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Responses to Comment Set A0032 
City of Poway 
A0032-1 The City of Poway notes that because mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR/EIS 

would not eliminate the risk of a wildfire being ignited by the Sunrise Powerlink Proj-
ect, it would be prudent for the Applicant to reconsider the project in light of the poten-
tial financial responsibility of a catastrophic wildfire. This comment is acknowledged, 
however it is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS to consider economic costs and benefits 
of the project. Please see General Response GR-12 relating to the costs and stated need 
for the project. 

The City of Poway’s support for the Pomerado Road to Miramar Area North Alterna-
tive is acknowledged. As explained in detail in Section H of Volume 6 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the Pomerado Road to Miramar Area North Alternative is environmentally 
superior to the segment of the Proposed Project that it would replace, as noted by the 
City of Poway. However, Section H identifies the Coastal Link System Upgrade Alter-
native as environmentally superior to both the Proposed Project and the Pomerado Road 
alternative as it would eliminate all of the significant impacts of the Proposed Project 
along the Coastal Link. 

A0032-2 Please refer to General Response GR-10 for a discussion of EMF. SDG&E’s Proposed 
Project would incorporate low-cost and no-cost measures to reduce magnetic fields in 
accordance with CPUC policy. When additional lines are added to a corridor, such as 
in the referenced portion of the Proposed Project, cancellation of magnetic fields can be 
accomplished by arranging phase wires from the different circuits near each other. Table 
D.10-25 (Magnetic Field Levels (mG) – 230 kV Segment) in the Draft EIR/EIS actually 
shows that there would be a net negative change in EMF levels for the overhead lines in 
the Coastal Link on both the left and right sides of the ROW. 

A0032-3 The Future Transmission System Expansions were evaluated at an appropriate program-
matic level in the Draft EIR/EIS. The future transmission line routes are described in 
Section B.2.7, and impact analyses, including noise and fire risk, are presented in each 
part of Section D of the Draft EIR/EIS. Because the routes are not well defined and any 
future transmission project would require an independent permitting and environmental 
compliance process, the level of detail in the analysis of the Future Transmission 
System Expansions as carried out in the Draft EIR/EIS is appropriate. No changes to 
the level of analysis have been made. Please also refer to Response to Comment Set 
A0015. Please also see the introduction to the Recirculated Draft EIR/EIS pages 1-1 
and 1-4. 

A0032-4 Please refer to Response to Comment A0032-2. General Response GR-10 and Section 
D.10.22.3 in the Draft EIR/EIS both discuss SDG&E’s proposed EMF mitigation. The 
commenter’s preferences for underground lines through the City of Poway, and the 
Pomerado Road to Miramar Area North Alternative over the proposed Coastal Link 
route are noted. 

A0032-5 Rolling Hills Estates is identified as a location of noise-sensitive receptors in Section 
D.8.2.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and for this location in the Coastal Link, the discussion 
for Impact N-3 in Section D.8.9 (Draft EIR/EIS, p. D.8-31) shows that the new 230 kV 
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lines would not substantially change the existing noise levels. There would be no per-
manent significant noise impact at Rolling Hills Estates. However, the text in Section 
D.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been clarified to explain that the transmission line is a “source,” 
not an “increase,” as follows: 

…would cause create a new permanent noise increase source of up to 32 dBA 
CNEL 

A0032-6 The City’s recommendation that the decision-makers select one of the more environ-
mentally superior and economically viable routes is acknowledged. 
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Comment Set A0033, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set A0033 
State Water Resources Control Board 
A0033-1 As is shown in Table A-1 (Permits or Other Actions Required Prior to Construction of 

the SRPL) in the Draft EIR/EIS, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Regions 7 and 
9, would have jurisdiction for water resources permitting (e.g., 401 Certification, 
Waste Discharge Requirements, etc.). Impacts and mitigation measures to maintain 
water quality standards associated with the Proposed Project are discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS in Section D.12. 

A0033-2 Please refer to Response to Comment A0033-1. 

A0033-3 Impact B-2 (Construction activities would result in adverse effects to jurisdictional 
waters and wetlands through vegetation removal, placement of fill, erosion, sedimentation, 
and degradation of water quality) in Section D.2.6 addresses impacts to wetlands from 
the Proposed Project. In general, overhead transmission lines are usually able to span 
drainages and wetland areas between towers. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures B-1c (Conduct biological monitoring) and B-2a (Provide restoration/compen-
sation for affected jurisdictional areas) would ensure that impacts to wetlands and 
waters of all types would be less than significant (Class II). 

A0033-4 The commenter states that it appears that no identification method or assessment of 
state-protected, non-jurisdictional wetlands is included in the analysis, and that there are 
inconsistencies between Sections D.2 and D.12. See General Response GR-15 (Bio-
logical Resources Jurisdictional Delineations). It is noted that the impact discussion for 
jurisdictional waters and wetlands (Section D.2.6 on page D.2-93 of the Draft EIR/EIS) 
clearly states that impacts to areas regulated by the RWQCB would occur, and that a 
formal delineation of areas under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB would be required so 
that SDG&E can apply for permits. It is acknowledged that the Draft EIR/EIS does not 
specifically identify any surface and groundwater resources not under ACOE jurisdic-
tion. However, the project applicant is required to comply with California Water Board 
requirements. 

