








































































































































SDG&E’s 4th Comment Letter on the Sunrise DEIR/EIS 
Mitigation Re-Routes Corresponding to the Project Description 

1  

 

Reroute 
No. 

Chapter 
# 

Page # Para. # Comment 

1 B B-13  Around Narrows Substation: This re-route is to improve the previous 
submittal where the 500kV passes over the top of Narrows Substation on 
the south side which would have resulted in maintenance and safety 
concerns.  This re-work remains within the SDG&E easement and routes 
the 500kV to the north side of the substation and results in an aerial 
encroachment over the Caltrans ROW but not over the 69/92kV 
equipment inside the substation.  New structures will remain within the 
SDG&E easement in addition to the 500kV wire setup.    

2 B B-14 2 Grapevine Canyon - North End (avoid 69 kV lines): The Grapevine 
Canyon Alternative is an alternative to leave the existing 69 kV circuit as 
is once outside the State Park.  This alternative provides for increased 
separation from the existing 69kV line and increases the distances to 
homes.  

3 B B-51 1 100-Ft ROW in ABDSP: The ABDSP 100-foot corridor design is intended 
locate the 500kV transmission line entirely within SDG&E’s existing 100-
foot wide corridor through the State Park.  This revision relocates access 
roads, pull sites, etc. out of designated wilderness areas.   

4 B B-14 2 Central East Substation ingress / egress: The Central East Substation 
500kV ingress and 230kV egress have been modified to fit updated 
substation civil and electrical engineering and to provide for increased 
separation between the incoming 500kV line and the outgoing 230kV line 
to accommodate future transmission expansion.   

5 
 

B B-6 1 N6 Private Land Revision: The N6 Private Land Revision relocates the 
Preferred Alternative to BLM parcels to avoid bi-secting a private land 
parcel and cultural resources.  

6 C C-50  For the Coastal Link System Upgrade Alternative, the following 
transmission upgrades need to be included in the FEIR/EIS: the upgrade 
of Sycamore - Pomerado 69 kV Circuits 1 and 2 and the upgrade of 
Sycamore - Scripps 69 kV line. 

7 E Figure 
E.1.1-2a 

 SWPPL Archaeological Site (Plaster City): The SWPPL Archaeological 
Site (Plaster City) avoids a large archaeological site.   

8 E E.1.1-2  Jacumba SWPPL Breakaway Point Revision: The Jacumba SWPPL 
Breakaway Point Revision eliminates the need for one large angle 
structure by spanning directly between two smaller angle structures 
without impacting additional parcels.   

9 E E.1.4-8  Pine Valley I8 Non-motorized Avoidance Revision: The Pine Valley I8 
Non-motorized Avoidance Revision avoids Forest Service parcels with the 
back-country, non-motorized designation and avoids crossing the Viejas 
Indian Reservation.   

10 E E.1.4-13  High Meadows Revision: The High Meadows Revision relocates the I8 
centerline downhill to the west to reduce visual and land use impacts to 
the High Meadows Ranch Subdivision.  
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Reroute 
No. 

Chapter 
# 

Page # Para. # Comment 

11 E E.1.4-13  Highway 67 Hansen Quarry: The Highway 67 Hansen Quarry Revision 
relocates the I8 centerline downhill to the east to eliminate land use 
impacts to the Hansen Aggregates Quarry.   

12 E E.4.1-8  Lightner Substation Ingress/Egress: The Lightner Substation 500kV 
ingress and 230kV egress have been modified to fit updated substation 
civil and electrical engineering and to provide for increased separation 
between the incoming 500kV line and the outgoing 230kV line to 
accommodate future transmission expansion. 

13 Ap.1 Ap.1-4  Coastal Link Alternative - Chicarita Cable Pole:  The relocation of the 
Chicarita Cable Pole provides an alternative that avoids construction 
within close proximity to an apartment complex and avoids crossing over 
two 138 kV existing lines originating at Chicarita Substation and going 
under a 230 kV structure that has a 69 kV circuit on it.   

14 Ap.1 Ap.1-
114 

 Santa Ysabel Partial UG Avoiding Cultural Sites: This is an alternative 
to the Santa Ysabel Full Underground Alternative that utilizes the 
Proposed Project overhead route and is routed underground along Mesa 
Grande Road and adjacent to property lines to avoid impacts to cultural 
resources and reduce visual and property impacts. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

1 D D.4-
23, 24 

Bottom 2 
paragraphs, 
23, second 
bullet, 24, 
second full 
paragraph 
24 

Around Narrows Substation.  This re-route around the Narrows 
Substation is to improve the previous submittal where the 500kV 
passes over the top of Narrows Substation on the south side which 
would have resulted in maintenance and safety concerns.  This re-
work remains within the SDG&E easement and routes the 500kV to the 
north side of the substation and results in an aerial encroachment over 
the Caltrans ROW but not over the 69/92kV equipment inside the 
substation.  New structures will remain within the SDG&E easement in 
addition to the 500kV wire setup.   This revision relocates access 
roads, pull sites, etc. out of designated wilderness areas to specifically 
address Impact WR-4: Presence of a transmission line in a designated 
wilderness or wilderness study area would result in loss of wilderness 
land (Class I). The proposed SRPL Project would require a 50-foot 
expansion of SDG&E’s existing easement throughout ABDSP, and in 
some locations in Grapevine Canyon, a larger portion of the ROW 
would be located within wilderness areas. The additional ROW width 
through Grapevine Canyon would require the use of approximately 
50.2 acres of State Wilderness within the Pinyon Ridge Wilderness 
Area (48.1 acres) and Grapevine Mountain Wilderness Area (1.3 
acres) (see Table D.5-3 and Appendix 11B for detailed maps). 
Proposed SRPL ROW would not be located within Vallecito Mountains 
Wilderness Area; however, portions of three temporary pull sites for 
stringing the 500 kV conductor would be located within the Wilderness 
Area, resulting in 0.8 acres of impact to wilderness. Note that the 
distinction between temporary and permanent impacts to wilderness is 
not made because both are prohibited. This alternative incorporates 
full wilderness avoidance to supplant mitigation WR-4a and WR-4b. 

2 D D.4-
23, 24 

Bottom 2 
paragraphs, 
23, second 
bullet, 24, 
second full 
paragraph 
24 

Grapevine Canyon - North End (avoid 69 kV lines): The Grapevine 
Canyon Alternative is an alternative to leave the existing 69 kV circuit 
as is once outside the State Park.  This alternative provides for 
increased separation from the existing 69kV line and increases the 
distances to homes, specifically to address Impact L-1: Construction 
would temporarily disturb land uses at or near the alignment, from MP 
83 to MP 88 (See Figure Ap.LU-10 for Grapevine Canyon, west of 
ABDSP): There are four structures that appear to be residences within 
1,000 feet of the proposed ROW in this segment of the project. They 
are located between 200 and 800 feet from the corridor.  This 
relocation augments and partially supplants APMs LU-1, LU-4, and LU-
6 and Mitigation Measure L-1a, Prepare Construction Notification Plan. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

3 D D.5-
36, 
D.5-45 

2, page 36 
2, page 45 

100-Ft ROW in ABDSP: The ABDSP 100-foot corridor design is 
intended locate the 500kV transmission line entirely within SDG&E’s 
existing 100-foot wide corridor through the State Park.  This revision 
relocates access roads, pull sites, etc. out of designated wilderness 
areas to specifically address Impact WR-4: Presence of a transmission 
line in a designated wilderness or wilderness study area would result in 
loss of wilderness land (Class I). The proposed SRPL Project would 
require a 50-foot expansion of SDG&E’s existing easement throughout 
ABDSP, and in some locations in Grapevine Canyon, a larger portion 
of the ROW would be located within wilderness areas. The additional 
ROW width through Grapevine Canyon would require the use of 
approximately 50.2 acres of State Wilderness within the Pinyon Ridge 
Wilderness Area (48.1 acres) and Grapevine Mountain Wilderness 
Area (1.3 acres) (see Table D.5-3 and Appendix 11B for detailed 
maps). Proposed SRPL ROW would not be located within Vallecito 
Mountains Wilderness Area; however, portions of three temporary pull 
sites for stringing the 500 kV conductor would be located within the 
Wilderness Area, resulting in 0.8 acres of impact to wilderness. Note 
that the distinction between temporary and permanent impacts to 
wilderness is not made because both are prohibited.  This alternative 
incorporates full wilderness avoidance to supplant mitigation WR-4a 
and WR-4b and because 50-feet of wilderness expansion is not 
required under this alternative would avoid the Class I impact of loss of 
wilderness land. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

