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Responses to Comment Set 11 
Linda Kirk 

11-1 The commenter’s initial response and opposition to the Proposed Project is noted, as well as 
her current opposition to the Proposed Project and all alternative routes.  Please refer to 
Section D.9 (Public Health and Safety) and General Response GR-2 regarding EMF.  The 
Proposed Project is proposed to be located in an already existing utility ROW, where lines 
have existed since the mid 1950s.  Please refer to Response to Comment 3-2 and General 
Response GR-4 for a discussion concerning property values.   

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 resi-
dences, using screening around construction staging areas, and minimizing ground disturb-
ance to landscaping, etc.  Please refer to General Response GR-5 for a discussion of aes-
thetic effects.   

In addition, Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-7 would reduce all temporary and perma-
nent impacts to biological resources (i.e., sensitive vegetation and animal communities and 
habitats) to less than significant levels.  Mitigation Measures B-4a through B-4g specifically 
address impacts to sensitive animal species and require actions, such as limiting the construc-
tion season, requiring surveys, removing sensitive species, reducing noise, flagging/staking 
sensitive areas, and monitoring, etc.   

Impact G-2 on page D.5-17 of the Draft EIR specifically addresses slope instability, includ-
ing landslides, earth flows, and debris flows, and their impact on the stability of new pole 
foundations.  A landslide initiated by construction of a pole foundation could impact the 
public; however, implementation of SDG&E’s Project Protocols, specifically PP-64, and 
Mitigation Measure G-2a would reduce potentially significant impacts associated with slope 
instability to less than significant levels (Class II). 

Section C.2 outlines the alternatives screening methodology, including consistency with project 
objectives, feasibility, and potential to lessen significant impacts of the Proposed Project without 
creating new significant impacts.  Feasibility of alternatives is outlined in Section C.2.2, 
including legal feasibility, which is just one of the feasibility factors used in the screening 
process.  Please refer to Response to Comment 10-7. 

As described on page C-1 of the Draft EIR, the environmental review process attempts to iden-
tify and assess reasonable alternatives that would potentially avoid or minimize the impacts 
of a proposed project, including a “No Project” Alternative (CEQA Section 15126.6(e)(1)). 
This requirement is emphasized in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), which states: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the loca-
tion of the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives but would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the com-
parative merits of the alternatives. 
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Section 15126.6(b) further states that the alternative analysis shall include alternatives capa-
ble of eliminating or reducing the significant environmental impacts of a project, even if 
those alternatives would hinder the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more 
costly to implement.  CEQA, however, does not say that all impacts need to be reduced or 
eliminated with an individual alternative.   

11-2 The suspected health risks of electric and magnetic fields, including a description of 
research on diseases in laboratory animals, are described in Section D.9.6.3 of the Draft 
EIR (see pages D.9-21 to D.9-23). This discussion in the Draft EIR also explains how the 
CPUC treats EMF, given the uncertainty of the risk of EMF and the contradictory or 
inconclusive nature of research regarding public health risks.  The levels that could occur 
with the Proposed Project at the schools and neighborhoods mentioned in the comment are 
shown in the Draft EIR: Table D.9-9 (Segments A2 and A3), Figure D.9-1, and Table 
D.9-10 (for Willow Glen Drive).  Please see General Response GR-2 for a further discus-
sion of the how the decision-makers handle EMF issues.  

11-3 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-1.  See also General Response GR-1 and Response 
to Comment E-1 for a discussion of the future circuit and the Otay Mesa Power Purchase 
Agreement Transmission Project. 

11-4 The purpose of the EIR is to objectively state the environmental effects of the Proposed 
Project in regards to the established CEQA significance criteria.  Public Resources Code 
§21068 defines a "significant effect on the environment" to mean "a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment."  CEQA Guidelines §15382 makes 
clear that the "environment" in question is "any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and 
objects of historic or esthetic significance."  It also states that "[a]n economic or social 
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment," although 
when "related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical 
change is significant."  

The CEQA Guidelines further state that "[a]n ironclad definition of significant effect is not 
possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting" [CEQA 
Guidelines §15064(b)].  CEQA Guidelines §15064(b) also requires that significance 
determinations be "based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data." 