A0033-5 The fifth paragraph of Section D.12.1 has been modified as suggested: 

The project alignments are located in two primary Hydrologic Regions: the Colo-
rado River Hydrologic Region governed by the Colorado River Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (Colorado RWQCB) and the San Diego Hydrologic Region 
governed by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Diego RWQCB). 
These regional boards are charged by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) with implementing programs that preserve and enhance water quality and 
protect the beneficial uses of their regional water. The project alignments would fall 
within planning areas governed by the two regional boards and the State board. The 
Imperial Valley and Anza-Borrego Links would fall within the Colorado RWQCB 
planning areas for the Imperial Valley and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (CRWQCB, 
2005). The Central Link would fall within both the Colorado RWQCB Anza-Borrego 
planning area and the San Diego RWQCB planning area. The alignments proposed 
for the Inland Valley and Coastal Links would fall within the San Diego RWQCB plan-
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ning area (SDG&E, 2006). The SWRCB is responsible for certification and storm-
water permitting, and is a responsible agency under CEQA.

A0033-6 The text of Section D.12.3 under the description of the Clean Water Act has been clari-
fied as suggested: 

Those discharges are regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit process (CWA Section 402). NPDES permitting authority is dele-
gated to, and administered by, California’s nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs). In addition, the SWRCB regulates the NPDES stormwater program. The 
Proposed Project is under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
and the SWRCB. 

A0033-7 The text of Section D.12.3 under the description of the Porter-Cologne Act has been clar-
ified as suggested: 

The Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1967, Water Code Section 13000 
et seq., requires the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine 
RWQCBs to adopt water quality criteria to protect State waters. These criteria 
include the identification of beneficial uses, narrative and numerical water quality stand-
ards, and implementation procedures. The criteria for the project area are contained 
in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (CRWQCB, 1994) and the 
Water Quality Control Plan Colorado River Basin – Region 7 (CRWQCB, 2005). 
Applicable constraints in the water quality control plans relate primarily to the avoid-
ance of altering the sediment discharge rate of surface waters, and the avoidance of 
introducing toxic pollutants to the water resource. A primary focus of water quality 
control plans is to protect designated beneficial uses of waters, which range from 
drinking water quality to recreation and wildlife habitat. 

In addition, anyone proposing to discharge waste that could affect the quality of the 
waters of the state must make a report of the waste discharge to the Regional Water 
Board or State Water Board as appropriate, in compliance with Porter-Cologne.

A0033-8 No changes to the Applicant Proposed Measures have been made because the APMs are 
commitments proposed by the Applicant, not the Lead Agencies. However, certain required 
Mitigation Measures for the construction and operation activities of the Proposed Proj-
ect and alternatives encompass many of the Water Board’s suggestions and concerns. 
Mitigation Measure H-1a would require Regional Water Board approval of a SWPPP 
for the construction of new substations, for example. 

The Water Board also suggests “New Proposed APMs” to be incorporated into the Water 
Resources sections of the EIR/EIS as additional mitigation measures for the project. 
These are discussed in detail below. One of these suggestions has been incorporated 
into the EIR/EIS as a new mitigation measure, one of these suggestions has been deter-
mined to be infeasible, and the other four suggestions are already addressed in required 
mitigation measures or APMs in other resource areas for the project. The Water 
Board’s first “New Proposed APM” would require phased construction to minimize 
construction activities at any one time and to minimize the total duration of construc-
tion. Given the already very tight seasonal restrictions based on wildlife, recreation, 
and erosion considerations, further construction restrictions are infeasible. Please also 
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refer to Responses to Comments E0002-200 and E0002-274 for further discussion of 
construction schedule constraints imposed on the project. 

The Water Board’s second “New Proposed APM” would require that a comprehensive 
restoration and reclamation plan for the entire project area and all sites affected by the 
project area should be prepared and approved by the regulatory agencies before con-
struction commences, and furthermore that the plan shall identify areas or zones that 
will be completed in sequence along with the sequence of construction and the plan 
shall commence immediately upon completion of construction in any given area of the 
project. The Water Board is concerned that restoration and reclamation could be post-
poned until full project completion. 

Mitigation Measure B-1a (beginning on page D.2-88 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS), 
as follows, states that a restoration plan must be approved by the regulatory agencies 
prior to the initiation of any vegetation disturbing activities. 