4 D D.3-
178 
D.3-
179 

4 
2 

Central East Substation ingress / egress: The Central East 
Substation 500kV ingress and 230kV egress have been modified to fit 
updated substation civil and electrical engineering and to provide for 
increased separation between the incoming 500kV line and the 
outgoing 230kV line to accommodate future transmission expansion.  
This modification is proposed to address Cumulative Impact V-2FT: 
Increased structure contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and 
skylining resulting in cumulative visual impacts (Class I.  The visual 
sensitivity of the existing landscape and viewing conditions, structure 
design, site-specific siting locations of future transmission structures, 
and the resulting cumulative visual impacts of the future 230 kV lines 
vary along the length of the potential future routes. Where two 
transmission lines are lined up, viewers would be able to see a 
doubling of the built features (structures and conductors) with 
increased visual contrast and view blockage. Assuming that the new 
transmission line is of identical design and is effectively matched up 
with an existing 230 kV line, tower for tower with synchronized 
conductor spans, the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 
However, with three or more transmission lines in a corridor, even with 
identical designs, it would be very unlikely that natural terrain variations 
would allow for a consistent matching of structures. As a result, 
structures would likely be offset in terms of both location and elevation.  
This would cause asynchronous structure positioning and conductor 
spans. The corridor would appear more structurally complex with 
substantially greater industrial character. View blockage of higher 
valued landscape features (hills, ridgelines, mountains, and sky) would 
also be more substantial.  The resulting cumulative visual impact would 
be significant and unmitigable (Class I). The future 230 kV lines that 
would be located along existing 69 kV routes, could also cause 
substantial cumulative impacts on visual resources due to the larger, 
taller pole sizes needed to support the weight of the new lines. The 
new towers would be structurally more prominent with increased 
industrial character compared to the existing transmission line facilities 
and would likely result in more instances of structure skylining 
(extending above the horizon). View blockage of higher valued 
landscape features would increase. Such substantial cumulative visual 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable (Class I).   
This modification is a specific implementation of Mitigation Measure V-
25a. Structure design and placement guidance. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

5 D D.7-29 
D.7-30 

4 
5 

N6 Private Land Revision: The N6 Private Land Revision relocates 
the Preferred Alternative to BLM parcels to avoid bisecting a private 
land parcel and cultural resources.  This segment option specifically 
mitigates for Impact C-1: Construction of the project would cause 
an adverse change to known historic properties (Class I or II)  
“Historic properties”, as used herein, are those resources (including 
historical built environment resources, prehistoric archaeological sites, 
historical archaeological sites, unique archaeological sites, and 
traditional cultural properties — regardless of their age) that are 
determined by a federal, State, or local agency to be eligible for listing 
on a historic register. The Proposed Project would impact historic 
properties directly during construction activities such as excavating and 
grading, as well as indirectly through increased access to cultural 
resources that could result in vandalism or inadvertent impacts.  This 
segment relocation implements Mitigation Measure C-1b, Avoid and 
protect potentially significant resources. 

7 E E.1.7-
4 

2, 4 SWPPL Archaeological Site (Plaster City): The SWPPL 
Archaeological Site (Plaster City) avoids a large archaeological site.  
This segment option specifically mitigates for Impact C-1: 
Construction of the project would cause an adverse change to 
known historic properties (Class I or II)  “Historic properties”, as 
used herein, are those resources (including historical built environment 
resources, prehistoric archaeological sites, historical archaeological 
sites, unique archaeological sites, and traditional cultural properties — 
regardless of their age) that are determined by a federal, State, or local 
agency to be eligible for listing on a historic register. The Proposed 
Project would impact historic properties directly during construction 
activities such as excavating and grading, as well as indirectly through 
increased access to cultural resources that could result in vandalism or 
inadvertent impacts.  This segment relocation implements Mitigation 
Measure C-1b, Avoid and protect potentially significant resources. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

8 E E.1.3-
79 
E.1.3-
80 

5 
1,2 

Jacumba SWPPL Breakaway Point Revision: The Jacumba SWPPL 
Breakaway Point Revision eliminates the need for one large angle 
structure by spanning directly between two smaller angle structures 
without impacting additional parcels.  This modification directly 
mitigated for Impact L-2: Presence of a project component would 
divide an established community or disrupt land uses at or near 
the alignment (No Impact for division of community; Class I or 
Class II for Pending/Future Development) Pending and Future 
Development. If a transmission route is approved by CPUC and BLM 
decision-makers, ROW acquisition and detailed design would begin 
soon after approval. Prior to this process, new land development 
projects may have been proposed or constructed by landowners on 
land parcels across which the route would pass.  When Proposed 
Project was defined, an effort was made to avoid properties where the 
alignment would affect existing or newly planned land developments. 
However, development is occurring rapidly in southern California, and 
there are new development projects entering local development 
approval processes continually. In order for the final engineering of the 
transmission line to accommodate land use changes that may have 
occurred after the route was originally defined, Mitigation Measure L-
1b is recommended. This measure requires SDG&E to coordinate with 
landowners to revise the route, where feasible, to minimize land use 
conflicts between the transmission line and existing/planned 
development. To reduce impacts to planned new land uses identified 
subsequent to project approval by CPUC and BLM, it may be feasible 
to make minor adjustments to alignment location or tower design that 
would accommodate the proposed development without compromising 
the transmission line or creating new impacts to adjacent land uses 
that would be more adverse than the approved alignment. Preparation 
and implementation of a construction notification plan (Mitigation 
Measure L-1a) would serve to notify landowners and tenants of 
pending construction. However, this notification would not provide 
sufficient time to investigate mitigation rerouting of the transmission 
line at specific parcels. There would be no impact if no developments 
are affected, but impacts to these developments would be significant if 
the mitigation cannot be effectively implemented. It is expected that 
minor route revisions will reduce impacts to less than significant levels 
(Class II) but that there may also be situations where the alignment or 
facility components cannot be relocated, and the impact would remain 
significant (Class I).  This modification implements Mitigation 
Measure L-2b, Revise project elements to minimize land use 
conflicts. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

9 E E.2.5-
3, 4 

2, 2 Pine Valley I8 Non-motorized Avoidance Revision: The Pine Valley 
I8 Non-motorized Avoidance Revision avoids Forest Service parcels 
with the back-country, non-motorized designation and avoids crossing 
the Viejas Indian Reservation.  This option mitigation Impact WR-2: 
Presence of a transmission line or substation would permanently 
change the character of a recreation area, diminishing its recreational 
value (Class I). The BCD Alternative would not be collocated with other 
overhead utilities, and would therefore introduce new structurally 
complex, industrial type features to a predominantly natural landscape. 
As described in Section E.2.3, Visual Resources, long-term, 
operational visual impacts would be experienced by viewers 
throughout the length of this alternative.  This option implements 
Mitigation Measure WR-2a, Coordinate tower and road locations 
with the authorized officer for the recreation area, based on input 
from the USFS March 2008 comment letter on the DEIR/EIS. 
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Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

