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Responses to Comment Set A0025 
City of Santee 
A0025-1 The commenter’s objection to the San Diego Community Power Plant (SDCPP, or 

ENPEX) project being considered as a component of the New In-Area All-Source Gen-
eration Alternative is acknowledged. Please see Responses to Comments A0025-2 
through A0025-5 for details regarding the feasibility of the ENPEX project, the City of 
Santee General Plan, and wildlife corridors. Also, please see General Response GR-1 
regarding the feasibility of the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative. 

In addition, please note the additional analysis of the SDCPP that was presented in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Section 4.2 of that document addresses 
biological and visual resources impacts of the SDCPP at the two sites identified in the 
MCAS Miramar Feasibility Study. 

A0025-2 The proposed ENPEX project is analyzed as representative of a reasonable generation 
scenario and is not intended to depend on the progress of contracts for individual utility 
projects as stated in Section E.6 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 2003 Defense 
Authorization Bill HR 4546 included the approval for the concept of constructing a 
power plant on MCAS Miramar, and Miramar subsequently conducted a feasibility study 
to identify a site on the base. This study was used to identify the site that was analyzed 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. SDCPP has been under development by ENPEX since 2000 and 
although the development status is unclear, it is identified in the CAISO transmission 
interconnection queue, and was therefore analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS as another poten-
tial generation option. 

The commenter suggests the Navy has not consulted the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
at this time. As mentioned in Section E.6.1.4 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, there 
is no Application for Certification (AFC) yet for the proposed ENPEX project. Should 
the AFC be filed, additional approvals and agency actions would be required to imple-
ment the proposed ENPEX project. 

The commenter suggests that ENPEX has no control over the property on which the 
project would be built. While the commenter is correct in stating that a specific site has 
not been designated for the ENPEX project, the 2003 Defense Authorization Bill HR 
4546 authorized the Secretary of the Navy the ability to “…convey to ENPEX Corpora-
tion…all right, title and interest…to a parcel of real property…at MCAS Miramar…con-
sisting of approximately 60 acres and appurtenant easements and any other necessary 
interests in real property for the production of electric power and related ancillary facil-
ities.” This indicates that ENPEX would have control of approximately 60 acres of land 
at MCAS Miramar, if ENPEX pursues an Application for development with MCAS 
Miramar and the CEC. 

The commenter suggests the proposed ENPEX project is in conflict with Santee’s Gen-
eral Plan. As the proposed ENPEX project would be sited on MCAS Miramar it is not 
subject to the City of Santee General Plan. The City of Santee General Plan does not 
regulate or control development on MCAS Miramar. 
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A0025-3 As the commenter notes, an online date of 2010 for the ENPEX project would not be 
likely at this time. The Draft EIR/EIS looked at various early planning documents for 
the ENPEX project that gave a variety of online dates for the proposed power plant. 
The CPUC Phase I hearings are determining the timing of the need for the Proposed 
Project. SDG&E acknowledged in their Phase II testimony that the Proposed Project 
would not be online until 2011. Additionally, all generation resources are not needed at 
the same time. The online dates for the multiple all-source generation components could 
be staggered thereby giving the ENPEX project, or any other representative generation 
project, time to go through the permitting process. 

The commenter suggests an online date of 2010 for the ENPEX project would be incon-
sistent with the CAISO grid planning policies. The ENPEX project, while on the CAISO 
queue, has not yet been studied by CAISO and therefore is not inconsistent with the grid 
planning policies. 

A0025-4 The commenter suggests that the PUC found that seven years is a reasonable time to develop 
new generation to avoid “just-in-time” procurement. Please see Response A0025-3 regard-
ing the online date of the ENPEX project. 

A0025-5 The commenter’s concern regarding the two different sites for the ENPEX project as 
identified by the Draft EIR/EIS is acknowledged. This error was rectified in the Recir-
culated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (see Section 4.2, Revision to In-Basin Renew-
able Generation Alternative [SDCPP Component]). 

A0025-6 The commenter’s views and concerns regarding the Santee General Plan Land Use Ele-
ment are acknowledged. California Government Code 65300 states that each planning 
agency shall prepare … a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical devel-
opment of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning 
agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning. This notwithstanding, the proposed 
ENPEX project would be sited on MCAS Miramar. MCAS Miramar is not subject to 
the City of Santee General Plan. The City of Santee General Plan does not regulate or 
control development on MCAS Miramar. 