B-1a Provide restoration/compensation for impacted sensitive vegetation com-
munities…. Where onsite restoration is planned, the Applicant shall iden-
tify a qualified Habitat Restoration Specialist to…prepare and implement a 
Habitat Restoration Plan…to be approved by the CPUC, Wildlife Agencies, 
BLM, State Parks (for ABDSP restoration), and USDA Forest Service (for 
National Forest land restoration). The Applicant shall work with the CPUC, 
BLM, Wildlife Agencies, and State Parks until a plan is approved by all. 
This Habitat Restoration Plan must be approved in writing by the above-
listed agencies prior to the initiation of any vegetation disturbing activities. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure B-1a in Table D.2-24 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
– Biological Resources (beginning on page D.2-510 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS), 
as follows, shows where and how Mitigation Measure B-1a is to be applied (i.e., all 
areas disturbed by construction activities and prior to, during, and after construction). 
The timing of restoration is dependent on not only the construction schedule but also on 
the proper timing for restoration activities (e.g., weather conditions, rainfall amount 
and timing, and time of year). This would be spelled out in the Habitat Restoration Plan 
prepared by a Habitat Restoration Specialist, both being subject to approval by the reg-
ulatory agencies. 

B-1a Provide restoration/compensation for impacted sensitive vegetation 
communities. 

 

Location All areas disturbed by construction activities. 
Monitoring/ 
Reporting Action 

BLM and CPUC shall approve habitat restoration plans, habitat acquisition plans, 
and long-term habitat management plans, and ensure their implementation. 
CPUC/BLM biological monitor shall confirm that proposed habitat restoration 
mitigation plans are implemented.  

Effectiveness  
Criteria 

Habitat restoration plans are implemented and meet success criteria. Long-term 
habitat management is provided for all mitigation sites.  

Responsible  
Agency 

BLM, CPUC, USFWS, CDFG, State Parks (for mitigation lands in ABDSP), and 
USDA Forest Service (for mitigation lands on USFS land). 

Timing Prior to, during and after construction. 
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Similarly, Mitigation Measure B-2a (Provide restoration/compensation for impacted juris-
dictional areas, beginning on page D.2-94 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS) states: 

…Wetland permits shall be obtained from the ACOE, RWQCBRegional Water 
Boards, State Water Board, and CDFG prior to initiating construction in jurisdic-
tional areas…. 

…The Applicant shall identify a qualified Habitat Restoration Specialist to be 
approved by the CPUC, BLM, ACOE, RWQCBRegional Water Boards, State Water 
Board, CDFG, State Parks (for restoration in ABDSP), and USDA Forest Service 
(for alternatives with restoration on National Forest lands). The Habitat Restoration 
Specialist shall prepare and implement a Wetland Mitigation Plan to be approved in 
writing by the CPUC, BLM, ACOE, RWQCBRegional Water Boards, State Water 
Board, CDFG, State Parks (for ABDSP mitigation), and USDA Forest Service (for 
alternatives with mitigation on National Forest lands). The Applicant shall work 
with the above-listed agencies until a plan is approved by all. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure B-2a in Table D.2-24, Mitigation Monitoring Pro-
gram – Biological Resources (beginning on page D.2-515 of Volume 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS), as follows, shows where and how Mitigation Measure B-2a is to be applied 
(i.e., all locations with impacts to jurisdictional areas and prior to, during, and after con-
struction). The timing of restoration is dependent on not only the construction schedule 
but also on the proper timing for restoration activities. This would be spelled out in the 
Wetland Mitigation Plan prepared by a Habitat Restoration Specialist, both being 
subject to approval by the regulatory agencies. 

B-2a Provide restoration/compensation for impacted jurisdictional areas. 
 

Location All locations with impacts to jurisdictional areas.  
Monitoring/ 
Reporting Action 

BLM, CPUC, and wetland permitting agencies shall approve habitat restoration 
plans, habitat acquisition plans, and long-term habitat management plans. 
BLM/CPUC biological monitor to confirm that proposed habitat restoration miti-
gation plans are implemented.  

Effectiveness  
Criteria 

Habitat restoration plans are implemented and meet success criteria. Long-term 
habitat management is provided for all mitigation sites.  

Responsible  
Agency 

BLM, CPUC, USFWS, CDFG, ACOE, RWQCB, State Parks (for mitigation lands 
in ABDSP), and USDA Forest Service (for mitigation lands on USFS land). 

Timing Prior to, during, and after construction. 

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure B-3a (page D.2-97 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS) 
requires preparation and implementation of a weed control plan for pre-construction and 
long-term invasive weed abatement that, according to Table D.2-24, Mitigation Monitoring 
Program – Biological Resources (beginning on page D.2-516 of Volume 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS), applies to the entire project area prior to, during, and after construction as 
follows. 
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B-3a Prepare and implement a Weed Control Plan. 

 

Location Entire project area. 
Monitoring/ 
Reporting Action 

BLM/CPUC biological monitor to confirm preparation and implementation of a 
weed control plan. 

Effectiveness  
Criteria 

Weed control plan prepared and successfully implemented.  

Responsible  
Agency 

BLM, CPUC, and ROW land-holding agencies (BLM, State Parks for ABDSP, 
USDA Forest Services for USFS lands). 

Timing Prior to, during and after construction.  

With the Habitat Restoration and Wetland Mitigation Plans, the wetland permits, and 
the Mitigation Monitoring Program, restoration would not be postponed until project 
completion, and no change has been made to the Draft EIR/EIS based on this “New 
Proposed APM.” 

