
E1-1

Comment Letter E1



E1-1
Cont.



E1-1
Cont.



E1-1
Cont.



The following material is considered Comment E1-1.









The following material is considered Comment E1-1.















E1-2 



E1-2
Cont. 

E1-3



E1-3
Cont.

E1-4

E1-5



E1-6

E1-7

E1-8



E1-8
Cont.

E1-9

E1-10

E1-11



E1-11
Cont.

E1-12

E1-13

E1-14



E1-14
Cont.

E1-15

E1-16

E1-17

E1-18



E1-18
Cont.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Iberdrola Renewables, on behalf of Tule Wind, LLC, provided environmental topic 
matrices with comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. These matrices are referred to as 
Comments E1-19 through E1-43. See Volume 3, Responses to Comments, for these 
matrices and responses to comments contained within these matrices.   
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Steve Taffolla

From: Wrazen, Linda <LWrazen@semprautilities.com>
Sent: Friday, March 04, 2011 6:47 PM
To: ECOSUB; 'catulewind@blm.gov'; Fisher, Iain (iain.fisher@cpuc.ca.gov); 

'nms@cpuc.ca.gov'
Cc: de Llanos, Estela; O'Beirne, Kevin
Subject: Comments of SDG&E - Joint Draft EIR/EIS for East County Substation Project
Attachments: SDGE ECO DRAFT EIR-EIS Comments (03-04-11S).pdf

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) submits the attached comments to the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on the Joint Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statements (EIR/EIS) for the East County Substation Project.

In addition, SDG&E will be sending hard copies via Fedex to the recipients of this e-mail.

Please contact me with any questions you may have.

Best regards,

Linda Wrazen
Regulatory Case Administrator
San Diego Gas & Electric
858-637-7914 (office)
858-525-2385 (cellular)
lwrazen@semprautilities.com

************************************************************************************
This footnote confirms that this email message has been scanned by 
PineApp Mail-SeCure for the presence of malicious code, vandals & computer viruses. 
************************************************************************************
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DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15151. 

SDG&E proposes to construct the ECO Substation Project to improve service reliability to 
communities in Eastern San Diego County and to provide an interconnection hub for renewable 
generation developed near the existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) 500 kilovolt (kV) transmission line.  
As a California public utility, SDG&E is required to provide reliable electric service to all of its 
customers.  Consistent with this obligation, a primary objective of the ECO Substation Project is to 
improve service reliability for the communities of Bankhead Springs, Boulevard, Jacumba and 
Manzanita, as well as the Campo, La Posta, and Manzanita Indian Reservations, which experience 
periodic outages due to a long radial 69 kV transmission system as the only source. 

In addition, consistent with state RPS requirements and federal policy initiatives, SDG&E is 
committed to developing renewable energy to meet demand for electricity, California’s RPS goals and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction requirements.  SDG&E is also required by federal law, including 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulations, to provide interconnection service to 
Independent Power Producers.  Since SDG&E submitted the application for a Permit to Construct in 
August 2009, the need for the ECO Substation Project has increased considerably as the interconnection 
queue has grown by hundreds of megawatts (MW) of wind and solar energy.3  The ECO Substation 
Project will create an interconnection hub into which renewable generation can connect at three voltage 
levels—138 kV, 230 kV, and 500 kV—reducing the potential or need for constructing a series of 
switching stations (as part of the renewable projects’ licensing and construction) and other facilities along 
SWPL.  The proposed voltage levels would economically facilitate interconnection of generation projects 
of different sizes to the appropriate voltage.   

