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Responses to Comment Set A0029 
California Independent System Operator 
A0029-1 The CAISO comment asserts that only the Sunrise Powerlink Project would meet all of 

the basic project objectives. CEQA and NEPA require reasonable alternatives to be 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. See Section C.2.1 of Draft EIR/EIS for the CEQA and 
NEPA criteria on selection of reasonable alternatives, especially alternatives that “would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project” and that are “potentially fea-
sible.” Ensuring electric reliability, reducing energy costs, and increasing access to 
renewable generation can be accomplished to varying levels of success by the alterna-
tives. The CPUC will consider the ability of the Proposed Project and the alternatives 
to achieve project objectives in the General Proceeding (A.06-08-010). 

General Response GR-1 provides additional information on how the project objectives 
are considered in the identification of alternatives, and General Response GR-12 pro-
vides clarification on how the CEQA and NEPA processes are integrated with the decision-
making process in the General Proceeding. 

Potentially feasible alternatives include a New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative 
that ensures reliability and provides renewable generation. It is not necessary that this 
or any Non-Wires Alternative fully match the 1,000 MW import capability of the Pro-
posed Project for them to be considered as reasonable alternatives under CEQA and 
NEPA. Unlike transmission projects, which tend to add large increments of capacity to 
the system, generation projects can be sized to meet the incremental load growth of a 
given area. The incremental capacity increase associated with the baseload generation is 
only one component of this alternative. This incremental increase in local generation 
capacity would be phased with additional amounts of peaking capacity and renewable 
generation in accordance with load growth in the San Diego area. It is potentially fea-
sible to phase-in multiple generation projects over time in response to the area’s incre-
mental load growth. Thus, although one single generation project may not provide 
1,000 MW of incremental baseload capacity, generation projects could play a signifi-
cant role in meeting the incremental generation needs of the San Diego area. In CPUC 
Decision 07-12-052 (December 20, 2007) regarding the Long-Term Procurement Plan 
(R.06-02-013), the CPUC authorized SDG&E to procure 530 MW of local capacity by 
2015, which includes 130 MW of peaking units approved earlier by the CPUC, only if 
the Sunrise Powerlink application is denied. This means that if the Sunrise Powerlink 
decision does not allow the transmission line to be developed, SDG&E would be allowed 
to procure 400 MW of additional local resources to meet local capacity needs. 

The reliability needs of the San Diego area are a subject of the General Proceeding and 
determining the timing of satisfying these needs is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. 
The New In-Area All-Source Generation Alternative is representative of reasonable 
generation scenarios considering the uncertainties of project development. 

A0029-2 See Response A0029-1 for information on the need for one single generation project to 
achieve the objectives of the Proposed Project. General Response GR-1 provides addi-
tional information on the feasibility of the New In-Area All-Source Generation Alterna-
tive, including the current status of the South Bay Replacement Project and the efforts 
of its developer to secure a site for a similar project. 
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A0029-3 The probability that any specific generation project, such as the ENPEX project, will 

eventually become operational is unknown. One factor which has a significant impact 
on this probability is the ability of a given project to obtain a power purchase agreement 
with the local utility. As for which generation projects should, or should not, be 
included for grid planning purposes, there is not a steadfast rule adhered to by the 
subregional transmission planning groups in the WECC region. The CAISO, in its own 
economic analysis of the Proposed Project, included significant amounts of generation 
(namely Imperial Valley renewable projects) that are neither under construction nor 
have received regulatory approval of necessary permits to even begin construction. 
These renewables, including Stirling Energy Systems solar facility, would not qualify 
for inclusion under the CAISO’s “Generation Assumptions for Grid Planning Studies.” 
Although the success of any specific project is uncertain, it is reasonable to assume that 
in-area baseload generation could be developed in the San Diego area. General Response 
GR-1 provides additional information on the feasibility of the New In-Area All-Source 
Generation Alternative, including the efforts of the ENPEX project developers to 
secure contracts with SDG&E. 

A0029-4 The repowering project at Encina, the Carlsbad Energy Center, would increase local 
generation capacity by 220 MW according to the comment, which would provide sub-
stantial new generation in the San Diego area. This is because as part of the Carlsbad 
Project, existing steam boiler Units 1, 2, and 3 at the Encina Power Station would be 
retired. This project would be one component of the New In-Area All-Source Genera-
tion Alternative as described in the Draft EIR/EIS. Updated information on the status of 
this project is provided in General Response GR-1. 

A0029-5 The comment suggests that none of the peaking power plants identified in the New In-
Area All-Source Generation Alternative would be likely to go forward. The beginning 
of Section E.6 in the Draft EIR/EIS and General Response GR-1 both state that the 
projects considered under this alternative are representative of reasonable generation 
scenarios, rather than specific projects. Including peaking power plants in the New In-
Area All-Source Generation Alternative allows the Draft EIR/EIS to provide an envi-
ronmental analysis of a development plan that is akin to the “Reference Case” in the 
General Proceeding, which assumes that enough peaking capacity would be added to 
meet the CAISO reliability requirements. 