The Water Board’s third “New Proposed APM” would require all vehicles and equip-
ment to be maintained in good working order so that they are free of any and all leaks 
that could contact the ground. This suggestion has been incorporated into the Water 
Resources sections of the EIR/EIS as a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure 
H-2d, for project locations where Impact H-2 would be significant prior to mitigation 
(Class II). This new mitigation measure has been added for the Central East Substation 
(Section D.12.7), the Coastal Link (D.12.9), the Future Transmission System Expan-
sion routes (Sections D.12.11.2 and D.12.11.4), Connected Actions (Sections D.12.12.1 
through D.12.12.5), and for alternatives (Sections D.12.15.1, D.12.17.1, D.12.18.1, 
D.12.18.2, D.12.19, E.1.12.2, E.2.12.2, E.3.12.2, and E.4.12.2). The text of the new 
Mitigation Measure H-2d has been added as follows: 

H-2d Maintain vehicles and equipment. All vehicles and equipment, including 
all hydraulic hoses, shall be maintained in good working order so that they 
are free of any and all leaks that could escape the vehicle or contact the 
ground. A vehicle and equipment maintenance log shall be updated and pro-
vided to CPUC and BLM once monthly during project construction. 

BIO-APM-2 already requires personnel training, as suggested in the Water Board’s 
fourth “New Proposed APM.” BIO-APM-2 states: 

Prior to construction, all SDG&E, contractor, and subcontractor Project personnel 
would receive training regarding the appropriate work practices necessary to effec-
tively implement the biological APMs and to comply with the applicable environ-
mental laws and regulations including appropriate wildlife avoidance and impact 
minimization procedures, the importance of these resources and the purpose and neces-
sity of protecting them, and methods for protecting sensitive ecological resources. 

The Water Board’s fifth “New Proposed APM” would require the project area to be 
clearly marked and would disallow project activities outside the project area. Both 
WQ-APM-3 and Mitigation Measure B-2a address this issue. WQ-APM-3 states: 

Specific sites as identified by authorized agencies (e.g., fragile watersheds) where 
construction equipment and vehicles are not allowed shall be clearly marked onsite 
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before any construction or surface disturbing activities begin. Construction person-
nel shall be trained to recognize these markers and understand the equipment move-
ment restrictions involved. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure B-2a, presented in full in Section D.2 and Appendix 12 
of the EIR/EIS states (as revised from the B-2a presented in the Draft EIR/EIS): 

All limits of construction shall be delineated with orange construction fencing and/or 
silt fencing. All stakes, flagging, or fencing shall be removed no later than 30 days 
after construction is complete. If silt fencing is used to delineate the limits of con-
struction or as part of implementation of erosion control BMPs, the silt fencing may 
be left in place longer than 30 days if erosion control is still necessary. 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. 

Any impacts associated with unauthorized activity (e.g., exceeding approved con-
struction footprints) shall be mitigated at a 5:1 ratio as follows, unless otherwise 
directed by the ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, State Water Board, and 
CDFG: restoration of the unauthorized impacts shall be credited at a 1:1 ratio; the 
remaining 4:1 (or 4.5:1 in FTHL MA) shall be acquired offsite. 

The Water Board’s sixth “New Proposed APM” would require comprehensive inspec-
tion and monitoring for environmental compliance; however, a mitigation monitoring 
program is already required by the California Public Utilities Code and CEQA Guide-
lines and is presented in this EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section I of the EIR/EIS, the 
California Public Utilities Code confers authority upon the CPUC to regulate the terms 
of service and the safety, practices and equipment of utilities subject to its jurisdiction. 
It is the standard practice of the CPUC, pursuant to its statutory responsibility to protect 
the environment, to require that mitigation measures stipulated as conditions of approval 
are implemented properly, monitored, and reported on. In 1989, this requirement was 
codified statewide as Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. Section 21081.6 
requires a public agency to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting 
Program when it approves a project that is subject to preparation of an EIR and where 
the EIR for the project identifies significant adverse environmental effects. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15097 was added in 1999 to further clarify agency requirements for 
mitigation monitoring or reporting. This EIR/EIS includes a proposed Mitigation Moni-
toring, Compliance, and Reporting Program (MMCRP) for the mitigation measures pro-
posed herein for the Sunrise Powerlink Project. An MMCRP table for the Proposed 
Project and the alternatives is provided at the end of each issue area's environmental 
analysis in Section D (D.2 through D.15). 

A0033-9 The commenter states that final biological mitigation ratios should be determined once 
selection of a transmission line route and final accounting of post-construction project 
impacts has occurred, and states that all agencies that may have regulatory authority to 
require mitigation should be identified. Mitigation Measure B-2a includes this informa-
tion as shown below. 

A jurisdictional delineation and impact assessment shall be prepared based on the 
final alignment and final engineering plans when they are complete. 
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Where avoidance of jurisdictional areas is not feasible (including for emergency 
repairs), the Applicant shall provide the necessary mitigation required as part of 
wetland permitting… 

…would be determined in consultation with the CPUC, BLM, Wildlife Agencies, State 
Parks (for mitigation in ABDSP), USDA Forest Service (for alternatives with mitiga-
tion on National Forest lands), ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFG, as part of the wetland 
permitting process. 