SDG&E fully appreciates the CPUC and BLM’s respective obligations under CEQA and NEPA 
to analyze, disclose and mitigate where feasible the environmental effects of the ECO Substation Project.  
                                                            
3 At the time SDG&E filed its PTC application, there were three projects seeking interconnection at ECO for 

a total of 1,120 MW and two projects seeking interconnection at Boulevard 138 kV with a total capacity of 
361 MW.  Today there is an additional 20 MW project interconnecting to the ECO 138 kV bus, and the 
number of projects requesting interconnection at Boulevard 138 kV is five with a total capacity of 596.5 
MW. One has an executed LGIA, two are in the Phase II of the CAISO study process and one is in the 
Phase I study process.  There are also two projects in the SGIP process totaling 40 MW for connection at 
138 kV and one 5 MW project interconnection at the 12 kV.  No additional details are available at this time 
about any of these projects, all of which are renewable resource projects. 
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The Draft EIR/EIS fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA, and the CPUC and BLM have satisfied 
their respective obligations to analyze and disclose the environmental effects of the ECO Substation 
Project.

SDG&E is troubled, however, by the suggestion that it is environmentally superior for none of 
the projects described in the Draft EIR/EIS to be constructed.  This conclusion ignores the legislative and 
regulatory context of policies and requirements to develop renewable energy, as well as the 
environmental consequences of not constructing any renewable energy projects in southeastern San Diego 
County.  In addition, SDG&E believes that in an extraordinary effort to portray a “worst-case” analysis of 
the potential environmental impacts, the Draft EIR/EIS vastly overstates the effects of the ECO 
Substation Project and proposes mitigation measures that are unwarranted or disproportionate to the 
impacts.   

The projects evaluated under the Draft EIR/EIS are, in fact, separate projects.  The Draft 
EIR/EIS, in an extreme effort to “belt and suspender” compliance with CEQA and NEPA, takes the 
conservative position that SDG&E’s ECO Substation Project, Iberdrola’s Tule Wind Project, Sempra 
Generation’s ESJ Wind Project, Campo/Invenergy’s Wind Project, the Manzanita Tribe’s Manzanita 
Wind Project, and Enel Green Power’s Jordan Wind Project4 – should be all evaluated as one PROJECT, 
by virtue of their proposed (and sometimes geographically remote) physical connection to the ECO 
Substation Project –even though with the exception of the ECO Substation Project, none of the 
subsequent projects are subject to CPUC approval under the California Public Utilities Code.  The BLM 
has already indicated that separate Records of Decision will be prepared for the ECO Substation and Tule 
Wind Projects, and the CPUC has acknowledged that:  (1) it has no jurisdiction over the Tule Wind 
Project or ESJ Project and that (2) subsequent project-specific environmental review would be conducted 
for the Jordan, Campo or Manzanita projects by jurisdictional agencies after the programmatic review 
completed here for these three projects.5 Although the Draft EIR/EIS could have reviewed the six projects 
as separate, cumulatively considerable projects, the Draft EIR/EIS instead conducts a detailed, project-
level analysis of three projects (e.g., ECO, Tule and ESJ).  This level of detail for the six projects far 
exceeds CEQA’s and NEPA’s requirements. 

In light of the extensive amount of environmental analysis and worst-case assumptions, the Draft 
EIR/EIS more than adequately discloses and addresses the environmental impacts associated with the 
ECO Substation Project.  SDG&E therefore urges the CPUC and BLM to prepare and certify a Final 
EIR/EIS for that project at this time.  While SDG&E does not believe questions remain about the other 

                                                            
4  The Jordan project is now called the Jewel Valley Project.  SDG&E does not express any views on the 

analysis of the other projects described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

5   The Draft EIR/EIS contains multiple references to the fact that this document provides programmatic 
review of the Campo, Manzanita and Jordan wind projects.  See Executive Summary at 3-4, 13; 
Introduction/Overview at A-2; Project Description at B-1.  See In re Bay-Delta Programmatic EIR 
Coordinated Proceedings, 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1174-75 (2008) (An agency has discretion under CEQA to 
reserve project-level analysis for specific projects until it is considering approval of those specific 
projects.). 
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projects evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS, to the extent they do, SDG&E urges the CPUC and BLM to 
prepare and certify the Final EIR/EIS and allow any questions about those projects to be resolved in the 
context of the project specific review and approvals required separately for those projects.   