10 E E.1.4-
12, 13 

12, last 
13, 2, 
second 
bullet 

High Meadows Revision: The High Meadows Revision relocates the 
I8 centerline downhill to the west to reduce visual and land use impacts 
to the High Meadows Ranch Subdivision. This modification directly 
mitigates for Impact L-2: When the Interstate 8 Alternative was 
defined, an effort was made to avoid properties where the alignment 
would affect existing or newly planned land developments. 
Development is occurring rapidly in southern California, and there are 
new development projects entering local development approval 
processes continually.  Mitigation Measure L-1b requires SDG&E to 
coordinate with landowners to revise the route, where feasible, to 
minimize land use conflicts between the transmission line and 
existing/planned development.  Several new projects have been 
identified as having potential conflicts with the Interstate 8 Alternative.  
Potential solutions for these specific projects are presented in the 
mitigation measure. It is likely that there will be other projects that will 
be in the land use approval process prior to final design and 
construction of the approved route. To reduce impacts to planned new 
land uses identified subsequent to project approval by CPUC and 
BLM, it may be feasible to make minor adjustments to alignment 
location or tower design that would accommodate the proposed 
development without compromising the transmission line or creating 
new impacts to adjacent land uses that would be more adverse than 
the approved alignment. Preparation and implementation of a 
construction notification plan (Mitigation Measure L-1a) would serve to 
notify landowners and tenants of pending construction. However, this 
notification would not provide sufficient time to investigate mitigation 
rerouting of the transmission line at specific parcels. The impact to 
these developments would be significant if the mitigation cannot be 
effectively implemented. It is expected that minor route revisions will 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels (Class II) but that there 
may also be situations where the alignment or facility components 
cannot be relocated, and the impact would remain significant (Class I). 
This segment alternative implements Mitigation Measure L-2b, 
Interstate 8 Alternative: MP I8-87 through I8-89.5, High Meadow 
Ranch. The initial alignment shall be shifted approximately 200 feet to 
the west, down slope, in order to minimize visual effects of the towers 
on the development. See Figure Ap.11C-56 for map of this area. 



SDG&E’s 4th Comment Letter on the Sunrise DEIR/EIS  

Mitigation Re-Routes – Corresponding Impact and Mitigation Table 

8  

Reroute  
# 

Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

11 E E.1.4-
12, 13 

12, last 
13, 2, 
second 
bullet 

Highway 67 Hansen Quarry: The Highway 67 Hansen Quarry 
Revision relocates the I8 centerline downhill to the east to eliminate 
land use impacts to the Hansen Aggregates Quarry.  This modification 
directly mitigated for Impact L-2: Presence of a project component 
would divide an established community or disrupt land uses at or 
near the alignment (No Impact for division of community; Class I 
or Class II for Pending/Future Development) Pending and Future 
Development. If a transmission route is approved by CPUC and BLM 
decision-makers, ROW acquisition and detailed design would begin 
soon after approval. Prior to this process, new land development 
projects may have been proposed or constructed by landowners on 
land parcels across which the route would pass.  When Proposed 
Project was defined, an effort was made to avoid properties where the 
alignment would affect existing or newly planned land developments. 
However, development is occurring rapidly in southern California, and 
there are new development projects entering local development 
approval processes continually. In order for the final engineering of the 
transmission line to accommodate land use changes that may have 
occurred after the route was originally defined, Mitigation Measure L-
1b is recommended. This measure requires SDG&E to coordinate with 
landowners to revise the route, where feasible, to minimize land use 
conflicts between the transmission line and existing/planned 
development. To reduce impacts to planned new land uses identified 
subsequent to project approval by CPUC and BLM, it may be feasible 
to make minor adjustments to alignment location or tower design that 
would accommodate the proposed development without compromising 
the transmission line or creating new impacts to adjacent land uses 
that would be more adverse than the approved alignment. Preparation 
and implementation of a construction notification plan (Mitigation 
Measure L-1a) would serve to notify landowners and tenants of 
pending construction. However, this notification would not provide 
sufficient time to investigate mitigation rerouting of the transmission 
line at specific parcels. There would be no impact if no developments 
are affected, but impacts to these developments would be significant if 
the mitigation cannot be effectively implemented. It is expected that 
minor route revisions will reduce impacts to less than significant levels 
(Class II) but that there may also be situations where the alignment or 
facility components cannot be relocated, and the impact would remain 
significant (Class I).  This modification implements Mitigation Measure 
L-2b, Revise project elements to minimize land use conflicts. 
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Reroute  
# 
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12 E E.1.79, 
80 

Last, 2 Lightner Substation Ingress/Egress: The Lightner Substation 500kV 
ingress and 230kV egress have been modified to fit updated substation 
civil and electrical engineering and to provide for increased separation 
between the incoming 500kV line and the outgoing 230kV line to 
accommodate future transmission expansion. This modification is 
proposed to address Cumulative Impact V-2FT: Increased structure 
contrast, industrial character, view blockage, and skylining 
resulting in cumulative visual impacts (Class I).  The visual 
sensitivity of the existing landscape and viewing conditions, structure 
design, site-specific siting locations of future transmission structures, 
and the resulting cumulative visual impacts of the future 230 kV lines 
vary along the length of the potential future routes. Where two 
transmission lines are lined up, viewers would be able to see a 
doubling of the built features (structures and conductors) with 
increased visual contrast and view blockage. Assuming that the new 
transmission line is of identical design and is effectively matched up 
with an existing 230 kV line, tower for tower with synchronized 
conductor spans, the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 
However, with three or more transmission lines in a corridor, even with 
identical designs, it would be very unlikely that natural terrain variations 
would allow for a consistent matching of structures. As a result, 
structures would likely be offset in terms of both location and elevation.  
This would cause asynchronous structure positioning and conductor 
spans. The corridor would appear more structurally complex with 
substantially greater industrial character. View blockage of higher 
valued landscape features (hills, ridgelines, mountains, and sky) would 
also be more substantial.  The resulting cumulative visual impact would 
be significant and unmitigable (Class I). The future 230 kV lines that 
would be located along existing 69 kV routes, could also cause 
substantial cumulative impacts on visual resources due to the larger, 
taller pole sizes needed to support the weight of the new lines. The 
new towers would be structurally more prominent with increased 
industrial character compared to the existing transmission line facilities 
and would likely result in more instances of structure skylining 
(extending above the horizon). View blockage of higher valued 
landscape features would increase. Such substantial cumulative visual 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable (Class I).  This 
modification is a specific implementation of Mitigation Measure V-25a, 
Structure design and placement guidance. 
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Reroute  
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Chapter # Page # Para # Comment 

13 D D.4-
31, 32 

Third Bullet 
bottom of 
31 and 
second full 
paragraph 
on 32 

Coastal Link Alternative - Chicarita Cable Pole:  The relocation of 
the Chicarita Cable Pole provides an alternative that avoids 
construction within close proximity to an apartment complex and 
avoids crossing over two 138 kV existing lines originating at Chicarita 
Substation and going under a 230 kV structure that has a 69 kV circuit 
on it.  This relocation directly addresses Impact L-1: Construction 
would temporarily disturb land uses at or near the alignment (Class II, 
III) Within the Coastal Link, including the Sycamore Canyon to Elliot 
Substation reconductoring, land uses traversed by or adjacent to the 
proposed route include commercial and office use, industrial uses, 
military facilities, public roadways, a religious facility, schools, open 
space preserves, parks, and single- and multi-family residential. 
Construction of the Coastal Link would temporarily disturb the 
surrounding areas as a result of heavy construction equipment, 
trenching activities associated with the undergrounding of a portion of 
the proposed transmission line, and the movement of building 
materials to sites and returning to construction staging areas.  MP 
142.3 Chicarita Substation) to MP 146.5 (end of Park Village Road). 
Figure Ap.LU-17 provides a map of sensitive land uses along this 
segment. This underground segment would pass within 1,000 feet of 
nearly 1900 residential structures.  This relocation augments and 
partially replaces APMs LU-1, LU-4, and LU-6. 

14 D D.7-
45, 46 

Last, First Santa Ysabel Partial UG Avoiding Cultural Sites: This is an 
alternative to the Santa Ysabel Full Underground Alternative that 
utilizes the Proposed Project overhead route and is routed 
underground along Mesa Grande Road and adjacent to property lines 
to avoid impacts to cultural resources and reduce visual and property 
impacts. This segment option specifically mitigates for Impact C-1: 
Forty-three (43) cultural resources within the Central Link are 
potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. Eleven of the 
resources identified within the Central Link are located in areas of 
direct impact. All but one of these resources is prehistoric, and two 
prehistoric habitation sites are among those that would be impacted. If 
these sites were evaluated and recommended eligible for NRHP 
and/or CRHR, it would likely be under Criterion D (data potential). As 
such, impacts to these resources could be mitigated through data 
recovery; however, avoidance is always preferred.  This segment 
relocation implements Mitigation Measure C-1b, Avoid and protect 
potentially significant resources. 
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Mitigation Measures and Miscellaneous Comments  

1  

Ch. B.3.1, page 32, para. 1 
In Section B.3.1 (Structures) beginning with the sentence “The proposed 500 kV…”, SDG&E recommends 
adding the following sentence after the second sentence “Tubular steel poles shown in Figure B-17 have 
SDG&E curved gull wing arm design. SDG&E will also consider straight arm designs.” 
 