Therefore, each individual issue area discusses potential impacts of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives and classifies each potential impact based on significance criteria within Section 
D of the Draft EIR (see CEQA Guidelines §15064 et seq.).  Class I impacts (there are none 
associated with the Miguel-Mission project) are significant and cannot be mitigated to a 
level that is less than significant.  Class II impacts are potentially significant, but can be 
mitigated to a level that is less than significant.  Class III impacts are adverse but are less 
than the significance threshold established by the significance criteria.  Finally, Class IV 
impacts are beneficial.  Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the effects of the 
project to a level that is less than significant.  A general discussion of the environmental assess-
ment methodology is found in Section D.1.2 of the Draft EIR.  In the General Proceeding, 
the CPUC may also take into consideration other issues such as “community values” when 
making a decision. 
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11-5 The biological study area for the Proposed Project consisted of approximately 2,569 acres. 
Impacts to sensitive habitats and sensitive species have been minimized by the project design.  
The Proposed Project completely avoids impacts to all wetland communities that occur within the 
study area, and impacts to sensitive species (such as San Diego ambrosia) have been 
minimized by project design modifications.  It is also noted that the majority of the new 
facilities are being located adjacent to already existing facilities and already existing access 
roads, which minimizes the impacts of the project.  Although the Proposed Project would 
temporarily impact approximately 105.6 acres (4 percent) and permanently impact 10 acres 
(0.4 percent) of upland habitat, mitigation (within a regional context) is proposed consistent 
with the SDG&E NCCP to offset these impacts.  The SDG&E NCCP covers 52 sensitive 
plant species and 58 animal species.  Please refer to Responses to Comments F-11 and F-14 
for additional information regarding the NCCP and related mitigation requirements.  With 
regard to the comment regarding wildlife corridors, please refer to Response to Comment 
F-17.  

11-6 The writer is concerned that soil erosion, degradation of water quality, spills from potentially 
harmful materials, and increased runoff are considered by SDG&E and the Draft EIR (see 
Section D.6.3.3) as only Class III (not requiring mitigation).  The proposed disturbance, in 
the context of the entire watershed, is relatively minor.  Soil erosion is addressed exten-
sively in the SDG&E Project Protocols (i.e., Project Protocols 3, 5, 6, 12, 38, 55, and 64), 
and additional mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measures H-5a, G-3a and G-5a) have 
been provided in the FEIR that strengthen protections against erosion of desert soils.  
Further, existing water quality regulations (see Section D.6.2) that must be complied with 
will ensure that project-related soil erosion and water quality contamination are minimal.  
Increased runoff is a result of the installation of new surfaces that do not allow percolation 
of rainfall into the ground, such as cement or asphalt-covered areas.   

Additional cement tower footings along the alignment as a result of the Proposed Project 
would not create a significant increase in runoff due to a decrease in permeable soil.  In 
addition, the substations are mainly gravel-floored and have adequate drainage control.  
Finally, graded roads may become slightly less permeable as they become compacted 
during use, but they would not count as an “impervious surface.”  Therefore, the impervi-
ous areas that would occur as a result of Proposed Project construction are minor in com-
parison to the watershed area and thus, are unlikely to result in an appreciable increase in 
runoff.   

11-7 As detailed in Section D.7.3.3 under the discussion of Impact L-2 (Physically Divide and 
Established Community), transmission lines would physically divide communities by 
introducing a substantial linear facility with actual and perceived physical barriers to 
crossing.  Major linear facilities separate communities by at least the width of the ROW, intro-
ducing a physical separation that would result in fewer interactions among community members. 
The Proposed Project and construction access routes would cross or run adjacent to a range 
of land use types, including residential, agricultural, industrial, public service, open space, 
and recreational lands. However, the Proposed Project is part of an existing transmission 
corridor and would therefore not result in further physical division of the nearby commu-
nities as a result of long-term physical or visual barriers.   

11-8 As acknowledged under the discussion of Impact L-3 (Disrupt Established Land Use) in 
Section D.7.3.3 of the Land Use Section, construction activities would have the potential to 
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disrupt land uses along the transmission corridor for short periods. For example, temporary 
staging areas located outside the ROW could temporarily affect surrounding communities 
and the respective land uses by disrupting access to properties adjacent to the ROW or 
precluding some outdoor activities very close to the ROW, such as at Herrick Children’s 
Center or Steele Canyon High School, as both these institutions abut the ROW.  However, 
these instances are expected to be short-term and infrequent because most if not all the 
construction activity would take place within the existing corridor (see Section B, 
Description of Project).  In addition, any new access roads constructed as part of the Pro-
posed Project and not needed for future maintenance activities would be permanently closed 
(as outlined in Project Protocol 37).  This would limit new or improved accessibility to the 
area, preventing land use changes stemming from improved accessibility to the ROW.   