Any impacts associated with unauthorized activity (e.g., exceeding approved con-
struction footprints) shall be mitigated as follows, unless otherwise directed by the 
ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFG: restoration of the unauthorized impacts shall be credited 
at a 1:1 ratio; the remaining 4:1 (or 4.5:1 in FTHL MA) shall be acquired offsite. 

The commenter also states that the mitigation measures should be a minimum starting point 
rather than a fixed plan. Mitigation Measure B-2a includes a range of potential mitiga-
tion ratios and locations for mitigation depending on permitting agency requirements as 
shown below. No change has been made to the Draft EIR/EIS based on this comment. 

Mitigation ratios would range from 1:1 up to 4:1 and would depend on the sensitivity 
of the jurisdictional habitat and on the requirements of the wetland permitting agencies. 

The location(s) of the mitigation would be determined in consultation with the CPUC, 
BLM, Wildlife Agencies, State Parks (for mitigation in ABDSP), USDA Forest Ser-
vice (for alternatives with mitigation on National Forest lands), ACOE, RWQCB, 
and CDFG, as part of the wetland permitting process. 

A0033-10 The commenter suggests including the State Water Board throughout Mitigation Mea-
sure B-2a and adding additional text. Mitigation Measure B-2a, therefore, has been revised 
as follows: 

Impacts to areas under the jurisdiction of the ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, 
State Water Board, and CDFG… 

…as part of wetland permitting by creation/restoration/preservation of suitable jur-
isdictional or equivalent habitat… 

…USDA Forest Service (for alternatives with mitigation on National Forest lands), 
ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, State Water Board, and CDFG… 

Wetland permits shall be obtained from the ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, 
State Water Board, and CDFG… 

…shall be mitigated as follows, unless otherwise directed by the ACOE, RWQCB 
Regional Water Boards, State Water Board, and CDFG… 

…extend beyond the five-year period until the criteria are met or unless otherwise 
approved by the CPUC, BLM, ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, State Water 
Board, CDFG, State Parks… 

A Habitat Management Plan shall be prepared by a biologist approved by the CPUC, 
BLM, ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, State Water Board, CDFG… 

A0033-11 The commenter’s suggested rewording for the narrative text relating to Impact B-2 has 
been implemented as follows: 
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Direct and/or indirect impacts to jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. and possibly wet-
lands (i.e., areas regulated by the ACOE, State and Regional Water Boards, and 
RWQCB and/or CDFG) would occur from the Proposed Project. 

With the suggested change made as shown above, the other suggested change to the text 
to state that impacts to areas regulated by the State Water Board and/or CDFG seems 
redundant; therefore, no change was made to the Draft EIR/EIS based on this portion 
of the comment. 

A0033-12 The commenter’s requests clarification of what constitutes an “unauthorized impact.” 
An unauthorized impact is any direct or indirect impact (including from emergency 
repairs) to jurisdictional or regulated waters of the U.S. and/or waters of the State that 
is not already covered under agency permits. 

A0033-13 The commenter is concerned that Figure D.2-7 (Sample Proposed Project Biological 
Resources/Impacts Map) is an example of what would be used to monitor project effects 
during construction. Figure D.2-7 was included as a sample within the text of Section 
D.2 so that the reader would get an idea of what the figures in Appendix 8A (Proposed 
Project Biological Resources/Impacts) and Appendices 8B through 8J (Biological Resources/
Impacts for the alternatives) look like without having to view the CD on which all of the 
figures were provided (there were too many figures to provide paper copies of them in 
the Draft EIR/EIS). 

The commenter’s statement that similar maps should be provided to environmental com-
pliance personnel that show construction plans overlaid on details of protected resources 
is acknowledged. The maps in Appendix 8A have been revised in the Final EIR/EIS and 
the data on these maps will be available to the mitigation monitoring team. 

A0033-14 The commenter’s request to properly identify affected landowners, land managers and 
land management agencies, and to properly identify the roles and responsibilities of those 
stakeholders is acknowledged. However, this request does not affect the biological resources 
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, so no change has been made to the Draft EIR/EIS based 
on this comment. 

A0033-15 The commenter requests that the ACOE or State Water Board be consulted regarding 
mitigation ratios. The commenter also requests that if simultaneous mitigation for effects 
to waters of the U.S. and waters of the State is proposed, this mitigation be discussed. 
Mitigation Measure B-2a includes consultation with the ACOE and State Water Board; 
it has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation ratios would … depend on the … requirements of the wetland permitting 
agencies. …mitigation would be determined in consultation with the CPUC, BLM, 
Wildlife Agencies, State Parks (for mitigation in ABDSP), USDA Forest Service (for 
alternatives with mitigation on National Forest lands), ACOE, RWQCB Regional 
Water Boards, State Water Board, and CDFG, as part of the wetland permitting 
process. 