As the commenter notes, the City of Santee approved the “Fanita Project,” a 1,400- 
dwelling-unit master plan community, in December of 2007. The current status of the 
project, however, is unclear as the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD), Preserve 
Wild Santee, and the Endangered Habitats League filed a lawsuit in January of 2008 
challenging the City of Santee’s approval of the project based on the city’s failure to 
eliminate or reduce the project’s serious impacts to people and wildlife.1

Regardless of the status of the planned “Fanita Project,” CEQA states that an EIR must 
include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the 
project, as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published (NOP). The 
NOP for the Sunrise Powerlink Project was filed September 15, 2006. At this time the 
“Fanita Project” did not exist, nor had it been approved. 

 
1 CBD, 2008. Conservationists Challenge Fanita Ranch Project; Santee Development Would Be Ecological Disaster. 

Accessed at: http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/news/press_releases/2008/fanita-ranch-01-04-2008.html. May 
2008.  
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A0025-7 The commenter states that the SDCPP (ENPEX Project) would block a proposed wild-

life corridor that would serve as a connection between land in the County of San Diego 
and land on MCAS Miramar. The Draft City of Santee MSCP Subarea Plan identifies a 
future 300-foot wildlife corridor connecting Santee open space associated with the Fanita 
Ranch housing project with open space on MCAS Miramar. The configuration of the 
open space on Fanita Ranch requires a wildlife corridor in a location where it is neces-
sary to construct a 300-foot-wide path across an existing oxidation pond (Padre Dam 
MWD). The 1B/1C ENPEX site is located immediately west of the wildlife corridor 
location, as shown in the Draft Santee Subarea Plan would connect. 

Please see discussion of this issue in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS Section 4.2. The final location of the power plant should consider potential impacts 
on wildlife movement for the corridor; a mitigation measure is presented in Section 4.2 
to ensure this. 

The commenter also states the proposed locations of the SDCPP Project would block a 
regionally significant recreational trail (Stowe Trail). Please refer to Response to 
Comment A0025-11. 

A0025-8 The commenter’s states the SDCPP analysis is inadequate to address the site and spe-
cies specific impacts. A separate environmental analysis for the SDCPP Project will be 
required if the project is developed. Regardless, the analysis presented in Section E.6 is 
considered to be adequate for the purposes of comparing the impacts of the alternatives 
in the EIR/EIS. 

The commenter states that the Comparison of Alternatives section of the Draft EIR/EIS 
incorrectly states the SDCPP Project would occur at already disturbed sites. The Draft 
EIR/EIS states that the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative would have the 
least amount of ground disturbance because construction would generally occur in devel-
oped/disturbed areas (page H-134 in Section H.5). Table H-29 (on page H-150 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS) included the fact that development of the SDCPP project would result in 
impacts to 60 acres of land. However, this is much less than the LEAPS Transmission-
Only Alternative, which would result in 26.1 acres of temporary impacts and 141.2 
acres of permanent impacts (Table E.7.1-4 on page E.7-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Even 
with impacts to the wildlife corridor, as described in Response to Comment A0025-7), 
this alternative is biologically superior because it has fewer impacts to sensitive vegeta-
tion and sensitive species (see Table H-29 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

The commenter states no jurisdictional delineation of the SDCPP Project was com-
pleted. See General Response GR-15. 

A0025-9 The visual analysis for the selected Key Viewpoint (KVP 74) at the north end of Strath-
more Drive concluded that the resulting visual impact would be significant and unmiti-
gable (Class I). The analysis also stated (last sentence of first paragraph on page E.6-63) 
that the impact analysis for KVP 74 is considered representative of nearby views of the 
SDCPP facility from Strathmore Drive and the camping area at the north end of the 
Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve. With respect to the Fanita Project, the first para-
graph on page E.6-79 acknowledges the proposed Fanita Ranch development’s location 
east of the SDCPP site. The Fanita Project could be expected to experience visual 
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impacts from the SDCPP project similar to those described for Strathmore Drive. See 
also Response to Comment A0025-11. 