Ch. B.3.1, page 32 
In Section B.3.1 (Structures), SDG&E recommends adding a new paragraph after the existing first 
paragraph ending with “…illustrated in Figure B-19”. The new paragraph should read “These designations 
for lattice towers or steel poles are based on preliminary engineering. In the final engineering phase it may 
become advantageous to use steel poles where lattice towers were anticipated, or to use lattice towers 
where steel poles were anticipated. The final decision to use lattice towers or steel poles would be based 
on structure capacity, economical, and visual reasons.” 
 
Ch. B.3.1, page 32, para 4 
In Section B.3.1 (Structures) beginning with the sentence “Imperial Valley Link…”, SDG&E recommends 
adding the following sentence immediately before the last sentence in the paragraph “It is anticipated that 
dead end structures (i.e. line angles greater than 60 degrees)  from MP 4 to MP 20 abutting the agricultural 
lands will be lattice towers.” 
 
Ch. C, page 12 
Table C-2 states that the Top of the World Substation Alternative was VID (landowner) preference over 
other options on its land and then on p. C-53, Section C.4.7.1, it states that the Top of the World site would 
meet project objectives and would be potentially feasible.  From SDG&E's land acquisition and land 
management perspective, the Top of the World Substation Alternative would not be feasible for several 
reasons.  First, the Vista Irrigation District (VID) has clearly indicated to SDG&E that it would not be willing 
to sell any portion of their property for a substation site, and it is unlikely that SDG&E would be able to 
condemn VID for these land rights.  It is SDG&E's policy to acquire land in fee for substation sites rather 
than lease.  It gives SDG&E the ability to control the operations on the site and it is financially more 
advantageous to own rather than lease the property.  Additionally, during a more recent discussion with 
VID, they indicated they would be unwilling to lease the site to SDG&E, in view of SDG&E's current 
ownership of the property for the Central East Substation site. 
 
Ch. D.2; Ap.12; page D.2-88; Ap.12-1; para. B-1a 
In Mitigation Measure B-1a, ‘off-site' acquisition in relation to mitigation is not clearly defined.  The 
FEIR/EIS should clearly define 'off-site' in relation to acquisition of mitigation lands (outside ROW, outside 
impact or vegetation management area, outside previously created preserves/open space).  Add the 
following text, "Any area that can be preserved as intact or restored habitat, or if it contains any species 
(plant or animal) that require project-related compensatory mitigation will qualify as mitigation lands." 
 
Also, Mitigation Measure B-1a: The DEIR/EIS presently states "All limits of construction shall be delineated 
with orange construction fencing. During and after construction, entrances to access roads shall be gated 
to prevent the unauthorized use of these roads by the general public. Signs prohibiting unauthorized use of 
the access roads shall be posted on these gates."  SDG&E would like to confirm that this measure does not  
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apply in ABDSP, as putting up gates in the non-wilderness area of the Park will create a new visual impact 
in addition to new ground impacts for the gate posts.  This should be clarified in the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
Ch. D.2; Ap.12; page D.2-89; Ap.12.2; Mitigation Measure B-1a 
Mitigation Measure B-1a states acquisition of mitigation land is required for areas where habitat restoration 
cannot meet mitigation requirements. Please clarify the length of time restoration must be attempted before 
purchasing mitigation land. 
 
Ch. D.2; Ap.12; page D.2-91; Ap.12-4; Mitigation Measure B-1b 
In Mitigation Measure B-1b, please confirm that impact determination and mitigation measures would solely 
pertain to extant road ruts at the time of implementation of the project. Mitigation for any impact should only 
be required once. 
 
Ch. D.2; Ap.12 page D.2-91; Ap.12.5 para. 5; 2 
Mitigation Measure B-1b states any plating or bridging shall be considered a direct impact. It is 
counterintuitive how protection of vernal pools can be considered a permanent impact requiring mitigation. 
This portion of the measure in essence requires mitigation for a minimization measure. There is no 
proportionality between the impact and this mitigation measure. 
 
Ch. D.2; Ap.12 page D.2-91; Ap.12-5  Mitigation Measure B-1b 
Regarding Mitigation Measure B-1b, an alternate to steel plating is requested for maintenance activities to 
follow current SDG&E BMPs that require a qualified biologist to monitor eminence activities to insure no 
impacts to critical habitat while working. Accordingly, SDG&E requests that a sentence in this measure be 
modified as follows: “…If access roads must be used while any portion of the depressions within the roads 
are wet, avoidance of the wet areas shall be the preferred method of access but where avoidance is not 
possible, metal plating or bridging shall be placed over the depressions to prevent alteration of the 
depression topography and hydrology, and to prevent impacts to the endangered San Diego fairy shrimp 
(where the absence of fairy shrimp has not been proven). This bridging or plating shall not be left in place 
for more than three weeks. Any bridging or plating shall be considered a direct impact to fairy shrimp 
(where not proven absent) and shall be mitigated in accordance with this mitigation measure as follows.”    
 
Ch. D.2; Ap.12 Page Ap.12-8  Mitigation Measure B-1f 
Mitigation Measure B-1f: The DEIR/EIS presently states “stringing of new wire and reconductoring for the 
project would be allowed year round in sensitive habitats if the conductor is not allowed to drag on the 
ground or in brush and all vehicles used during stringing remain on project access roads.”  Stringing sites 
are generally quite large, 200 feet by 500 feet is typical.  To the extent possible SDG&E has tried to place 
these sites in the ROW, however, these locations are driven by the conductor reel length and line angles.  
The conductor has to be pulled in longitudinally, that is in line with the alignment.  For example, if the line 
angle is 45° there will need to be two sites at that structure to accommodate the pull in both directions.  In 
these cases the sites will be outside of the ROW.  If the pull were attempted within the ROW, it would likely 
result in structure damage or failure because of the excessive strain placed on the structures due to the 
angle.  These sites have been previously identified.  SDG&E recommends that the measure be reworded 
as follows: “…stringing of new wire and reconductoring for the project would be allowed year round in 
sensitive habitats if the conductor is not allowed to drag on the ground or in brush and all vehicles used 
during stringing remain on project access roads to the greatest extent feasible and any vehicle or 
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equipment placement off of roads be monitored and confirmed that no sensitive environmental resources 
would be impacted.”  Support vehicles and stringing equipment should be allowed off project access roads 
where approved in order to access stringing sites not on project access roads. 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-97 to 98; Ap.12-14 Mitigation Measure B-3a; 7 
The requirement during the lifespan of the construction and operation/maintenance to wash all vehicles and 
equipment before and after entering all project areas seems excessive. SDG&E has constructed other 
projects and has successfully managed the spread of noxious weeds.  This is evident along the existing 
SWPL right of way.  During operation and maintenance of the line, SDG&E crews would only be at the 
location temporarily and would not cause an impact.  The effectiveness of this measure is questionable 
since non-natives can spread in many ways including shoes, equipment, wind, birds, small mammals and 
members of the public walking or biking through the ROW.  Non-natives are already widespread throughout 
southern California.  The spread of non-natives can be a problem more due to the encroachment of urban 
and other residential development, and associated with ornamental plant species and invasive exotics 
immediately adjacent to the ROW, not the occasional use of access roads by SDG&E maintenance and 
construction vehicles.  Further, water resources would be unnecessarily wasted if this mitigation measure 
were implemented as currently drafted because SDG&E would have to bring in more water trucks beyond 
those needed for dust control, and thus cause more impacts than the value intended to be gained by this 
measure.  Finally, this measure could conflict with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”), 
which will seek to minimize the generation of non-stormwater and would require additional mitigation to 
reduce potential water quality and sedimentation impacts.  The FEIR/EIS should eliminate this requirement 
because it would be ineffective and causes additional impacts to water supply and quality. 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-115; Ap.12-21 Mitigation Measure B-7c 
Mitigation Measure B-7c requires that land be purchased for bighorn sheep mitigation; however, an 
alternative set of numbers needs to be calculated and presented based on proposed Critical Habitat as laid 
out in the 2007 Proposed Rule. If adopted, this would substantially reduce the amount of Critical Habitat in 
the project area. The DEIR/EIS based calculations only on currently designated Critical Habitat, which has 
been remanded to the USFWS by the Court for new rulemaking.  The Draft EIR/EIS states (middle of Ap.12 
page 22): "For the I-8 Alternative, the required mitigation for PBS impacts includes off-site purchase of 
246.2 acres and on-site restoration of 25.4 acres. All other PBS mitigation described in Mitigation Measure 
B-7c for the Proposed Project is also required for the I-8 Alternative."  
 