This letter respectfully requests that the CPUC and BLM prepare and certify the Final EIR/EIS to 
(1) acknowledge the potential environmental consequences associated with not constructing any of the 
renewable energy projects described in the Draft EIR/EIS and clarify that the “No PROJECT” alternative 
is not environmentally superior or preferred by the agencies; (2) reflect modifications to the ECO 
Substation Project that include, among other things, selection of the “ECO Substation Alternative Site” 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS as environmentally superior; (3) revise the proposed mitigation measures 
for the ECO Substation Project that, as discussed below, are either not warranted by the potential impacts, 
not feasible, or redundant; and (4) incorporate the additional technical information and corrections for 
inclusion in the Final EIR/EIS.   

THE “NO ECO/TULE/ESJ/CAMPO/MANZANITA/JORDAN” PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  
IS NEITHER FEASIBLE NOR ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR  

AND SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Draft EIR/EIS presents a recommendation regarding the environmentally superior 
alternative.  While finding that each of the three individual projects—ECO Substation, Tule Wind and 
ESJ Gen-Tie—should be developed and is environmentally superior to the individual no project 
alternatives, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the scenario in which none of the projects described in the 
Draft EIR/EIS6 is constructed is environmentally superior to construction of the projects.  The Draft 
EIR/EIS immediately follows that recommendation with the consequences that would occur should the 
projects not be developed: 

There would be no new renewable energy source in the southeastern portion of San Diego 
County, and consequently, the region may not meet its California RPS program and associated 
Executive Order requirements to develop renewable energy on federal lands in compliance with 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005.  The southeastern energy transmission system servicing the 
Boulevard, Jacumba, and other surrounding communities would remain unstable.   

(Draft EIR/EIS at ES-24.) 

The No PROJECT Alternative is Not Feasible and Fails to Meet Project Objectives 

The suggestion that not constructing any renewable energy projects could be environmentally 
superior flies in the face of extensive climate change policies and requirements developed over the last 
decade.  The State of California, the federal government and project initiatives have established a 
foundation for the development of renewable resources, as recognized in the Draft EIR/EIS.  In 2002, 
Senate Bill 1078 established the RPS program, requiring 20% renewable energy by 2017.  The 2003 

                                                            
6  Under No Project Alternative 1, the proposed “PROJECT” includes the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, ESJ 

Gen-Tie, Campo Wind, Manzanita Wind, and Jordan Wind projects.  The cumulative “No PROJECT” 
scenario assumes that none of these projects would be constructed. 
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Energy Action Plan accelerated the RPS deadline to 2010.  In 2006, Senate Bill 107 codified the 
accelerated deadline into law.  The 2005 Energy Action Plan examined a further goal of 33% by 2020.  
The State legislature adopted Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006, which mandates that California reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  The Governor’s 
2008 Executive Order S-14-08 formally set the target of 33% by 2020.  The Governor also issued 
Executive Order S-21-09, which directed the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt 
regulations consistent with the Executive Orders.7  Draft EIR/EIS at D.18-8 to 12. 

In response to this extensive list of California laws, mandates and orders, there have been a 
number of initiatives involving widespread stakeholders with the objective of developing plans to meet 
these critical renewable goals.  The Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI) is a statewide 
initiative established to help identify the transmission projects needed to accommodate these renewable 
goals, support future energy policy, and facilitate transmission corridor designation and transmission and 
generation siting and permitting.  The RETI effort is supervised by a coordinating committee including 
the CPUC, the California Energy Commission (CEC), the California Independent System Operator 
(CAISO) and various publicly owned utilities, with participation by a broad range of stakeholders, 
including the State’s investor-owned utilities. 

Another initiative includes the California Transmission Planning Group (CTPG), which is a 
forum for conducting joint transmission planning and coordination of transmission activities in order to 
meet the State’s 33% by 2020 RPS goal.  This effort is seeking to leverage a diverse portfolio of 
renewable energy generation technologies available to supply projected electricity demand in concert with 
the energy goals and mandates of the State of California. 