A0025-10 The quote referenced in the comment is not a conclusion of the Draft EIR/EIS but a com-
ment made by the proponents of the ENPEX project. The sentence referenced in the com-
ment begins with the phrase “ENPEX believes” to denote that the statement is one 
made by ENPEX and not the CPUC or BLM. The text also acknowledges the concerns 
of the City of Santee regarding the location of the project. 

The commenter also questions the results of the analysis saying that significant land use 
and plan inconsistency could result if the ENPEX project were implemented. The review 
of the ENPEX project was based on information available at the time of the analysis, 
which was limited because a formal application had not been submitted to the CEC. 
Based on the information available at the time of the Draft EIR/EIS analysis, ENPEX 
appeared to be a reasonable project because of its location near other industrial facilities 
(Padre Dam Sewage Treatment Facility), near undeveloped property, and within the 
MCAS Miramar. Although the undeveloped land has been approved for a master plan 
community as noted in the comment, there was no specific community plan available 
for review. However, before a decision is made on the design and location of the 
ENPEX project, it will be required to undergo a separate environmental review process 
as part of the permitting and decision process. The City of Santee should continue to 
track the ENPEX project to ensure its interests are considered when a formal applica-
tion has been submitted on the project. 

The comments regarding the Siting and Feasibility Study conducted by MCAS Miramar 
are acknowledged. 

A0025-11 The comment that the ENPEX site is immediately adjacent to the Santee Lakes recreation 
area is noted. Also, the ENPEX project would be near an RV campground. The ENPEX 
project would introduce a new feature, much more industrial in character than the existing 
landscape visible from these recreation areas. As described in Section E.6.3 in Volume 5 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, the increase in structural complexity and industrial character resulting 
from presence of the ENPEX project would contrast with the surrounding natural landscape, 
and would directly adversely affect the character of recreation areas proximate to the ENPEX 
site and result in a significant and unmitigable impact (Class I). Visual Resources Mitigation 
Measures V-3a, V-NW9a, V-NW9b, V-NW12a, and V-NW-12b are presented to reduce 
impacts to the recreational value of the Santee Lakes recreation area and the RV campground, 
but the impact would remain significant for these recreation areas. See also Response to 
Comment A0025-9. 

The commenter states that the proposed locations for the ENPEX Project would block 
the Stowe Trail. If this project is developed it would be important for SDCPP devel-
opers to work with the County of San Diego, the City of San Diego and the City of 
Santee to select area for the plant that would minimize the direct effect on the Stowe 
Trail. Therefore, the text in Section E.6.5 has been revised as follows and Mitigation 
Measure WR-3c has been added: 

Wilderness and Recreation Impacts for SDCPP 
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Section D.5.4 includes a discussion of significance criteria for impacts related to 
wilderness and recreation. There are no designated wilderness or recreational areas 
or WSAs adjacent to or near the SDCPP site. Therefore, presence of SDCPP at this 
site would not create any new adverse affects to wilderness or recreation. Impact 
WR-2 (Presence of a transmission line or substation would permanently change the 
character of a recreation area, diminishing its recreational value) would not occur 
because there are no recreation areas adjacent to the proposed SDCPP site. Impact 
WR-3: Presence of the transmission line would permanently preclude recreational 
activities) would not occur because there are no recreational activities near the pro-
posed SDCPP site. I impact WR-4 (Presence of a transmission line in a designated 
wilderness or wilderness study area would require reclassification of the affected 
land) would not occur because there are no wilderness areas or WSAs near the pro-
posed SDCPP site. 

Impact WR-1: Construction activities would temporarily reduce access and 
visitation to recreation or wilderness areas (Class III) 

The noise and presence of heavy equipment associated with project construction may 
temporarily reduce visitation to the Stowe Trail, Santee Lakes recreation area, and RV 
campground. Recreationists may cancel or schedule their visits to avoid construction 
periods thereby resulting in temporarily reduced visitation, especially to segments of the 
Stowe Trail, where construction could pose a safety hazard to trail users. Such a distur-
bance to recreational resources would result in significant impacts (Class II). 