This mitigation measure should recognize that restoration of habitat areas can also be considered 
mitigation, as approved by USFWS and CDFG.  For example, the restoration of habitat south of I-8 would 
encourage bighorn sheep use of Jacumba Mountains Wilderness.  Restoration activities would involve 
fencing and exclusion of humans from waterholes that would be used by bighorn sheep.  
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-115; Ap.12-21 Mitigation Measure B-7c 
Mitigation Measure B-7c: The DEIR/EIS proposes a series of unnecessary restrictions on construction and 
maintenance that constrain these into a narrow range of dates that will result in construction delays. B-7c 
begins, "With regard to timing of activities, construction and maintenance activities in bighorn sheep habitat 
shall be limited to outside the lambing season and the period of greatest water need. The lambing season 
is February through August. The period of greatest water need is May through September." It is not 
necessary to restrict construction and maintenance activities during the entire span of possible lambing 
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dates but only during the period when the majority of the populations lambing occurs (31 January to 1 May, 
when 87% of lambing occurs) and only when construction is within 1 km of occupied lambing areas. 
Similarly, the DEIR/EIS suggests restricting activities during the period of greatest water need (May-
September). This restriction has no nexus if water sources are nowhere near the transmission line corridor. 
In fact, construction in areas away from water sources during this period could result in less disturbance to 
bighorn sheep. That is because bighorn are more likely to be concentrated near water sources during the 
summer heat. Under the Coachella MSCP, the seasonal restrictions are shorter than in the DEIR/EIS - 
human access to lambing areas is limited from January 15 to June 30 (compared to the EIR/EIS's February 
-August) and access to water source areas is limited from July 1 to September 30 (compared to May 
through September).  This is 3 1/2 months less in terms of construction restrictions, which substantially 
impacts the project schedule. 
 
Contrary to the excessively restrictive measures proposed in the DEIR/EIS, preconstruction surveys for 
bighorn sheep can be conducted prior to construction and maintenance activities, and if bighorn sheep are 
found, then SDG&E can consult with the appropriate agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 
and California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG]) to determine appropriate and reasonable avoidance 
measures to effectively minimize potential impacts to bighorn sheep.  The mitigation measure should be 
revised to require preconstruction surveys for bighorn sheep prior to construction and maintenance 
activities for work proposed within bighorn sheep habitat.  As stated, if the presence of bighorn sheep is 
determined then SDG&E would consult with USFWS and CDFG as appropriate to determine suitable 
mitigation.  
 
Potential for temporary displacement and some indirect effects on bighorn sheep (e.g. running from closely 
approaching helicopters or reduced foraging time when helicopters are operating in the immediate vicinity) 
may be mitigated by requiring that helicopters follow predictable patterns that are not potentially threatening 
to bighorn sheep. Such reasonable avoidance measures specifically related to helicopter usage could 
include: 
1) Follow regular flight corridors that avoid occupied bighorn sheep habitat to the maximum extent possible. 
2) Avoid areas within 0.6 miles (1 km) of lambing areas from 31 January to 1 May  (this is when 87% of 
lambing occurs in the Peninsular Ranges (Rubin et al. 2000). 
3) Avoid lamb-rearing areas to the extent possible from 1 March to 1 June. 
4) Avoid low-flying within 0.6 miles (1 km) critical bighorn sheep water sources during the hottest time of the 
year (1 June - 1 September). 
5) Avoid the use of low-flying "shortcuts" over bighorn sheep habitat.   
 
Areas of transient bighorn sheep use that do not have critical resources for bighorn sheep (e.g. alluvial fans 
beyond the toe of the slope) will not require the same level of restrictions.  All of the suggested mitigation 
measures above can be most easily achieved by establishing helicopter flight corridors above existing 
roadways.  
 
For Mitigation Measure B-7g, the Proposed Project desert tortoise surveys were performed from MP 40 to 
MP 74, so clearance surveys should be limited to that portion of the Proposed Project. 
 
Mitigation Measure B-7g states, “A worker bonus program shall be implemented that would reward 
construction/maintenance staff who spot a tortoise within the work area and, without touching or disturbing 
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the animal, notify the authorized biologist for action.” Suitable tortoise habitat within the Proposed Project 
ROW was surveyed for Desert Tortoises with no signs of the endangered species.  Contacts with USFWS 
(John Messina telecom with ___at USFWS (2007)) did not feel the species would be found and if found 
they would be domesticated pets released into the wild.  A bonus program might promote workers to 
displace endangered species in order to collect a reward. Suggest deletion of second bullet to eliminate a 
program that could encourage take of a listed species. 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-124; Ap.12-28 Mitigation Measure B-7g 
Mitigation Measure B-7g calls for access to all areas within 100 feet of construction zones may not be 
feasible because of entry restrictions or may be unsuitable burrowing habitat for desert tortoise. Suggest 
adding the following text to the beginning of the first bullet of Mitigation Measure B-7g: "Where access is 
not restricted and suitable burrow habitat is present, " 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-124; Ap.12-29 Mitigation Measure B-7g, second bullet 
Mitigation Measure B-7h should be revised because using a 4,000-ft buffer is not justified by the literature 
or the standard approach used for other projects.  The FEIR/EIS should propose a realistic buffer for 
Golden Eagles found along the approved Sunrise alignment that should be based on more literature review 
and evaluation of site specific conditions along the proposed corridors, e.g. actual habitat buffers between 
construction activities and known locations of Golden Eagle nests.  This analysis would result in specific 
setback recommendations that SDG&E could use to minimize potential effects.  A buffer of up to 1/4 mile 
(1,320 feet) for active nests is recommended. Activities within 1/4 mile of an active nest should not be 
prohibited, especially in areas where the activities are screened by natural topography or vegetation 
(obstructed view). These cases could be monitored by a qualified raptor biologist to provide construction 
flexibility; if the biologist determines that construction activities are not disturbing the nest, construction 
could continue. The biologist would have full authority to stop work if the nest was deemed to be disturbed.  
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-124; Ap.12-28 Mitigation Measure B-7g 
Another option would be to use the study methods developed to determine what the actual flushing 
distances are for Golden Eagles and recommend specific buffers and other mitigation for construction and 
operation of the power line. Studies by Stalmaster and Newman 1978 (Stalmaster, M. V. and J.R. Newman. 
1978.  Behavioral Responses of Wintering Bald Eagles to Human Activity.  Journal of Wildlife Management 
42:503-513) show that eagles are tolerant to non-threatening human activity and become acclimated to it. 
Acclimation to human activity is common in birds.  Vegetation and topographic conditions reduce the 
potential disturbance even further.  This study and studies on wading birds show that the mere presence of 
human activity may not be disturbing to birds if it is not directed at them, e.g. walking parallel to a particular 
bird (non-threatening) versus walking directly at a particular bird (threatening activity).  Construction and 
maintenance of the power line will not be directed at Golden Eagles and should not be considered a 
threatening activity. 
 