With regard to deterioration of recreational facilities (see Section D.7, Land Use and 
Recreation), under CEQA, this would be a significant impact if a project would result in or 
accelerate the substantial physical deterioration of recreational facilities by increasing their 
use beyond existing capacity.  Generally, this increased use is a result of an increase in 
population local to the recreational resources. As shown in Section D.11, Socioeconomics, 
the Proposed Project is not expected to induce either short-term or long-term population 
growth, and is unlikely to draw additional residents or recreationists to the area.  There-
fore, the Proposed Project would not increase local need for recreational resources, and the 
Proposed Project would not lead to the physical deterioration of recreational facilities due to 
increased use.  The Proposed Project could also deteriorate recreational facilities if it reduced 
the value of their use.  This could occur, for example, through reduced visual value (see 
Section D.13, Visual Resources), increased noise (see Section D.8, Noise and Vibration) 
and traffic (see Section D.12, Transportation and Traffic), or increased dust and emissions 
(see Section D.2, Air Quality).  These impacts are addressed in their respective sections 
elsewhere in Section D of the Final EIR.  The Proposed Project could also reduce the value 
of recreational resources through a physical intrusion into the resource.  However, the Pro-
posed Project would not include any permanent components outside the existing ROW.  
This limits potential physical intrusions to recreational resources resulting from temporary 
construction activities (Impact L-4, Substantially deteriorate a recreational facility).  
Mitigation Measures L-5a and L-5b would also reduce potential disruptions to recreational 
activities (Class II) to less than significant levels. 

Under CEQA, the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses is considered a signif-
icant impact if the Farmlands have a high capacity for agricultural production. As discussed 
in Section D.7.3.3 on page D.7-12 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project does not cross or 
run adjacent to any lands designated by the by the State of California Department of Cons-
ervations as Farmland. Therefore, impacts to Farmland from the Proposed Project are unlikely 
and would be considered less than significant (Class III). 

It should also be noted that according to 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.  For example, fiscal impacts to any busi-
nesses along the right-of-way would only be considered significant, if a business was forced to 
move as a result of loss of business directly due to the proposed project.  Sections D.11.3 
and D.11.4 of the Draft EIR found that all impacts would be less than significant (Class III), 
and, therefore, neither the Proposed Project nor any alternatives would result in any socio-
economic impacts requiring mitigation.  Please refer to Section D.11 (Socioeconomics) for 
a more detailed discussion of the Proposed Project’s potential impacts on socioeconomics.   
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11-9 The discussion of Impact N-3, related to corona noise (page D.8-9), shows that the area of 
highest noise impact would along portions of the segments of the Proposed Project that 
would be within the City of San Diego (i.e., segments near the Miguel Substation). Within 
the City of Santee, the Proposed Project would not cause excessive corona noise, a maxi-
mum of 35.8 dBA, which would not exceed any local standard (see also Response to Com-
ment E-12).  Mitigation Measure N-3b, related to noise complaints, would require SDG&E 
to repair damaged components of the system if they are found to cause excessive noise.   

11-10 The discussion of Impact HZ-3 (Release of Hazardous Materials During Substation Oper-
ations, page D.9-8), shows that relatively small quantities of hazardous materials would be 
used at substation locations.  This impact would not differ substantially from the existing 
conditions.  Under present conditions, accidental spills or releases of small quantities of oils 
could also occur. Proper training and response plans (in Project Protocols 7 and 33) can be 
effective at preventing such accidents.  The San Diego County Department of Environ-
mental Health, Hazardous Materials Division would also oversee SDG&E’s efforts to com-
ply with the plans, which involves periodic on-site inspections.  With recommended Mitiga-
tion Measures HZ-3a and HZ-3b, related to updating required plans and documenting com-
pliance, an additional level of CPUC oversight would be required beyond that which occurs 
under the present conditions.  

