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Responses to Comment Set A0026 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
A0026-1 As discussed in Section D.10.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Sunrise Powerlink Project 

would abide by all applicable regulations, plans, and standards at the federal, State and 
local levels and in accordance with CEQA and NEPA. The public safety mitigation mea-
sures related to contamination and hazardous materials listed in Table D.10-27 (Mitiga-
tion Monitoring Program – Public Health and Safety) would ensure that public safety 
impacts from contaminated sites and hazardous waste are minimized to the greatest extent 
possible, and compliance with all applicable regulations would be ensured as well. No 
further response is required because the comment does not address significant environmental 
issues of the Proposed Project or alternatives. 
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Responses to Comment Set A0027 
U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 
A0027-1 As discussed at the beginning of Section E.6 and in General Response GR-1, the proj-

ects considered under the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative in the Draft 
EIR/EIS are representative of reasonable generation scenarios, and are not intended to 
depend on the progress of contracts for individual utility projects. The capacity pro-
vided by conventional generation projects under this alternative would include at least 
620 MW from a central station power plant plus 250 MW from multiple peaking power 
plants assumed to come online by 2008. Before a decision would be made on the design 
and location of the any facility on MCAS Miramar, each would be required to undergo 
a separate environmental review process as part of the permitting and decision process 
and the final decision on location would be determined by the Secretary of the Navy. 

A0027-2 The commenter’s statement that an EIS has not been yet prepared for the ENPEX Proj-
ect and his description of the ENPEX project as speculative are acknowledged. Please 
see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of the current status of the ENPEX project. 

A0027-3 As discussed under Response to Comment A0027-1, before a decision would be made 
on the design and location of the any peaking facility on MCAS Miramar, each would be 
required to undergo a separate environmental review process as part of the permitting 
and decision process and this would include an analysis of impacts to aircraft operations. 

A0027-4 Response A0027-3 would apply to any proposed power plant developed as part of the 
New In-Area Al-Source Generation Alternative on MCAS Miramar. 

A0027-5 The beginning of Section E.6 in the Draft EIR/EIS and General Response GR-1 both 
state that the projects considered under the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alter-
native, such as the peaker plants on the Miramar Landfill, are representative of reason-
able generation scenarios, and are not intended to depend on the progress of contracts 
for individual utility projects. Permitting of the peaker plants and legal feasibility of the 
projects would depend on approval from the Secretary of the Navy and MCAS Miramar. 
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Comment Set A0028, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set A0028 
City of San Diego - City Attorney 
A0028-1 If the CPUC approves a project with significant unavoidable impacts, the Findings and 

Statements of Overriding Considerations will fully comply with Pub. Res. Code § 21081(b) 
and CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091(b) and 15093 and all applicable case law. 

Please see General Response GR-8 (Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Impacts of Sunrise Power-
link Project and Non-Wires Alternatives) for an explanation of the conclusion that the 
Proposed Project would cause an overall net increase in GHG emissions. 

A0028-2 Please see Responses to Comments C0225-1, B0012-10 and B0012-12. See also Gen-
eral Response GR-8. 

A0028-3 Please see Response to Comment B0012-13. 

A0028-4 Although the CPUC policies on solar rooftops are not within the scope of the Sunrise 
Powerlink general proceeding, the Draft EIR/EIS considers expansion of the solar roof-
tops programs as part of the New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative. Please see 
General Response GR-2, Solar Photovoltaic (PV) and Response to Comment C0081-3 
for a discussion of solar rooftop initiatives. 

A0028-5 The Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of greenhouse gas impacts and identifies rea-
sonable and feasible mitigation measures under Impact AQ-3 and Impact AQ-4 pri-
marily in Section D.11.13.2, but also in Section D.11.11.4 where the impacts of the 
Full Loop or 500 kV Future Transmission System Expansion are identified. See Gen-
eral Response GR-8 for information on power plant-related GHG emissions. 

A0028-6 Sources of greenhouse gases that generate electricity are not part of the Proposed Proj-
ect, but where they are part of alternatives, GHG impacts are identified (see Impact 
AQ-4 throughout, especially Mitigation Measure AQ-4d in Section E.6.11 for the New 
In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative). Please also see Responses A0013-11 and 
B0012-2. See Response A0028-5 and General Response GR-8 regarding purchasing 
carbon credits from another entity that will undertake mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures AQ-4a and AQ-4b provide a reasonable and feasible way to reduce 
the GHG impact. Onsite reductions, or avoiding GHG emissions that would otherwise 
occur, could be used for compliance with these measures so long as the reductions are 
measurable (this means real and surplus) and sufficient in quantity, but the analysis 
recognizes that an accurate and transparent market is evolving. One way for SDG&E to 
implement these measures could be by reducing the GHG emissions from its own activi-
ties. Generating power from renewable sources to offset operation of its fossil fuel–fired 
power plants, retrofitting or replacing its vehicle fleet, or by reducing energy consump-
tion by its own facilities are all available options, provided they are creditable. Offsite 
reductions could also occur. Implementing the mitigation measures could also lead SDG&E 
into a carbon reduction market that would otherwise be voluntary. There is only a narrow 
range of carbon reduction project types that currently have established protocols with 
the California Climate Action Registry: landfills, forests, or livestock. These would be 
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considered by the CPUC during implementation. See also Response A0013-11 for 
revisions to the mitigation measures for the Final EIR/EIS. 

A0028-7 The Draft EIR/DEIS analyses of alternatives comply with the requirements of CEQA, 
are comprehensive, and do not underestimate the environmental superiority of some of 
the alternatives. 

A0028-8 Please see General Response GR-5: Status of Renewable Generation Projects in the 
Imperial Valley, Eastern San Diego County, and Northern Mexico for a discussion of 
the state requirements to include 20% renewable. 

A0028-9 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, the EIR has identified and focused on the sig-
nificant environmental effects of the Proposed Project and its alternatives. Direct and 
indirect significant effects of the project on the environment are clearly identified and 
described, giving due consideration to both the short- and long-term effects. Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4, all feasible mitigation measures were considered and 
discussed. 

Under CEQA, recirculation is required when significant new information changes the 
EIR in a way that “deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect.” New information may include changes in the project or environ-
mental setting as well as additional data or other information. The CEQA Guidelines 
provide the following four examples of “significant new information” that trigger 
recirculation: 

(1) A disclosure that a “new significant environmental impact would result from the 
project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.” 

(2) A disclosure that a “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.” 

(3) A disclosure that a “feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environ-
mental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.” 

(4) “The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.” 

Recirculation of the Draft EIR resulted from the first two items above, as well as from 
the requirement to provide a meaningful opportunity to comment on certain route modi-
fications that do not result in new significant impacts. 

Under NEPA (40 CFR 15029(c)(1)), a Supplement to an EIS is required when there are 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to the environmental concerns 
related to the proposed project or its impacts. In this case, the new information involves 
changes to the “connected actions” analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS and route revisions 
(“reroutes”) proposed by SDG&E in comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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As a result, the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was published on July 
8, 2008. Beyond what was included in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS, there is no new analysis or evidence which requires recirculation of the document. 
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