Construction-related impacts to recreational resources within and near the SDCPP site 
would be mitigated to a less than significant level through implementation of Mitigation 
Measures WR-1a (Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized 
officer for the recreation area), WR-1b (Provide temporary detours for trail users), and 
WR-1c (Coordinate with local agencies to identify alternative recreation sites). Con-
struction activities would cause an adverse impact to visitors traversing adjacent road-
ways, but would not reduce access or visitation any wilderness or recreation areas. Any 
impacts from short-term construction nuisances would be less than significant 
(Class III). No mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact WR-1: Construction activities would temporarily 
reduce access and visitation to recreation or wilderness areas 

WR-1a Coordinate construction schedule and activities with the authorized officer 
for the recreation area. 

WR-1b Provide temporary detours for trail users. 
WR-1c Coordinate with local agencies to identify alternative recreation areas. 

Impact WR-2: Presence of a power plant would change the character of a 
recreation area, diminishing its recreational value (Class II) 

The SDCPP would introduce a new feature, much more industrial in character than 
the existing landscape visible from these recreation areas. As described in Section 
E.6.3 (Visual Resources), the increase in structural complexity and industrial char-
acter resulting from presence of the ENPEX project would contrast with the sur-
rounding natural landscape, and would directly adversely affect the character of 
recreation areas proximate to the SDCPP site and result in a significant and unmiti-
gable visual impact (Class I). This impact was described in the Draft EIR/EIS (Sec-
tion E.6.3) and also in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (Section 
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4.2.2). Visual Resources Mitigation Measures V-3a, V-NW9a, V-NW9b, V-NW12a, 
and V-NW-12b are presented to reduce visual impacts to the recreational value of the 
Santee Lakes recreation area and the RV campground, but the impact would remain sig-
nificant for these recreation areas. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact WR-2: Presence of a power plant would change the 
character o  a recreation area  dim n shing its recreationa  va uef , i i  l l  

V-3a  Reduce visual contrast of towers and conductors. 
V-NW9a Develop and implement architectural treatment for the power plant. 
V-NW9b Develop and implement a Landscape Concept Plan. 
V-NW12a Site the power plant to take advantage of topography for screening. 
V-NW12b Reduce visual plumes from power plant. 

Impact WR-3: Presence of a power plant would permanently prec ude recreational l
activities (Class II) 

Construction and operation of the SDCPP would block the Stowe Trail, thereby 
precluding use by recreationists and resulting in a significant impact (Class II). Mit-
igation Measure WR-3c, which requires coordination between SDCPP developers, the 
County of San Diego, the City of San Diego and the City of Santee to select area 
for the plant that would minimize the direct effect on the Stowe Trail and reduce 
this impact to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure for Impact WR-3: Presence o  a power plant would f
permanently preclude recreational activities 

WR-3c Design power plant to accommodate Stowe Trail. The SDCPP, if con-
structed, shall be designed based on coordination with the County of San 
Diego, the City of San Diego and the City of Santee in order to minimize 
effects on the Regional Stowe Trail, and shall accommodate the trail pass-
ing around the power plant site. 

A0025-12 The comment notes that noise at a level of 65 dB would be characterized by the City of 
Santee as a significant impact. See Response A0024-54 for revisions in the Final 
EIR/EIS in Section E.6.8 to clarify the location of noise-sensitive receptors. Since no 
City of Santee receptors would be within 400 feet of the power plant at the SDCPP site, 
no additional revision to the EIR/EIS is needed. 

The sensitive biological receptors (i.e., coastal California gnatcatacher and least Bell's 
vireo) that have potential to occur at the SDCPP site and that would be affected by 
noise were addressed in Impact B-7 on pages E.6-53 and E.6-54 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
As with the Proposed Project and the alternatives, noise levels above 60 dB (A) Leq 
adjacent to occupied least Bell's vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher habitat during 
the breeding season would be considered a significant impact according to Significance 
Criterion 4.d. The SDCPP project would violate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act if noise 
levels cause the abandonment of active bird nests (see Impact B-8 on pages E.6-54 and 
E.6-55 of the Draft EIR/EIS). No changes to Impacts B-7 or B-8 are needed based on 
this comment. 

A0025-13 Section E.6.10 under Public Health and Safety Setting for SDCPP has been revised to 
reflect the location of Padre Dam Municipal Water District facilities as follows: 
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There are no residences or public facilities within 1,000 feet of the SDCPP. The 
SDCPP is located on the MCAS Miramar Station and is within open space, ridge-
lines, and valleys. Located to the east of the SDCPP site is the Padre Dam and Sewage 
Treatment Facility and associated facilities would be within 1,000 feet of the site. 