11-11 In joint use corridors, it is common for property owners and utilities to work together to 
safely share the ROW.  The discussion of Impact PS-2 (Induced Currents and Shock Haz-
ards, page D.9-35) explains that proper grounding would be necessary for objects within 
the ROW.  SDG&E should work with the property owners that could be affected by this 
impact prior to and after the line is energized.  Recommended Mitigation Measure PS-2a, 
related to shock hazards, would require not only documentation of hazards, but also 
responsive action and resolution taken by SDG&E.  The Draft EIR, Section G.6 provides a 
dispute resolution process under the oversight and direction of the CPUC in the event of a 
dispute between the utility and property owners regarding the implementation of mitigation 
measures.  

11-12 Typical pacemaker operation is described in the Draft EIR (page D.9-19) as an introduction 
to the discussion of Impact PS-3 (Effects on Cardiac Pacemakers, page D.9-35). The 
Proposed Project would not be likely to cause malfunction of pacemakers because they are 
designed to adapt their pacing if they encounter electrical interference.  The possible effects 
of Impact PS-2 (Radio and Television Interference, page D.9-34) and the associated 
Mitigation Measure PS-1b, related complaints of interference, would require not only 
documentation of interference, but also responsive action and resolution taken by SDG&E.   

11-13 As acknowledged by the discussion under Impact S-4 (Displacement of People or Existing 
Housing) in Section D.11.3.3 of the Draft EIR, while residential developments occur along 
the route, all proposed project activities during construction and operation would occur 
within the existing transmission line ROW and would not require the removal or relocation 
of any residential units or business uses.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result 
in any displacement impacts.  It should be noted that the Miguel-Mission 230 kV #2 Project 
EIR has been prepared by the CPUC in review of SDG&E’s application to build and 
operate the project.  Therefore, the contents and analysis of the document have been prepared 
by CPUC and not SDG&E. 
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11-14 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and all alternatives is noted.  A deter-
mination 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 
described in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR, but it is not an issue determined by CEQA.  
Therefore, the need for this project is not addressed or decided within this EIR.   

CEQA requires an evaluation of the No Project Alternative so that decision-makers can 
compare the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the project.  
The No Project Alternative scenario is detailed in Section C.6 on beginning on page C-57 
of the Draft EIR.  The scenario factors in components, such as additional regional gen-
eration (could be cancelled/delayed or could be necessary) and congestion issues (short-
term congestion measures would need to be implemented, etc.).  Each issue area in Section 
D evaluates the No Project Alternative and Section E.3 on page E-8 compares the No Project 
Alternative to the Environmentally Superior Alternative.   
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Responses to Comment Set 12 
Ruth G. Jones 

12-1 The commenter’s support for the Jamacha Valley 138 kV/69 kV Underground Alternative 
and request not to alter the location of the existing poles or add any new poles to the 
Cottonwood neighborhood are noted. 
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Comment Set 13, cont. 
Katherine L. Marsh 

 

 

13-2 

13-3 

13-4 



Miguel-Mission 230 kV #2 Project 
3.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
June 2004  3-221 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13, cont. 
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Comment Set 13, cont. 
Katherine L. Marsh 
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Comment Set 13, cont. 
Katherine L. Marsh 
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Responses to Comment Set 13 
Katherine L. Marsh 

13-1 Please refer to Response to Comment 9-1 for a discussion of the public notification process 
for the Miguel-Mission 230 kV #2 Project.  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 for a discussion of this 
project’s relation to the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agreement Project.  Although the Notice 
of Availability for the Miguel-Mission project is also attached, the commenter’s Exhibit 
One, which is referred to in this letter, is a notice for the Otay Mesa project and was mailed 
by SDG&E, therefore, it is not associated with the CPUC mailings nor this project. 

13-2 Please refer to Response to Comment 13-1.  As used in the notice by SDG&E, “recon-
ductoring” is an electrical term used when an existing transmission line is essentially rebuilt 
to increase the transmission capacity of the line.  Circuit breakers are automatic devices that 
"trip" to isolate a problem and de-energize the piece of equipment that it is designed to protect.  
Associated disconnect switches are manual devices used to further isolate the equipment so 
that if for some inadvertent reason the automatic breaker device is closed, the piece of 
equipment that is being isolated remains isolated and not energized.  These devices are used 
to self-contain internal problems without affecting the entire transmission system.   