A0029-6 General Response GR-2 provides additional information on the feasibility of the renew-
able energy components of the Non-Wires Alternatives and the potential for the genera-
tion mix to vary depending on the success or status of individual projects. The Non-
Wires Alternatives include various renewable generation projects which could feasibly 
be developed within the San Diego area. These alternatives by no means represent an 
exhaustive list of potential renewable projects nor the maximum level of potential in-
area renewable generation. It is reasonable to assume that, by some combination of 
projects, sufficient renewable generation could be installed that could be included in the 
mix of local generation for reliability accounting purposes. 

The CAISO is concerned about the risk of renewable projects not being developed. 
Project failure affects all types of generation projects and does not diminish the fact that 
the projects in the Non-Wires Alternatives are “potentially feasible” and suitable for 
inclusion in the Draft EIR/EIS. The CAISO, in its own economic analysis of the Pro-

 
October 2008 3-449 Final EIR/EIS 



Sunrise Powerlink Project 
3. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS 

 
posed Project, assumes that Imperial Valley renewable resources will be developed 
although these are also subject to a risk of project failure. Because the majority of the 
Imperial Valley renewable resources within CAISO’s economic analysis are not under 
construction and have not received regulatory approval, they would not qualify for 
inclusion under the CAISO’s “Generation Assumptions for Grid Planning Studies.” 

A0029-7 The Draft EIR/EIS identifies the potential for solar thermal development near Borrego 
Springs, and a site is analyzed for potential impacts. The necessary transmission addi-
tions and upgrades are identified in the description of the New In-Area Renewable Gen-
eration Alternative, Section C.4.10.1 and Section E.5.1.1 (Draft EIR/EIS, p. E.5-6). 
See also General Response GR-2 regarding the feasibility of this alternative. 

A0029-8 The Draft EIR/EIS identifies the potential for wind development near in the Crestwood 
area, and a site is analyzed for potential impact. The deliverability issues would be 
addressed by transmission additions and upgrades included in the description of the 
New In-Area Renewable Generation Alternative, Section C.4.10.1 and Section E.5.1.4 
(Draft EIR/EIS, p. E.5-27). See also General Response GR-2 regarding the feasibility 
of this alternative. 

A0029-9 The level of solar photovoltaic installations included in the New In-Area Renewable 
Generation Alternative, Section C.4.10.1 and Section E.5.1.2 would be aggressive, as 
noted in Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report (Draft EIR/EIS, page Ap.1-313). 
This level would represent only approximately ten percent of the maximum technical 
potential for in-area solar photovoltaic generation, meaning that 90 percent of the 
technical potential in the County would not be cost-effective or reasonable to develop 
with PV at this time. See also General Response GR-2 regarding the feasibility of this 
alternative. 

A0029-10 See Response A0029-6 for information on the timeliness of renewable energy projects 
in the New In-Area Renewable Generation alternative and General Response GR-2 for 
more information on the feasibility of the alternative. The feasibility of the Non-Wires 
Alternatives is not dependent upon its matching the 1,000 MW of import capability that 
is proposed for the Sunrise Powerlink Project by any date. Rather, its feasibility is 
dependent upon the ability of project sponsors to develop renewable generation in accord-
ance with the incremental load growth in the San Diego area. Based on the myriad of 
renewable technologies discussed in Section 4.10 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
it is reasonable to assume that these resources can be phased-in to match local load 
growth, and that is why they are incorporated into the non-wires alternatives. 

A0029-11 The commenter claims that the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alternative would not pro-
vide the same reliability benefits to SDG&E area as the Proposed Project. See General 
Response GR-4 for a discussion of how the alternative achieves objectives. 

The level of reliability benefit that would be provided by LEAPS alternatives differs 
depending on opinions from CAISO, SDG&E, and The Nevada Hydro Company, the 
developer of the TE/VS Interconnect that forms the basis of the LEAPS Transmission-
Only Alternative. Although CAISO determined that project would reduce the local 
capacity requirement for SDG&E territory by 625 MW, TNHC provided testimony that 
the import capability would be 1,000 MW (e.g., in the October 2007 TNHC Applica-
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tion for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity in A.07-10-005). Based on 
thermal capacity, it is not unreasonable to assume that the TE/VS Interconnect 500 kV 
line could achieve a rating of 1,300 to 1,600 MW, assuming adequately designed inter-
connected elements. 

The rating of a transmission line is highly dependent upon the rated capacity of the ele-
ments connected to the line. These elements, such as transformers, breakers, and capac-
itors, are often the limiting factors when determining a transmission line’s rating. In the 
case of the TE/VS Interconnect the line’s rating is limited by, among other things, the 
capacity of the “phase-shifting” transformers. There are several recent examples where 
transmission line ratings have been increased as the result of upgrades to the intercon-
nected elements. Two recent examples are the Navajo-Crystal and Perkins-Mead 500 
kV lines. These projects have received a combined 1,345 MW increase in their ratings 
as the result of upgrades to their respective capacitor banks. Assigning the rating for the 
TE/VS Interconnect depends on the capacity of the interconnected elements, and deter-
mining the actual rating, whether it be 625 MW or 1,000 MW, is not within the scope 
of the environmental analysis. This would be determined as part of the General Pro-
ceeding for the Proposed Project or the proceeding for the TE/VS Interconnect 
(A.07-10-005). 