The following text has been added to Section D.2.5 (page D.2-85 above Table D.2-7) 
to address simultaneous mitigation for effects to waters of the U.S. and waters of the 
State. 
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It is noted that mitigation acreage will also be required for listed and highly sensi-
tive species (see Section D.2.11) that may overlap with mitigation required for 
impacts to vegetation, and that impacts to some vegetation communities that are 
waters of the U.S. or waters of the State may require additional mitigation (as defined 
in Impact B-2 and Mitigation Measure B-2a). 

The commenter further requests that if unavoidable impacts occur, mitigation for the 
loss or adverse effect upon those waters, their functions, or their beneficial uses also be 
provided. The mitigation required in Mitigation Measure B-2a, as shown below, provides 
this mitigation. 

Where avoidance…is not feasible (including for emergency repairs), the Applicant 
shall provide the necessary mitigation required as part of wetland permitting by cre-
ation/restoration/preservation of suitable jurisdictional or equivalent habitat along 
with adequate buffers to protect the function and values.… The location(s) of the mit-
igation would be determined in consultation with the CPUC, BLM, Wildlife Agencies, 
State Parks (for mitigation in ABDSP), USDA Forest Service (for alternatives with 
mitigation on National Forest lands), ACOE, RWQCB Regional Water Boards, 
State Water Board, and CDFG as part of the wetland permitting process. It is antic-
ipated that the sites would be in close proximity to the impacts or in the same 
watershed. 

A0033-16 The commenter states that at least minimal restoration should be required for impacts to 
non-native vegetation, developed areas, and disturbed habitat, if only to avoid invasive 
weed establishment, and that reasons should be given for any project-related site that 
would not be improved. Mitigation is not required for impacts to non-native vegetation, 
developed areas, and disturbed habitat (unless they support special status species) because 
they are not considered sensitive communities. However, Section D.2.7 (beginning on 
page D.2-96) of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the introduction of invasive, 
non-native, or noxious plant species as it could occur from the project, and Mitigation 
Measure B-3a includes the preparation and implementation of a Weed Control Plan that 
would mitigate potential impacts from invasive, non-native species in and adjacent to 
the right-of-way, as well at all ancillary facilities associated with the project, to a level 
of less than significant. 

The commenter also states that the recommended mitigation ratios for permanent effects 
to herbaceous wetland, freshwater, streams, riparian scrubs, riparian forests, and wood-
lands should be no less than 3:1. The mitigation ratios were developed in consultation 
with the USFWS, BLM, and State Parks and are based primarily on the requirements 
established in regional habitat conservation plans and also on mitigation required for other 
projects. All permanent effects to riparian forests and woodlands are already required 
to be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio as shown in Table D.2-7 (page D.2-85) of Volume 1 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Additionally, text has been added to Section D.2.5 (see Response to 
Comment A0033-15) to explain that additional mitigation (i.e., in addition to that shown 
in Table D.2-7) may be required by Mitigation Measure B-2a (Provide restoration/com-
pensation for affected jurisdictional areas) in order to further reduce impacts to wetland 
areas. 

The commenter’s statement that in the case of types dominated by tamarisk or other inva-
sive species, the proposed 1:1 ratio may be accepted if effective eradication and mainte-
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nance is proposed. Mitigation Measure B-2a requires preparation and implementation of 
a Wetland Mitigation Plan that must be approved in writing by the CPUC, BLM, ACOE, 
Regional Water Boards, State Water Board, CDFG, State Parks (for ABDSP mitigation), 
and USDA Forest Service (for alternatives with mitigation on National Forest lands). The 
plan includes five years of maintenance and monitoring, or until established success cri-
teria are met (which could be longer than five years). 
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Comment Set A0034 
Viejas Tribal Government 

 

A0034-1 
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Comment Set A0034, cont. 
Viejas Tribal Government 

 

A0034-1 cont. 

A0034-2 

A0034-3 

A0034-4 

A0034-5 

A0034-6 
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Comment Set A0034, cont. 
Viejas Tribal Government 

 

A0034-6 cont. 

A0034-7 

A0034-8 

A0034-9 

A0034-10 

A0034-11 

A0034-12 
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Comment Set A0034, cont. 
Viejas Tribal Government 

 

A0034-12 cont. 

A0034-13 
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Responses to Comment Set A0034 
Viejas Tribal Government 
A0034-1 The concerns of the Viejas Tribal Government about certain alternatives are acknowl-

edged. Please see specific responses below for each issue of concern. 

A0034-2 The Tribal Government states that the boundaries of the Capitan Grande Reservation 
have not been surveyed, so it is not certain whether the Route D Alternative corridor is 
on or off tribal lands. As shown on Figure Ap.11C-71 (Appendix 11 of the Draft EIR/EIS), 
the Route D Alternative is located on Cleveland National Forest land within about 
1,000 feet of the mapped tribal boundary, except for one location (tower S10078) that 
is very near the boundary. Because the environmental impacts of the Route D Alterna-
tive are more severe than those of the Interstate 8 Alternative, the Route D Alternative 
is not included as a part of the Environmentally Superior Southern Route. However, a 
mitigation measure has been added to the Land Use analysis to require completion of a 
survey if the Route D Alternative is selected. The new language, presented in Section 
E.3.4.2, is as follows: 

As noted in the comment on the Draft EIR/EIS from the Viejas Tribal Government, 
the Capitan Grande Reservation boundaries have not been surveyed. It will be 
important to determine the exact boundary of the Capitan Grande Reservation to 
ensure that the Route D Alternative is not located on tribal land. In order to verify 
the boundary, Mitigation Measure L-1j is required.