13-3 The text of the Draft EIR in Section B.2.3 (Project Route) has been corrected to say “through 
the community of Lakeside,” not “adjacent to,” and it now reads: 

After the ROW crosses Interstate 8, it proceeds northwest and parallels Lake Jennings 
Park Road where it runs adjacent to through the community of Lakeside.   

13-4 The Proposed Project would pass through the community of Lakeside and the text has been 
changed accordingly (see Response to Comment 13-3). 

13-5 Please see Responses to Comments 13-3 and 13-4. 

13-6 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, SDG&E anticipates that the highest noise levels at the edge of the 
ROW, even with the higher voltage wires, would be under 36 dBA, which would not 
exceed any local standard (see also Response to Comment E-12). 

13-7 Throughout Section B.1 and specifically on page B-1 of the Draft EIR, the overview of the Pro-
posed Project says that the new 230 kV circuit “would be located entirely within SDG&E’s 
existing 35-mile ROW.”  “ROW” is used in every instance that “35-mile” is used to describe the 
route.  Section B.2.4, Right-of-Way, and Table B-2 (Existing ROW widths between Miguel 
and Mission Substations) state that the current SDG&E ROW easement along the Proposed 
Project route ranges from 150 feet to 250 feet.  In addition, Section D.3, Biological Resources, 
lists temporary and permanent land impacts in acres in Table D.3-5.  Draft EIR Section D.7.1, 
Environmental Setting for Land Use and Recreation, describes the particular land uses along 
the project route; this method of ROW description is standard for transmission line projects.   
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As stated in Section A.2 on page A-2 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of the Miguel-Mission 
230 kV #2 Project is to reduce existing transmission constraints on SDG&E’s electrical 
system.  The Miguel-Mission 230 kV #2 Project is intended to provide customers of SDG&E 
and the CAISO with benefits, including system reliability and increased access to remote 
sources of generation, which will enhance competition among energy suppliers.  Access to 
new generation is needed to provide substantial reliability benefits to SDG&E’s service 
territory and improve the regional transmission infrastructure, while at the same time adding 
to statewide capacity requirements and to helping to prevent future electric energy resource 
deficiencies, load curtailments, and energy price spikes.   

13-8 The writer is concerned for potential flooding of the Los Coches Substation caused by 
either an earthquake-caused dam break at Jennings Reservoir or from flooding along the 
San Diego River.  Several major active faults cross through San Diego County both onshore 
and offshore:  the Rose Canyon Fault is about 10 miles away and the other faults are many 
tens of miles distant.  Maps developed by the U.S. Geological Survey and the California Geo-
logical Survey that show the potential intensity of groundshaking caused by a large earth-
quake show that the Los Coches area is in a zone of low shaking hazard (due to the distance 
from faults and the firm nature of the bedrock).  The Jennings Reservoir Dam is built on 
strong metamorphic bedrock and is not crossed by fault traces.  It is extremely unlikely that 
any damage would occur to the dam, even in a major earthquake on one of the active faults.  
The seismic setting of the Proposed Project is discussed in Section D.5.1 on page D.5-5 of 
the Draft EIR and Section D.6.3.3 includes Impact H-6 (Construction in a Potential Dam 
Inundation Area), which is less than significant (Class III). 

The writer is also concerned about the safety of towers and poles placed in areas of high 
groundwater, and about groundwater contamination.  Many of the poles in the existing 
ROW have been in place where groundwater has fluctuated over the course of decades with 
no apparent damage.  Tower footings in areas of loose sediments are drilled very deep, to 
bedrock if possible.  The foundation holes would be up to 8 to 9 feet in diameter and 20 to 
40 feet in depth.  The design of these footings and foundations take into account local soil and 
groundwater conditions.  Potential groundwater impacts are addressed in Impact H-3, Ground-
water Disturbance and Water Quality Degradation Through Project-Related Excavation in 
Section D.6.3 of the Draft EIR.  With the implementation of the Project Protocols (specif-
ically PP-38 and PP-39), groundwater is not negatively impacted by the placement of cement 
tower footings (Class III).   

However, the description of Impact H-6, Construction in a Potential Dam Inundation Area, 
has been revised to include the Los Coches substation in the following text.  Since the risk 
of dam inundation, as well as adverse environmental consequences, is considered to be low, 
this impact would still be considered adverse but less than significant (Class III) and no mit-
igation would be required. 