The State of California has clearly paved the road for the development of renewable resources 
and the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions with ambitious legislation and policies.  The Draft 
EIR/EIS agrees in stating that “The Proposed PROJECT is an important element in developing additional 
renewable energy resources required to meet the current and future California RPS and federal Energy 
Policy Act goals for developing renewable energy.”  Draft EIR/EIS at A-8.  The CPUC’s identified 
project objectives specifically embrace these policies, namely: 

C-1     Accommodate delivery of renewable energy to meet state and federal renewable 
energy goals from wind and solar sources in San Diego County. 

C-2     Meet California’s RPS program requiring utilities to purchase 20% of energy 
from renewable sources by 2010. 

                                                            
7  On September 23, 2010, pursuant to its authority under Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Air 

Resources Board adopted the “Renewable Electricity Standard” (RES), which requires a 33% by 2020 
renewable energy procurement mandate for most retail sellers of electricity in California, including but not 
limited to SDG&E.  The RES is an independent requirement from California’s existing RPS. California Air 
Resources Board, Resolution 10-23 (Sept. 23, 2010), available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/res2010/res1071attb.pdf. 
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C-3     Meet the Governor’s Executive Order S-14-08 that increased the RPS goal to 33% 
by 2020. 

C-4     Improve the reliability of power delivery to the communities of Boulevard, 
Jacumba and surrounding communities. 

Draft EIR/EIS at A-11. 

In light of these policies and requirements, not constructing “any other new renewable energy 
source in the southeastern portion of San Diego County” is not a feasible alternative and should be 
rejected.8  All of the projects described in the Draft EIR/EIS are located in an area that is considered rich 
in renewable resources and was identified in the CPUC-sponsored studies as a Competitive Renewable 
Energy Zone (CREZ).9  A primary objective of the ECO Substation Project is to meet SDG&E’s RPS 
commitments and to accommodate the delivery of renewable energy according to regulatory and 
legislative timetables.  The Final EIR/EIS should acknowledge that the “No PROJECT” alternative is 
simply not feasible under the circumstances.  Indeed, in the recently issued Final EIR/EIS for the 
Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project (November 2010) (at pp. 4-7), the CPUC found that the No 
Project/No Action Alternative would not meet the agency’s project objectives, and thus determined that 
the environmentally superior alternative is the proposed project to build the transmission line for a solar 
project.  The same finding should be made here. 

The Final EIR/EIS Should Acknowledge the
Environmental Consequences of the No PROJECT Alternative 

The conclusion that the “No PROJECT” alternative is environmentally superior ignores the 
adverse environmental consequences of not constructing the ECO Substation, Tule, ESJ, Campo, 
Manzanita, Jordan, “or any other new renewable energy source in the southeastern portion of San Diego 
County.”  CEQA and NEPA require that the CPUC and BLM consider the environmental consequences 
of no other new renewable energy source being constructed in the southeastern area of San Diego County. 

                                                            
8  CEQA defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 

period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological factors.”  Cal. Pub. 
Res. Code § 21061.1.  See also Seattle Audubon Soc’y v. Mosley, 80 F.3d 1401, 1404 (9th Cir. 1996) (per 
curiam) (A federal agency is under no obligation to consider “alternatives that are unlikely to be 
implemented or those inconsistent with its basic policy objectives”); Laguna Greenbelt, Inc. v. U.S. Dep’t 
of Transp., 42 F.3d 517, 525 (9th Cir. 1994) (rejecting alternative that did not meet project purpose and 
need).   

9  In adopting Senate Bill (SB) 1078 in 2002, the Legislature made it clear that the CPUC should facilitate the 
construction of new transmission facilities necessary to accommodate the development of renewable 
resources in the state.  In particular, California Public Utilities Code Section 399.2.5, adopted as part of SB 
1078, directs the CPUC to approve construction of transmission facilities that facilitate the achievement of 
the renewable power goals established by that law, and further directs the CPUC to support actions that are 
necessary to assure that the costs of such transmission facilities are included in retail electricity rates. 
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CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e) explains that the purpose of identifying the “no project” 
alternative “is to allow decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the 
impacts of not approving the proposed project.”  In many cases, the “no project” alternative simply 
describes the circumstances under which the project does not proceed.  This appears to be the approach 
taken in the Draft EIR/EIS.  In other cases, however, the environmental consequences of not constructing 
the proposed project should be discussed: 

If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, 
such as the proposal of some other project, this “no project” consequence should be discussed.  
In certain instances, the no project alternative means “no build” wherein the existing 
environmental setting is maintained.  However, where failure to proceed with the project will not 
result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the 
practical result of the project’s non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial 
assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical environment.   