In addition, there should be some flexibility for "Maintenance Activities" added to the mitigation measure in 
the Final EIR/EIS. Necessary maintenance activity can be accomplished under the direction of a raptor 
expert. 
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D.2; Ap.12 D.2-126; Ap.12-29 Mitigation Measure B-7h 
Suggest revising Mitigation Measure B-7m to restrict program to suitable FTHL habitat by using the 
following text: 1) Fund and implement a FTHL protective signed program along all roads within the project 
area that occur within suitable FTHL habitat. 2) Surface all new access roads (with asphalt, gravel, 
chemical or physical stabilizers or other surfacing acceptable to the authorized officer) within suitable FTHL 
habitat in the project area to reduce the amount of time that FTHLs may spend on these access roads.   
 
If there are no nesting birds present, there would be no violation of the MBTA. Therefore, add the following 
as the first sentence of Mitigation Measure B-8a “If pre-activity surveys for bird nests conducted by a 
qualified biologist during the nesting season (between September 16 and February 14) clear the area to be 
disturbed, no seasonal restriction to vegetation clearing is required. Outside of the nesting season, no nest 
clearance surveys are required prior to project activity. If clearance surveys are not performed, all 
vegetation clearing…” 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-136; Ap.12-40 Mitigation Measure B-7m 
Mitigation Measure B-10a states "Where such markers are installed, the applicant shall fund a study to 
determine the effectiveness of the markers as a collision prevention measure since there are few, if any, 
studies that show if such markers work, especially on transmission lines (CEC, 2007). The applicant shall 
develop a draft study protocol and submit it to the Wildlife Agencies and State Parks, as well as to CPUC 
and BLM, for review. The applicant shall continue to work with these agencies until approval of a final study 
protocol is obtained. If the study shows the markers to be ineffective, the applicant shall coordinate with the 
Wildlife Agencies to develop alternate collision protection measures." If diverters are installed before 
baseline monitoring can be done, there will be no data to compare to and no measure of the effectiveness 
of the diverters. After the first sentence of last bullet on page Ap.12-43, insert, "Two years of monitoring will 
be conducted after the line is installed without diverters to collect baseline data on bird collisions. If 
collisions are not determined to be an issue, diverters would not be required. If they are an issue, the 
Applicant should install them and implement the following study." 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-141; Ap.12-41 Mitigation Measure B-8a 
In Mitigation Measure B-11a, please define the limits of the area of the raven control plan. 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-147; Ap.12-43 Mitigation Measure B-10a 
The 2nd sentence of Mitigation Measure B-1g should be slightly revised as follows “Where it is not feasible 
for access roads to cross at right angles, SDG&E would limit the crossing angle to 45 degrees. The access 
road crossings would continue at the maximum 45 degrees to the streambed or wash for a minimum 
distance of 50 feet from the edge of streambed or wash before they would become more parallel to the 
streambed or wash.” Also, suggest removing “…roads constructed parallel to streambeds…” from the 4th 
sentence. 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-148; Ap.12.45 Mitigation Measure B-11a 
Mitigation Measure B-5c states “Plant or wildlife species may not be collected for pets or any other reason.” 
Please revise to allow limited plant collection for identification purposes. Suggested revision, “Except when 
collection is necessary for the proper identification of plants, plant or wildlife species may not be collected 
for pets or any other reason.” 
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D.2; Ap. 12 D.2-163; Ap.12-9 Mitigation Measure B-1g 
For FTHL mitigation in Mitigation Measure B-7m, please clarify that measure applies only to the land 
covered by the Truckhaven EIS. 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-167: Ap.12-17 Mitigation Measure B-5c 
Mitigation Measure B-12a reads: "If the qualified acoustician determines that no methods would reduce 
noise to below the threshold, maintenance shall be deferred until the nestlings have fledged as determined 
the qualified biologist."  Suggest modifying requirement to state: "maintenance should be deferred if at all 
possible". 
 
D.2; Ap.12 D.2-233; Ap.12-40 Mitigation Measure B-7m 
Mitigation Measure V-2b:   Suggest that manipulating remaining vegetation be used as the first measure to 
mitigate. Contrasts from unnatural vegetation lines, such as straight edges resulting from vegetation 
removal can be mitigated by scalloping edges to create irregular edges, and thinning or feathering edges 
by retaining a mix of trees and shrubs. This mitigation would avoid the impact of unnatural vegetation lines, 
be more cost effective that revegetation, and avoid the extended time required for the establishment of 
vegetation before the impact is successfully mitigated. 
 
D.3.5; Ap.12 D.3-49; Ap.12-50 Mitigation Measure V-1b 
The EIR/EIS should not require that restoration areas be fenced because this could cause localized habitat 
fragmentation. At a minimum, the FEIR/EIS should leave fencing requirements to the discretion of USFWS 
and CDFG.  Also, it can take many years for vegetation to return to a pre-project state, so the time frame 
for the requirement of creating barriers or fences to prevent public access and patrol construction routes 
should be changed to a time frame defined as the successful re-establishment of vegetation rather than a 
return to a pre-project state. 
 
Mitigation Measure V-3a: The DEIR/EIS states “no new access roads shall be constructed such that they 
directly approach existing or proposed towers in a straight line from locations immediately downhill of the 
structures.”  For construction in ABDSP non-wilderness areas, SDG&E may have to employ a ‘drive and 
crush’ method to access structure locations.  Drive and crush simply means that vehicles will drive over any 
vegetation rather than removing the vegetation using a bulldozer blade or other destructive tool.  The drive 
and crush method typically will not damage the root system so the vegetation can re-grow with minimal 
impact.  In order to minimize vegetation impact, a straight line approach would likely be used, provided the 
topography is conducive to this approach.  SDG&E recommends that Mitigation Measure V-3a be reworded 
to include straight-line access to the greatest extent feasible if drive and crush temporary access is the only 
way to access structures to avoid impacts to designated wilderness or other sensitive environmental 
features.   
 
Mitigation Measure V-3b: The DEIR/EIS states that SDG&E is to use a non-specular design to reduce 
conductor visibility and visual contrast.  SDG&E will use dulled metal finish transmission structures and 
non-specular conductors in visually sensitive areas including the ABDSP, new ROW in the Central Link 
and Peñasquitos Junction to Peñasquitos Substation in the Coastal Link.   This may be problematic from 
Peñasquitos Junction to Peñasquitos Substation in the Coastal Link.  Early on during SDG&E’s public 
participation meetings, the public clearly indicated they wanted steel poles in this section and not lattice 
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steel towers as presently exists.  As such, SDG&E proposed steel poles in this area in the PEA.  The poles 
will, in general, match the existing tower locations and as a result will be similar in height, averaging 120 
feet.  Steel poles are fabricated in sections.  The overall weight of the base section is one limiting criteria 
and depending on the overall pole height, this too will also affect the number of pole sections.  If the section 
weights and lengths can be erected with conventional ground equipment, cranes etc., then typically two to 
three sections are required.  However, if the pole sections are to be galvanized rather than painted, this 
may impact the design and require additional sections.  The pole sections are hot dipped galvanized and 
there are only a few fabricators with galvanizing facilities large enough to accommodate these pieces.  
Galvanizing pole sections longer than 55 feet may be problematic or may dictate the pole design to be 
multiple sections. SDG&E recommends that there be flexibility with the structure finish/painting.  
 
Ap.12 Ap.12-52 Mitigation Measure V-3a 
Mitigation Measure WR-3c states, “Construct transmission line underground to avoid hang gliding areas. 
This would place 2.1 miles of the potential 500kV route underground through the hang gliding area along 
South Main Divide Road.” Installation of underground 500 kV is not feasible for this segment so Mitigation 
Measure WR-3c should be eliminated. 
 
Ap.12 Ap.12-52 Mitigation Measure V-3b 
The DEIR/EIS states, "Overall the Santa Ysabel All Underground Alternative would reduce and/or eliminate 
significant (Class I) temporary and permanent impacts and has been found to be most preferred to all issue 
areas with significant impacts, except for air quality...." 
This contradicts the analysis that concludes the Santa Ysabel All Underground Alternative is the worst of 
the six alternatives through the valley with respect to Cultural Resources.  In fact, the analysis concludes 
that the "Proposed Project and SDG&E Mesa Grande Alternative" is the preferred alternative for cultural 
resources, followed by the Proposed Project, which is ranked second.   
With respect to Aspen’s Northern Route, the FEIR/EIS should acknowledge that it is the least preferred in 
terms of cultural resources and explain how the concern for human remains adjacent to the Santa Ysabel 
Chapel can be mitigated. 
 