The unlikely event of a dam failure would result in a dam-inundation floodplain cross-
ing the project path and possibly inundating a portion of the Los Coches substation.  The 
Proposed Project power lines would span the dam inundation area with overhead cables.  
Tower foundations within the dam inundation area could be affected by flowing water, 
which would cause scour issues around the base of the towers and poles.  The likely worst-
case consequences would be a destabilization of the power poles and flood damage to 
the Los Coches substation, which may result in temporary interruption of the power supply.   
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13-9 Please see Sections 4.5.3.1 (Demand-Side Management) and 4.5.4 (Integrated Resource Man-
agement) in Appendix 2 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of demand-side management and 
electricity conservation.  Demand-side management is also included as an alternative in 
Section C.5.5.1.  Please see Response to Comment 13-7 for more information on the 
purpose of the project.   

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 4-1, SD-1, and SD-2. 

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 resi-
dences, using screening around construction staging areas, and minimizing ground disturb-
ance to landscaping, etc.  Please refer to General Response GR-5 for a discussion of aesthetic 
effects.  Please also refer to General Response GR-2 for a discussion of EMF. 

13-10 The EIR evaluated the Proposed Project from the viewpoint of 12 issue areas.  In accord-
ance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the environmental setting, 
potential impacts of the Proposed Project, mitigation measures, and alternatives were all 
discussed and analyzed (see also General Response GR-5).  With the implementation of 
Project Protocols and mitigation measures, all potential impacts would be reduced to less 
than significant levels. Please see Response to Comment SD-17, which details out the 
requirements for descriptions of the project’s environmental setting, including where infor-
mation is located in the DEIR with regard to the project area’s natural and environmental 
resources, cultural resources, and land uses.  Based on CEQA requirements, the proposed 
project EIR includes comprehensive environmental and regulatory setting descriptions for 
each of the 12 environmental issue areas presented in the DEIR in the respective Subsec-
tions 1 (Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project) and 2 (Applicable, Regulations, 
Plans, and Standards) of Sections D.2 through D.13.  The environmental and regulatory 
setting subsections of D.2 through D.13 total about 200 pages of information presented in 
tabular, graphic, and text forms in order to characterize the project and regional setting as 
they apply to each environmental issue area.   

13-11 Where the Proposed Project would be likely to affect the regional and international environ-
mental setting, the potential impacts have been identified.  For example, Draft EIR Section 
D.2.3.3 includes Impact A-3, regarding impacts from air pollution from power plants. The 
Proposed Project may make it more economically attractive to operate natural gas–fired 
power plants in Mexico by reducing constraints to the existing electrical system in San 
Diego County (see Section A.2.1, Statement of Objectives, page A-3 and page D.2-11). 
However, because demand for electricity would not change as a result of the Proposed 
Project, power plants elsewhere would be forced to reduce their operation.  The description 
of Impact A-3 (DEIR, page D.2-12) is revised in the Final EIR to update the status of 
federal actions on the international transmission lines. 

Whether or not the environmental setting of the Proposed Project would be altered by devel-
opment of liquefied natural gas (LNG) re-gasification facilities in Baja Mexico is beyond 
the scope of this analysis because no new use of natural gas would occur with the Proposed 
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Project.  The Proposed Project would improve the electrical transmission infrastructure rather 
than natural gas facilities.  New re-gasification facilities in Mexico could either serve Mexican 
or U.S. demand for natural gas; however, that potential exists with or without the Proposed 
Project.   

13-12 Area maps and photos showing the environmental setting of the Proposed Project come 
from a variety of sources.  Although some of the base maps from the United States Geological 
Survey may be many years old, Appendix 1 (Proposed Project Aerial Photographs) and 
Appendix 3 (Biological Resources Technical Report) each include a separate set of aerial 
photographs that depict the vicinity of the Proposed Project as of January 2001.  Therefore, 
housing developments as of January 2001 would be included on the aerial photographs.  
Analysis of the environmental baseline also included site reconnaissance and visits during 
the preparation of the Draft EIR and as recently as May 2004.  Past, present, and probable 
future developments are also included in Table F-1 in Draft EIR Section F (Other CEQA 
Considerations) and are incorporated into the analysis of cumulative impacts by each issue 
area.   

13-13 The Draft EIR notes that the winds are highly influenced by local topography, but tend to 
prevail from the west to the east (page D.2-1).   