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(e)(3)(B).  Once the no project alternative has been identified, CEQA 
requires the lead agency to “analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what would 
reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on 
current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.”  Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 14, § 15126.6(e)(3)(C).  Similarly, U.S. Department of the Interior NEPA regulations (which are 
applicable to the BLM) expressly provide that “[t]he analysis of the effects of the no-action alternative 
may be documented by contrasting the current condition and expected future condition should the 
proposed action not be undertaken with the impacts of the proposed action and any reasonable 
alternatives.” 43 C.F.R. § 46.415(b)(1).  This is consistent with guidance from the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ), which states: 

[w]here a choice of “no action” by the agency would result in predictable actions by others, this 
consequence of the “no action” alternative should be included in the analysis.  For example, if 
denial of permission to build a railroad to a facility would lead to construction of a road and 
increased truck traffic, the EIS should analyze this consequence of the “no action” alternative. 

See CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations, Question #3, 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (1981).   

Where, as here, non-approval will result in foreseeable environmental consequences, those 
consequences should be discussed.  The Final EIR/EIS need only acknowledge the practical results of the 
No PROJECT alternative; neither CEQA nor NEPA demands a quantitative analysis.   

The Draft EIR/EIS takes this approach in the analysis of the “No ECO Substation Project,” which 
finds:

“Under the No Project Alternative 2, the ECO Substation Project would not be built, and the 
conditions in the existing energy grid and local environment would remain.  Without the ECO 
Substation Project, there would not be an interconnection hub that would enable renewable 
generation such as the ESJ Gen-Tie or Tule Wind projects to connect to the grid.  Additionally, 
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energy transmission would remain unreliable in the Boulevard, Jacumba, and surrounding 
communities.  Planned generation facilities in the project area would require additional miles of 
transmission line to reach an interconnection point and possibly multiple connection points on 
SDG&E’s existing transmission system.  In addition, new substations to be constructed by each 
generator might be required to connect the generation facilities to the grid. 

(Draft EIR/EIS at E-12.) 

And most importantly, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that: 

“Development of these facilities under the No ECO Substation Project Alternative (No Project 
Alternative 2) may actually increase impacts when compared to the ECO Substation Project, 
and therefore it was determined not to be environmentally superior.”  (Emphasis added.) 

(Draft EIR/EIS at E-12.) 

The environmental consequences of not constructing any new renewable energy source in 
southeastern San Diego County are considerable and well-documented.  These include continued and new 
reliance on fossil fuel fired generation and the associated GHG emissions, such as carbon dioxide (CO2),
that these carbon-based sources create.  As the CEC stated in its 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report,
renewable energy will “help achieve a significant portion of [CARB’s] target for GHG emission 
reductions from the electricity sector” and the RPS “is an essential tool to help the state reduce its GHG 
emissions.”  CEC, 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report, CEC -100-2009-003-CMF, at 77 (Dec. 2009).  
The CEC finds that “[m]eeting RPS goals depends in large part on building new transmission lines to 
access remote renewable resources.”  Id. at 26.  Both the CPUC and the CEC have aggressively promoted 
renewable energy and recommended 33% renewables as a key to reducing GHG emissions that would 
otherwise be caused by fossil-fuel generation.  See CPUC Decision D.08-10-037 in Rulemaking (R.) 06-
04-009 (Oct. 2008) (decision representing joint effort by CPUC and CEC to recommend GHG regulatory 
strategies to CARB, including modeling that demonstrates significantly reduced GHG associated with 
renewable energy development, particularly on an accelerated basis); CEC, Final Opinion on Greenhouse 
Gas Regulatory Strategies, Docket No. 07-OII-1 (Oct. 28, 2008). 