D.5; Ap.12 D.5-61; Ap.12-63 Mitigation Measure WR-3c 
Mitigation Measure T-1a: The DEIR/EIS states that “SDG&E shall restrict all necessary lane closures or 
obstructions on major roadways associated with overhead or underground construction activities to off-
peak periods in congested areas to reduce traffic delays. Lane closures must not occur between 6:00 and 
9:30 a.m. and between 3:30 and 6:30 p.m., unless otherwise directed in writing by the responsible public 
agency issuing an encroachment permit.”  This is problematic for Alpine Blvd. where it is proposed 
underground two bundled (2 cables per phase) circuits of 230kV.  If no County variance is authorized to 
work in off peak hours, six hours per day (9:30am-3:30pm) will severely impact the construction schedule.  
Of the six working hours per day, at least one hour will be devoted to setting up and taking down the 
required traffic control leaving five productive work hours per day.  One lane will likely have to be blocked 
for any construction along Alpine Blvd. due to the narrow width and minimal setback.  Construction may 
include relocating the existing underground facilities in order to make room for SDG&E’s infrastructure 
while maintaining the 20 feet required separation between circuits, so both sides of Alpine Blvd. will be 
impacted. SDG&E suggests that the mitigation be reworded to include, “to the extent feasible” at the end of 
the sentence.  
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Ch. D.7 and H, pages 7-133, 7-137, paragraphs 42, 35 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1h states, “SDG&E shall obtain and hold for the duration of construction NOx 
emission reduction credits or fund incentive programs approved by ICAPCD and SDAPCD at sufficient 
levels to offset the construction emissions of NOx that exceed the ozone nonattainment area federal 
General Conformity Rule.”  The requirement to obtain NOx credits for temporary impacts of construction 
activities is disproportionate to the potential short-term impacts. Sunrise Powerlink will result in a net 
reduction of NOx and should not be subjected to this requirement. Suggest deletion of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1h. 
 
Ap.12 Ap.12-80 Mitigation Measure T-1a 
Mitigation Measure H-1m states, “Poway Creek crossing to be overhead in the existing bridge or 
directionally drilled rather than trenched. The Poway Creek crossing in the Los Peñasquitos Canyon 
Preserve–Mercy Road Alternative shall be attached to the bridge or directionally drilled rather than 
trenched across the stream.” SDG&E suggests that this measure be modified slightly to allow for the 
crossing to be achieved by either boring ("jack and bore" or directional drilling method) or as a bridge 
attachment. 
 
D.11; Ap.12 D.11-50; Ap.12-90 Mitigation Measure AQ-1h 
Mitigation Measure G-6a states, “The design-level geotechnical surveys conducted by the Applicant shall 
perform slope stability analyses in areas of planned grading and excavation that cross and are adjacent to 
hills and mountains.”  Suggest the testing to be performed for grading and excavation for structures and not 
for all hillside access roads.  Testing, design and construction of access roads to eliminate damage due to 
landslide would be overly burdensome in respect to repair and restoration costs if an access road is 
damaged during the life of the project. In the first sentence, insert “immediately” before “adjacent.” The 
second sentence should eliminate “and in other areas of ground disturbance, such as grading for access 
and spur roads.” Also, SDG&E requests the submission to the CPUC be 30 days rather than 60.  
 
D.12; Ap.12 D.12-125; Ap.12-96 Mitigation Measure H-1m 
Mitigation Measure F1a: The mandate that during Red Flag alerts "all construction and maintenance shall 
cease" is not feasible.  SDG&E has a Standard Practice developed for working during Red Flag days that 
will adequately address potential impacts.  Since the recent fires, the Red Flag warnings from the agencies 
will probably increase in numbers.  This would hamper SDG&E’s ability to perform maintenance work in 
order to stay in compliance with our "Regulated Maintenance Practice."  This portion of the measure should 
be revised so that SDG&E follows its Standard Practice during these times.  
 
D.13; Ap.12 D.13-59; Ap.12-102 Mitigation Measure G-6a 
Mitigation Measure F-2a should be revised because this item provides detailed requirements for vegetation 
to line clearances and requirements for removal of brush and trees.  These requirements are already 
adequately covered by existing CPUC General Orders and Public Resource Code sections.  It is 
recommended that those requirements be adopted for this project rather than adopt different requirements 
for this transmission line only. 
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Ap.12 Ap.12-106 Mitigation Measure F-1a 
Table D15-19 should be re-checked and revised in the FEIR/EIS based on the following information. NERC 
Standard FAC-003-1 is based on IEEE Standard 516-2003, specifically page 94, (Table D.3) and page 20 
(Table 5) in that IEEE Standard. The “Vegetation-to-Conductor” distance is the distance that the IEEE 
terms “Phase to ground”.  Therefore, corrections to the FEIR/EIS should be made as follows. 
The 500 kV distance should read 14.68 feet (4.48 meters), not 19 feet (5.7 meters).  
The 230 kV distance should read 5.14 feet (1.57 meters), not 13 feet (3.9 meters). 
 
Ap.12 Ap.12-106 Mitigation Measure F-2a 
The top of page D.15-57 where it is stated “Rule 35 guidelines require:” should be changed to “Rule 35 
guidelines specify, at the time of trimming:”  This is based on Appendix E, “Guidelines to Rule 35”, in the 
August 2007 GO 95 regulations. 
 
D.15 D.15- 55 Table D.15-19 
The Draft EIR/EIS incorrectly states “PRC 4292, Powerline Hazard Reduction, requires a 10-foot clearance 
of any tree branches or ground vegetation from around the base of power poles carrying more than 110 
kV.”.  That should be changed to “PRC 4292, Powerline Hazard Reduction, requires clearing vegetation 
inside a 10 foot circumference of such pole or tower which supports a switch, fuse, transformer, lightning 
arrestor, line junction, or dead end or corner pole.”  That can be verified, if desired, by searching for the 
exact language of PRC 4292 at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html.  
 
Ch. D.15 page D.15- 57 para. 1 
The DEIR/EIS proposes a new underground duct bank configuration for the 230 kV underground cable 
crossing the ABDSP for DEIR Alternative no. 5.  This new duct bank configuration (see Fig. Ap. 1-6) 
requires 12 cables enclosed in a common concrete encased duct bank.   There are serious concerns about 
the feasibility of this proposed underground cable configuration and whether it could meet the project power 
transfer, and reliability requirements.  The ampacity (power transfer) requirements cannot be met due to the 
close proximity of the cables of both 230 kV circuit to one another and the mutual heating of cables caused 
by this configuration.  The ampacity of the cables would be greatly reduced to levels even lower than 
described in the DEIR (pg. Ap. 1-58) due to this proximity and the higher ambient soil temperature 
experienced in the desert region as well as possible increased trench depth.  Also, because the cables are 
located in a common trench, both circuits would need to be degenergized, shutting down the entire Sunrise 
Powerlink, if repairs are needed.  One cable on one circuit cannot be worked on while the other circuit is 
energized because of induced voltages creates worker safety issues. 
 
Ch. D.15 Page D.15-58  Second bullet 
Mitigation Measure F-2b states in part, “Where construction of the Proposed Project or an alternative would 
result in the relocation of existing 69 kV transmission lines, these lines shall be relocated onto steel poles 
using vertical conductor construction. Also, all existing 69 kV or distribution lines with poles located within 
100 feet of the Proposed Project or alternative shall be reconstructed so the existing conductors are on 
steel poles using vertical conductor construction.” This mitigation measure will significantly increase project 
costs and environmental impacts associated with removals and replacement of facilities not originally 
considered in the scope of work.  Placing conductors in a vertical configuration for both transmission and 
distribution circuits will likely increase the heights of existing structures causing potential visual impacts as 
well as potential impacts to calculated EMF levels at the edge of ROW.  Additionally, increasing the heights 
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of adjacent structures could have impacts on the structure height or type of the proposed structures.  If this 
measure is not removed from the final plan of service, it should be amended to include “to the extent 
feasible” and a process by which SDG&E can recommend an alternative to minimize fire concerns with less 
impact to costs, scope and the environment. 
 