13-14 The Draft EIR notes that air quality problems on either side of the California-Mexico border 
can be caused by emissions transported across the border in either direction (page D.2-2).  
The comment notes that mobile source emissions are not as aggressively controlled in 
Mexico as they are in California, and the Draft EIR acknowledges that mobile sources are a 
large component of the existing emission inventory (page D.2-2). However, it is beyond the 
scope of this EIR to recommend change or mitigations with respect to Mexico car emissions 
standards. Although the Proposed Project may cause minor amounts of emissions from vehi-
cles used for construction and maintenance, it would not affect the performance of emission 
sources in the mobile sector.   
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Responses to Comment Set 14 
Kevin Marsh 

14-1 The Draft EIR notes that a diverse range of energy providers would be used to provide 
power (page D.2-2; Table D.2-2; and Impact A-3, pages D.2-11 and D.2-12), but the 
CPUC cannot predict the ultimate location of power generation.  The discussion of air 
quality impacts (Impact A-3, related to emissions from power plants) notes that decreased 
operation of local power plants could occur if increased operation of power plants in Mexico 
occurs to help meet San Diego area power demand.  This could occur as a result of reduc-
ing constraints on the local electrical system (see Section A.2.1, Statement of Objectives).  
The Draft EIR Table D.2-2, page D.2-5, shows that the new Mexican power plants emis-
sions of certain pollutants (e.g., nitrogen oxides) would generally be lower than that of the older 
local power plants.  The Draft EIR analyzes this impact qualitatively (Impact A-3) and finds 
that it would be less than significant.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 13-11.  

14-2 The environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of power plants 
connected to the California grid are assessed prior to approval of those power plants by 
agencies other than the CPUC.  For large power plants within California, the California 
Energy Commission is the lead agency under CEQA, responsible for reviewing impacts, 
and for transmission line connections to Mexican power plants, the U.S. Department of 
Energy ensures compliance with the NEPA process.  Because these environmental assess-
ments assume that the power plants will be fully dispatched, the worst case environmental 
impacts have been previously assessed by the agencies having jurisdiction over the power 
plants.  The Proposed Project would not alter or change the worst case impacts that are 
assessed by the other agencies.  As described for Impact A-3 (Draft EIR, page D.2-12), 
because the Proposed Project is primarily intended to reduce existing transmission 
constraints, and because it would not result in new construction or increased operation of 
any power plant beyond that contemplated by the agencies having jurisdiction, additional 
review of emissions from power plants connected to the grid is not necessary. 

14-3 Please refer to Response to Comment 13-11, which explains that the Proposed Project would 
not result in development of LNG re-gasification facilities.   

14-4 The interconnected nature of the electrical power grid means that there is a relationship between 
development of power plants and transmission lines.  As shown in the discussion for Impact 
A-3 (Draft EIR, page D.2-11), the Proposed Project would change how the demand for 
electricity is served, but it would not result in construction or operation of any power plant.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment 14-2 and General Response GR-1, which explain 
the relationship of the Proposed Project with other energy-related development in the 
region.   

14-5 Please refer to Response to Comment 14-2, which explains that the environmental review 
of power plant construction and operation is not necessary in the CEQA assessment of the 
Proposed Project.   

14-6 As is discussed in Section D.11.3, Socioeconomics, Impact S-1 (Project-related population 
growth) and Impact S-2 (Induced demand for labor) would be less than significant.  The 
transmission lines built for the Miguel-Mission project could be used to connect to power 
plants within southern California as well.  For example, a future circuit, discussed within 
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each issue area in Section D of the Draft EIR, could eventually connect to the Otay Mesa 
Power Plant.  The relation of this project to the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agreement 
Transmission Project is detailed in General Response GR-1. 

14-7 Please refer to Response to Comment 14-1 and Section 1 of this Final EIR regarding the 
scope of this proceeding.  CEQA does not address cost or need in the evaluation of the Pro-
posed 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.  The Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project is 
discussed in Section A.2 of the Draft EIR, but it is not an issue specifically determined 
under 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 system congestion costs and would provide economic benefit to SDG&E and CAISO 
consumers.   

The need for this project is not addressed or decided within this EIR.  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).   
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Responses to Comment Set 15 
Bob and Gail Crawford 
15-1 Please refer to Response to Comment 9-1. 
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