Mitigation Measures for Impact L-1: Construction would temporarily dis urb land 
uses at or near the alignment 

t

L-1a Prepare Construction Notification Plan. 

L-1j Perform boundary surveys. SDG&E shall perform surveys to define the 
boundaries of the Capitan Grande Reservation where that boundary is within 
½ mile of the Route D Alternative centerline. If the transmission line is 
found to be located on reservation land, SDG&E shall prepare a reroute 
and submit it to the CPUC, BLM, and USFS Cleveland National Forest for 
review and approval.

A0034-3 The Viejas Tribal Government’s concern about the potential impact of SWPL Alterna-
tives to the viewshed of mountains that are sacred or important to the Kumeyaay is 
noted. The text of impacts to Traditional Cultural Properties in Section E.3.7.2 
(Volume 4) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been changed, as follows: 

Impact C-4: Construction of he projec would cause an adverse change to
Traditional Cultural Properties (Class I or II) 

 t t   
 

To date, no TCPs have been identified within the Route D Alternative. However, t 
The Sacred Lands File search conducted for the alternatives noted that lands sacred 
to Native Americans are present in the vicinity of the alternatives, in undisclosed 
locations. To date, no TCPs have been identified within the Route D Alternative. 
However, the Viejas Tribal Council (Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians) has indi-
cated that the D Alternative would adversely impact the viewshed of Viejas Moun-
tain, sacred to the Kumeyaay, and Chiquito and Poser Peaks, important to the Kume-
yaay. The BLM, as the Federal Lead Agency under NEPA and Section 106 of the 

 
October 2008 3-533 Final EIR/EIS 



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

 
NHPA, has initiated government-to-government consultation with appropriate Native Ameri-
can groups and notification to other public groups regarding project effects on tradi-
tional cultural values. Further That consultation will determine whether there these 
important mountains qualify as TCPs are and whether there are other TCPs that could 
be affected within this segment. Though impacts to TCPs are often Class I, mitiga-
tion, as defined by NEPA (in King, 2003), can include “minimizing impacts by lim-
iting the degree or magnitude of the action…,” rectifying or reducing the impact, and/or 
“compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environ-
ments,” which when properly coordinated with Native Americans or other traditional 
groups can potentially reduce the impact to Class II. Implementation of Mitigation Mea-
sure C-4a (Complete Consultation with Native Americans and other Traditional 
Groups) would potentially reduce impacts to TCPs to less than significant levels 
(Class II), but in some cases impacts would remain significant (Class I). 

The Viejas Tribal Council requested that neither the Viejas nor the Capitan Grande Reser-
vations be included in the cultural resources records searches or the pedestrian survey 
conducted for the analysis of alternatives in the EIR/EIS. The complete 0.5-mile-wide 
records search of other non-reservation portions of the alternatives and the 30 percent 
intensive survey were used to project the types and quantities of resources that would 
be found in the remaining portion of the corridor, including tribal lands. Those projec-
tions are included in the disclosures in the EIR/EIS regarding the potential for impacts 
to resources of cultural and religious importance to the tribes. 

A0034-4 The visual analyses presented for both the Interstate 8 and Route D Alternatives 
conclude that these alternatives would result in significant and unmitigable (Class I) 
visual impacts. Of the various Class I impacts identified for those two alternatives, the 
visual impact associated with the I-8 Alternative’s I-8 span and documented by Key 
Viewpoint 52 (see Figure E.1.3-10B), would be similar to the impact that would be 
caused by the I-8 span near the Viejas Reservation. Similarly, the Class I impacts docu-
mented for the Route D Alternative’s Key Viewpoint 64 along Boulder Creek Road (see 
Figure E.3.3-1B), would be similar to those impacts that would be caused by the Route 
D Alternative along the eastern boundary of the Viejas Reservation. 

A0034-5 The Interstate 8 Alternative, as defined in preliminary engineering by SDG&E, would 
require access roads on a parcel currently owned in fee by the Viejas Band. This seg-
ment of the Interstate 8 Alternative is not included in the Environmentally Superior South-
ern Route, because it would be avoided by use of the Modified Route D Alternative. In 
addition, the potentially affected area is within a segment of the Interstate 8 Alternative 
(east of Alpine) that would not be accepted by the Cleveland National Forest, as 
described in its comment letters on the Draft EIR/EIS (see letters in Comment Set 
A0009). 

In its comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, SDG&E suggested the “Pine Valley I-8 Non-
motorized Avoidance Revision” that would avoid this impact to Viejas land (see Response 
to Comment E0004-144). However, this reroute was not accepted by the CPUC/BLM 
because it would pass through areas of the Cleveland National Forest that the Forest 
believes are not appropriate for a transmission line based on its land use zones. 