Ch. Ap.12 Page Ap.15-58 Para 2 
Many mitigation measures require the submittal of final plans for review and or approval of various 
agencies.  The measures require submittal of the approved plans to the CPUC between 30 and 120 days 
prior to start of construction.  As schedule is a major factor in the successful implementation and realization 
of project benefits the listed time frames are too restrictive and can be reduced while still fulfilling the intent 
of the requirements.  The Final EIR/EIS should allow for shorter advance submittals.  This can be 
accomplished by adding language such as, “or shorter review periods where practicable”  (i.e. “Agency 
consultations must be conducted and approvals received at least 120 days or shorter review period 
where practicable prior to the start of construction.  This qualification has been implemented successfully 
on past projects as the project team and mitigation compliance monitoring team maintain close schedule 
coordination.  After documentation has been submitted and to avoid delays in planning or construction, a 
review period should be identified. The following text is suggested to be added to the Mitigation Measures 
listed below, all of which have the review and approval of a plan as part of the mitigation, “If review and 
approval of the final plan is not facilitated and the plan is not reviewed and returned to SDG&E within 30 
days of submittal, the plans will be deemed acceptable as submitted for procurement and/or construction.”  
The preceding text applies to the plans mentioned in the following measures: B-10a, B-13a, V-1a, V-1b, V-
2a, V-2b, V-2c, V-7a, V-7b, V-8a, V-21a, V-42a, V-52a, V-53a, V-66a, V-68a, V-69a, V-NW10a, V-NW13a, 
L-1c, L-1g, WR-4b, C-1c, C-5a, C-6c, C-6f, P-2a, P-6b, P-7b, H-1a, H-1b, H-1l, H-5a, H-6a, H-7a, H-8a, G-
2a, G-3a, G-4a, G-4b, G-5a, G-5b, G-6a, G-9a, F-1b, F-3a, USFS-30 
 
Ch. D.15; Ap.12 Page D.15-86; Ap.12-108 Mitigation Measure F-2b 
Southern Route Alternatives:  SDG&E has reviewed the southern route alternatives and noted some structures 
that will likely be impacted by the proposed routes.  Impact L-2 states the following: Presence of a project component 
would divide an established community or disrupt land uses at or near the alignment (No Impact for division of 
community; Class I or Class II for Pending/Future Development) Pending and Future Development. If a transmission 
route is approved by CPUC and BLM decision-makers, ROW acquisition and detailed design would begin soon after 
approval. Prior to this process, new land development projects may have been proposed or constructed by 
landowners on land parcels across which the route would pass.  When Proposed Project was defined, an effort was 
made to avoid properties where the alignment would affect existing or newly planned land developments. However, 
development is occurring rapidly in southern California, and there are new development projects entering local 
development approval processes continually. In order for the final engineering of the transmission line to 
accommodate land use changes that may have occurred after the route was originally defined, Mitigation Measure L-
1b is recommended. This measure requires SDG&E to coordinate with landowners to revise the route, where 
feasible, to minimize land use conflicts between the transmission line and existing/planned development. To reduce 
impacts to planned new land uses identified subsequent to project approval by CPUC and BLM, it may be feasible to 
make minor adjustments to alignment location or tower design that would accommodate the proposed development 
without compromising the transmission line or creating new impacts to adjacent land uses that would be more 
adverse than the approved alignment. Preparation and implementation of a construction notification plan (Mitigation 
Measure L-1a) would serve to notify landowners and tenants of pending construction. However, this notification 
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would not provide sufficient time to investigate mitigation rerouting of the transmission line at specific parcels. There 
would be no impact if no developments are affected, but impacts to these developments would be significant if the 
mitigation cannot be effectively implemented. It is expected that minor route revisions will reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels (Class II) but that there may also be situations where the alignment or facility components cannot be 
relocated, and the impact would remain significant (Class I).   
 
SDG&E recommends that the CPUC verify whether structures are impacted and may require rerouting to mitigate 
potential impacts to structures on the following parcels (parcel maps with transmission alignment overlays are 
provided with this response): 
• 613-090-10 Loving (I-8 Alternative) 
• 612-030-15 Parry (I-8 Alternative) 
• 608-110-04 Survivors Trust (Campo North Alternative) 
• 326-061-06 San Diego County Water Authority (I-8 Alternative)     
• 389-030-06 Calderon/Rivera (I-8 Alternative)  
 
Ch. Ap.12 Page: numerous  
Mitigation Measures B-10a, B-13a, V-1a, V-1b, V-2a, V-2b, V-2c, V-7a, V-7b, V-8a, V-21a, V-42a, V-52a, 
V-53a, V-66a, V-68a, V-69a, V-NW10a, V-NW13a, L-1c, L-1g, WR-4b, C-1c, C-5a, C-6c, C-6f, P-2a, P-6b, 
P-7b, H-1a, H-1b, H-1l, H-5a, H-6a, H-7a, H-8a, G-2a, G-3a, G-4a, G-4b, G-5a, G-5b, G-6a, G-9a, F-1b, F-
3a, USFS-30 
The DEIR/EIS suggests that the Top of the World Substation Site Alternative would reduce environmental impact 
because “This alternative spreads its impacts out over more than three miles instead of confining them to a more 
singular area like the proposed Central East Substation site.”  SDG&E questions whether spreading environmental 
impact over a wide area is environmentally preferable to confining environmental impact to a smaller, confined area, 
which seems counter-intuitive.  For this reason, among others, SDG&E disagrees that the Top of the World 
Substation Site is preferable.  
 
Section E, page E.1.4-12, 13, paragraph 12, last; paragraph 13, 2, second bullet 
Remove this phrase from the first paragraph: "and to reduce the amount of grading/ground disturbance that would be 
required." This statement is not true, as the Top of the World substation will have more ground disturbance - 
approximately 123 acres for the Top of the World compared to 106 acres for Central East Substation. These 
numbers include the substation pad, access road to the substation and the laydown yards.  This DEIR/EIS section 
used 143 acres of ground disturbance for Central East, however, Table B-10 on page B-64 shows the total as 106 
acres, which is close to the latest calculation of 103 acres.  This DEIR/EIS section used 115 acres of ground 
disturbance for the Top of the World, which is close but lower than the latest calculation of 123 acres.  
The mileage number in the following sentence is incorrect: "The three mile road has to be constructed to access the 
alternative site: the access road to the proposed Central East Substation would be shorter, approximately 2.79 miles 
long." This should be changed from 2.79 miles to 1 mile in the FEIR/EIS.  The DEIR/EIS does not provide a 
figure/drawing showing the Top of the World Substation access road. The figure/drawing showing this substation 
access road is included with this comment letter.   
 
Ch. H.3.6, page 67 
Remove this bullet item: "Top of the World site would eliminate the potential to experience surface fault rupture 
should an earthquake on the Earthquake Valley Fault Zone propagate along a fault through the Central East 
Substation site."   The earthquake fault does not pass through the Central East Substation Site.   
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Ch H.3.6, 67, para. 1, Second bullet 
Table H-15 "Class I impacts Eliminated by Top of the World Substation Site Alternative" shows that the TOW 
eliminates B-7H and N-1 impact issues. This is not correct, as the Top of the World impacts N-1 (noise) and B-7H 
(direct loss of habitat) are not less than Central East.  The DEIR/EIS used incorrect ground disturbance acreage for 
these substations. The ground disturbance acreage is larger at Top of the World (123 acres) than Central East (106 
acres). The FEIR/EIS should reflect 115 acres for Top of the World and 143 acres for Central East. 
 
H.3.6 67 5th bullet 
With respect to the California Solar Initiative, the budgets and MW goals for SDG&E are inconsistent with 
the most recent CPUC Decision (D.06-01-024) at 29, 36 and Appendix B, Table 2. The FEIR/EIS should be 
revised to make these consistent. 
 
Ch. H.3.6, page 69, Table H-15 
[No comment provided] 
 
Ch. Ap.1, pages Ap.1-304 to 305 
[No comment provided]  
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