The fire risk of the ENPEX project is discussed in Section E.16.15. Please refer to 
Response to Comment A0025-16. 

Transport of hazardous materials associated with the ENPEX site is discussed under 
Impact P-9 (Use and storage of hazardous materials at power plant sites would create 
public health and safety hazards) in Section E.6.10 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and was 
found to be significant and unmitigable (Class I). It states that transport of hazardous mate-
rials during power plant operation includes delivery of aqueous ammonia and removal 
of wastes. During operation, the aqueous ammonia transporter would be required to 
obtain a Hazardous Material Transportation License in accordance with California 
Vehicle Code Section 32105 and would be required to follow appropriate safety proce-
dures and routes. 

A0025-14 The comment identifies existing stationary sources, such as the landfill and wastewater 
treatment plant that currently affect residential and recreational lands uses downwind. 
The landfill and wastewater treatment plant are part of the baseline and existing condi-
tions, and they would not need to be modeled in a quantitative analysis of the proposed 
SDCPP sources. Existing stationary sources like the landfill and wastewater treatment 
plant are reflected in data from local ambient air quality monitoring stations, shown in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, Table D.11-1. 

A0025-15 Section E.6.14 under Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Utilities Operational Impacts 
for SDCPP states that power plant operation would create increased demands on public 
utilities (Impact S-3), and the impact would be significant and unmitigable for water 
and wastewater (Class I), which would include any impacts related to the capacity of 
Padre Dam. 

A0025-16 The text of Section E.6.15, under the heading “Fire and Fuels Management for SDCPP” 
has been changed as follows to reflect the high fire risk nature of the site. 

The SDCPP would be located in open space with the exception of dirt roads and 
fuelbreaks in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as defined by Cal Fire. 

Despite the fire hazard classification of the site, gas-fired power plant explosions are 
extremely rare, and modern engineering makes the risk of explosion extremely small. 
Non-explosion ignition sources could occur during construction and operation. However, 
California Public Resources Code 4291 requires 100 feet of defensible space around build-
ings, which would substantially limit the ability of an ignition onsite to spread beyond 
the site. Mitigation Measures F-1a, F-1c, and F-1d would ensure a less than significant 
probability of a damaging fire to result from the SDCPP facility. No changes to the fire 
and fuels related impacts of the SDCPP have been made. 

The City is mistaken that the Draft EIR/EIS claims that the ENPEX facility would have 
a less than significant impact on non-native plant introduction without mitigation. The 
CPUC believes that the City mistakenly took the analysis of Peakers for the analysis of 
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SDCPP. In fact, the Draft EIR/EIS describes Impact F-4 as being Class II for the SDCPP 
and requiring Mitigation Measure B-3a, Prepare and implement a weed control plan. 

A0025-17 The discussion of Impact S-5 (Presence of the project would decrease property values) 
under the Imperial Valley Link (see Section D.14.5.1 in the Draft EIR/EIS) addresses 
in detail the issues associated with the potential for impacts on property values and 
industrial facilities such as power plants and transmission lines in an effort to provide 
the reader with detailed background information based on extensive literature review 
and the property value issues of past similar projects. As also discussed in Section 
D.14.5.1, any changes in property values would not be a substantial decrease and this 
impact is considered to be less than significant (Class III). Please also see General 
Response GR-11 regarding property values. 

Before a decision is made on the design and location of the ENPEX project, it will be 
required to undergo a separate environmental review process as part of the permitting 
and decision process. 

A0025-18 The commenter states that a cumulative impact analysis was not conducted for the ENPEX 
Project as part of the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative. A list of reasonably 
foreseeable project with which the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative may 
combine has been included to Table G-3 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, including for the 
ENPEX Project. However, this new list does not change the cumulative impact analysis 
for the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative from the Draft EIR/EIS 
because the analysis already conservatively compared impacts identified in Section E.6, 
with Proposed Project impacts in Table H-28, and the list of cumulative impacts of the 
Proposed Project in Table G-4 (see Section G.4.3.2 in Volume 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 
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