 
Final EIR/EIS 3-534 October 2008 



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

 
In order to ensure that neither the ROW nor the access road would affect Tribal Land, 
Mitigation Measure L-1k (Relocate transmission components to avoid Viejas land) has 
been added to Section E.1.4, as shown below. 

Viejas Reservation. SDG&E’s preliminary engineering for the Interstate 8 
Alternative resulted in two areas within this Interstate 8 Alternative where the 
transmission components could affect Viejas Reservation land. The first occurrence 
is where SDG&E located a tower immediately outside of the Viejas Reservation 
(tribal trust land) so the 200-foot-wide ROW would extend slightly within the 
Viejas Reservation. However, no towers, lines, or temporary construction areas 
would be located on Tribal Land. To ensure that the alternative ROW would not 
cross the Viejas Reservation, in the event that this alternative route is approved, the 
ROW would be narrowed in this area so it would not affect Tribal Land. The 
second area with potential for Viejas Tribal land to affected is where an access 
road, designed by SDG&E, would be located on a parcel of Viejas land currently 
owned in fee, but proposed for transfer to tribal trust land. In a comment letter on 
the Draft EIR/EIS, the Viejas Tribe stated its opposition to routes with direct 
effects on its land.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure L-1k (Relocate transmission 
components to avoid Viejas land) is presented to ensure that the Interstate 8 
Alternative would not have direct effects on tribal trust lands, or lands pending fee 
to trust transfer, unless approved by the tribe.  

L-1k Relocate transmission components to avoid Viejas land. If the Interstate 
8 Alternative is approved, all transmission towers, right-of-way, access, 
roads, and pull sites that would directly affect Viejas tribal trust land (or 
land pending fee to trust transfer) shall be modified to avoid tribal land, 
unless approved by the Tribe. 

A0034-6 The commenter states that the Route D Alternative would traverse proposed wilderness 
areas, thereby impacting the effort to preserve tribal land and increasing the risk of 
trespass and wildfire. With regard to proposed wilderness areas along the Route D 
Alternative, please refer to Response E0003-162. Please refer to General Response 
GR-9 for a discussion of fire risk along northern and southern alternative routes. 

A0034-7 The Draft and Final EIR/EIS consider impacts of the Proposed Project and all alterna-
tives on federal land and on tribal land. The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Final 
EIS (in Section 5) and the Final EIR/EIS (in the Executive Summary) present additional 
information about comparison of the Northern and Southern transmission line routes. 

A0034-8 Please see General Response GR-9 and Sections D.15, E.1.15, E.2.15, E.3.15, E.4.15, 
and E.7.1.15 of the EIR/EIS. 

A0034-9 Two separate survey reports documenting the archaeological studies and findings are in 
the final stages of preparation and agency review. One survey report was prepared by 
SDG&E for its Proposed Project corridors. A second report, prepared for the BLM and 
CPUC, details the findings of surveys for all of the alternatives considered. These reports 
will be available following review by the CPUC, BLM, USFS, and ABDSP. Confidential 
site records and site location maps will be made available to each Band for resources in 
the vicinity of its reservation through BLM's Section 106 consultation process, which 
begins with a series of tribal meetings in September and October of 2008. 
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A0034-10 The commenter notes that alternatives should not adversely impact economic develop-

ment, cultural resources, and land use plans of the tribe. Alternatives were developed 
that would avoid tribal lands across both the northern and southern routes. The EIR/EIS 
considered many alternative routes before identifying an environmentally superior alter-
native. Appendix 1 Alternatives Screening Report presents a detailed discussion of how 
alternatives were identified and screened for the Sunrise Powerlink Project. The alter-
natives were developed as a result of public and agency input received during the 
scoping process. Over 100 alternatives or combination of alternatives were identified 
and screened in the Alternatives Screening Report. In the Alternatives Screening Report, 
the alternatives were compared with regard to their ability to meet project objectives 
and their feasibility. As a result of the screening process, the EIR/EIS evaluated the 
Proposed Project and 27 alternatives with regard to environmental impacts associated 
with the alternatives, including cultural resources as identified in the comment. The 
EIR/EIS also included an evaluation of land use policies and plans for all jurisdictions 
along the Proposed Project and alternative routes including land use plans. However, 
most tribal government land use plans were not publically available or accessible for 
use in the report. Response A0006-07 includes applicable policy information on two 
tribal government land use documents. Further, socioeconomic issues were addressed 
in the EIR/EIS; however, economic development was not addressed because it is not a 
required issue area in environmental documents. 

A0034-11 The commenter requests information on how the environmental analysis incorporates the fed-
eral West-wide Energy Corridor Project and the corresponding California State effort to 
develop a corridor planning process. Please refer to Response B0037-2. 

A0034-12 Comments on the history of the Indian Reservation are acknowledged. Please refer to 
Response A0006-03 for more information on the environmental justice evaluation and 
the comparative socioeconomic information requested in the comment. 

A0034-13 The Viejas opposition to all transmission routes is acknowledged. 
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