over time, the Draft EIR recommends Mitigation Measure N-3b, which requires SDG&E to 
respond to future noise complaints.  The Final EIR includes text changes to clarify the 
scope of this impact.  

10-4 Please refer to General Response GR-2 and Section D.9 (Public Health and Safety) for an 
explanation of how EMF is handled by the decision-makers. 

10-5 Two underground alternatives were carried forward for full analysis in the Draft EIR: the 
Jamacha Valley 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, discussed in Section C.4.2.1 (see 
page C-9), and the City of Santee 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative, discussed in 
Section C.4.2.4 (see page C-30).  The EIR analysis in Section E (Comparison of Alterna-
tives) concluded that the underground alternatives are preferable to SDG&E’s Proposed Project 
and these route modifications have been incorporated into the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.  Please see Response to Comment 10-7 and General Response GR-3 for a dis-
cussion of alternatives and of undergrounding transmission lines, respectively. 

10-6 CEQA does not address cost or need in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or alterna-
tives.  Discussion of who should pay for the project is also beyond the scope of the EIR.  
Please refer to Response to Comment CC3-1.  Cost of the project and alternatives is 
addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding on the project.  Please refer also to 
Responses to Comments 4-1, SD-1, and SD-2. 

10-7 As detailed in Section 2.3 of Appendix 2 (Alternatives Screening Report), CEQA requires 
that the EIR must evaluate a “reasonable range of alternatives.”  The Miguel-Mission 230 
kV #2 Project EIR evaluated 16 transmission alternatives, in addition to non-wires alter-
natives and the No Project Alternative.  Eight of these alternatives were routed to avoid the 
City of Santee (see Sections C.5.3.4 through C.5.3.11, as well as in Appendix 2, Sections 
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4.3 and 4.4).  These alternatives were feasible and met all project objectives.  However, in 
comparison to the Proposed Project, all eight alternatives would have resulted in substantial 
temporary environmental impacts to air quality, unknown cultural resources, hazardous 
materials, noise, and traffic as a result of underground construction of the new transmission 
line.  In addition, there would have been a significant delay of the project schedule.  
Because of the high level of temporary adverse impacts associated with the underground trans-
mission alternatives, they were eliminated from full consideration within the Draft EIR.   

In general, an alternative must meet the project objectives, be feasible, and avoid or sub-
stantially lessen significant effects of the project.  Routing the project north around Santee 
and Lakeside would accomplish similar objectives as the previous eight alternatives, but it 
would also have similar impacts and would substantially lengthen the project route causing 
impacts to additional areas and lengthening the construction schedule.  Therefore, it was 
eliminated in the screening/tiering process and not carried through for full analysis of 
environmental impacts in the DEIR.  Also, please see Response to Comment 11-1.  

A determination of need for the project has already been approved by the CAISO and the 
CPUC in 2003 (see General Response GR-1).  The Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Project is discussed in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR, but it is not an issue determined through 
the CEQA environmental review process for the Proposed Project.  Therefore, the need for 
this project is not addressed or decided within this EIR.   

Past CPUC determinations to approve projects are outside the scope of the environmental 
review process for the proposed Miguel-Mission project, however, the commenter’s support 
for underground lines and opposition to the Proposed Project are noted. 
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