In order for a project to be deemed a reasonable alternative it is not required to be equiv-
alent in all aspects with the Proposed Project. It is clear that the LEAPS Transmission-
Only Alternative would increase import capacity into the SDG&E service area. The 
expectation that the Sunrise Project would increase the import capacity by 1,000 MW 
does not mean that there is an immediate need for that level of import. Even if the 
LEAPS Alternatives are initially limited to a 625 MW increase, as stated by the 
CAISO, the development of the alternative would increase system reliability and accom-
modate several years of load growth in the SDG&E service area. 

A0029-12 The comment claims that the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alternative would not “partially” 
achieve the objective of delivering renewable generation to SDG&E. See General 
Response GR-4 for a discussion of how the alternative achieves objectives. 

The comment disputes that the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alternative would provide 
indirect access to renewable generation. However, this conclusion is accurate because 
the LEAPS Alternatives would increase the San Diego area import capability, which 
would promote power transfers within the CAISO grid, and renewable generators deliv-
ering anywhere on the CAISO grid are eligible for compliance with RPS goals. 

The LEAPS Alternatives could enhance access to renewable resources by increasing the 
import capacity into SDG&E’s service area. The LEAPS Alternatives, like the Proposed 
Project, could improve SDG&E’s ability to schedule renewable energy into its service 
area from remote generators. As noted by the comment, electric power flows on the 
transmission system in accordance with the laws of physics. Power scheduling on the 
transmission system occurs in accordance with contracts and scheduling rights. When a 
load-serving entity, such as SDG&E, contracts for power from a remote generating 
resource there is no guarantee that the energy produced by that resource ever actually 
reaches the San Diego area. However, SDG&E is given credit for the output of that 
generator when balancing its loads and resources. Similar to the Proposed Project, the 
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LEAPS Alternatives could increase the scheduling capacity into the San Diego area. 
SDG&E would continue to have the ability to utilize the total import capacity to sched-
ule its desired mix of renewable and fossil fuel–fired generation resources. 

A0029-13 The comment contests the conclusion that the LEAPS Transmission-Only Alternative 
should be included as a potentially feasible alternative to the Sunrise Powerlink Project. 
General Response GR-4 provides further information on how the LEAPS Alternatives 
achieve objectives and meet the criteria for inclusion in the Draft EIR/EIS. The final 
determination regarding feasibility of achieving project objectives will be determined by 
the decision-makers in the General Proceeding. 

A0029-14 The comment asserts that the Southern Environmentally Superior Route Alternative would 
involve a risk of a common corridor outage. The Western Electricity Coordinating 
Council (“WECC”) Reliability Performance Evaluation Work Group (“RPEWG”) did 
not find that the risk of a common corridor outage, due to collocation of the Southern 
Route Alternative with the SWPL, was significant. In fact, the RPEWG’s findings, based 
solely upon information provided by SDG&E, were that the risk equated to a standard Cat-
egory C contingency. This is the standard WECC rating for multiple transmission cir-
cuits in a common corridor. According to the WECC reliability criteria controlled load 
shedding is an acceptable response to a Category C contingency. General Response GR-3 
and General Response GR-8 provide further information on how the southern alterna-
tives would not present a significantly different reliability risk compared with the Pro-
posed Project when all components of the options are considered. 

A0029-15 The comment contests the conclusion that the LEAPS Generation and Transmission Alter-
native should be included as a potentially feasible alternative to the Sunrise Powerlink 
Project. See Responses A0029-11 to A0029-13; General Response GR-4 provides 
further information on how the LEAPS Alternatives achieve objectives and meet the 
criteria for inclusion in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

A0029-16 The CAISO comment claims that absent approval of the Sunrise Powerlink, the compo-
nents of the No Project/No Action Alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS would not satisfy 
SDG&E’s needs for reliability or access to renewable generation. However, CAISO’s 
comment provides no information on what other options could potentially satisfy 
SDG&E absent the project. The Draft EIR/EIS provides a description of a No Proj-
ect/No Action Alternative based on a menu of generation and transmission options 
available to SDG&E. The description No Project/No Action Alternative does not 
assume that any one single element would satisfy project objectives. The “Reference 
Case” in the General Proceeding that includes combustion turbine projects as part of the 
minimum action SDG&E could take to maintain reliability is encompassed within the 
menu of projects in the Draft EIR/EIS No Project/No Action Alternative, which shows 
potential conventional generation (Section C.6.2, Table C-4). The EIR/EIS does not 
consider project costs and benefits of the No Project/No Action Alternative, the extent 
to which the No Project/No Action Alternative accomplishes the project objectives, or 
the specific flexibility or effectiveness of the alternative. These issues will be con-
sidered in the General Proceeding. Analyzing the degree to which any alternative, 
including the No Project/No Action Alternative, provides reliability and economic 
performance is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. 
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A0029-17 See Responses to Comments A0029-14 and A0029-16 for information on why contested 

alternatives are included in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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