It is this area specifically that the Draft EIR/EIS understates the potential beneficial impacts on 
the environment associated with the “PROJECT” by understating the environmental consequences of the 
“No PROJECT” alternative.  As noted above, one of the primary purposes of the ECO Substation Project 
is to create an interconnection hub for renewable generation along SDG&E’s existing SWPL transmission 
line, and indeed, a key basic purpose, need, and benefit of the various proposed renewable energy projects 
is to reduce reliance on fossil fuel generation.  In reviewing the otherwise robust GHG analysis contained 
in the Draft EIR/EIS, while it recognizes that the proposed projects would decrease overall emissions 
attributable to electric generation in California,10 the Draft EIR/EIS fails to acknowledge the GHG 
                                                            
10 See Draft EIR/EIS at § D.18 (climate change) generally; D.18-16 (finding impacts less than significant 

(Class III) and stating: “[i]n addition, the [ECO] project would facilitate interconnection of renewable 
sources of energy, thereby potentially deceasing overall emissions attributable to electric generation in 
California.”); id. at D.18-18 (same finding with respect to the Tule Project and stating: “[i]n addition, the 
project would create a renewable sources of energy, thereby potentially decreasing overall emissions 
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benefits and consequences of not approving the PROJECT when it selects the No-Project Alternative 1 as 
the CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Rather, the analysis states only that if the PROJECT is 
not built, “existing conditions would remain at these sites” and “Climate change impacts resulting from 
the Proposed PROJECT would not occur.”  See Draft EIR/EIS at D.18-32 to 33.  But less costly and more 
efficient renewable energy would be expected to displace fossil-fuel generation on the SWPL and as a 
result, less fossil fuel generation would result in less GHG emissions.  SDG&E believes that the No 
Project analysis contained in the Draft EIR/EIS should be amplified to include a more robust recognition 
that if the ECO Substation Project and other projects are not approved, there will be no commensurate 
reduction of GHG emissions from other fossil-fuel power plants. See Draft EIR/EIS at D.18-32 to 34; see
also id. at F-206 (discussing cumulative impacts of No Project Alternative 1; same); id. at 207 (finding 
under No Project Alternative 3 that while GHG would be reduced during construction if the Tule Wind 
project is not built, “it would also lose some of the GHG offsets attributable to such projects.”).   

Prior CPUC, BLM and U.S. Forest Service CEQA and NEPA documents evaluate the beneficial 
effects of reduced GHG emissions due to decreased emissions from fossil-fuel fired power plants 
resulting from the development of renewable energy sources.  By way of example, the Tehachapi 
Renewable Transmission Project Final EIS (September 2010) at pages 3.3-27 to 28 states that the No-
Action Alternative assumes that existing transmission lines and power plants would continue to operate 
and that “[t]he forecast net decrease in emissions from power plants . . . would not occur with 
implementation of the No Project Alternative (CAISO, 2008).”).  It also finds (at pages 3.3-40 to 41), that 
“the Project’s purpose would implement key strategies for mitigating climate change proposed by the 
California Energy Commission and the IPCC to improve transmission and increase renewable energy use. 
Therefore, the Project would provide a beneficial GHG emissions impact.”11 Similarly, the Desert 
Sunlight Solar Farm and Red Bluff Substation Draft EIR/EIS (August 2010) (at pages 4.5-35 to 36) 
acknowledge that under No-Action, “none of the benefits of the Proposed Project in displacing fossil fuel 
fired generation and reducing associated pollutant emissions would occur.”  See also id. at 4.5-14 to 15 
(greenhouse gas emissions avoided by displacing fossil fuel power generation); id at 4.5-39 (cumulative 
analysis recognizing that action alternatives “would displace alternative power generation for SCE and 
PG&E, resulting in an indirect climate change benefit by avoiding future greenhouse gas emissions from 
alternative power generation facilities.”); Appendix D-5 (greenhouse gas emission avoided through 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
attributable to electric generation in California.”); id. at D.18-19 (same with respect to ESJ); id. at D.18-20 
(“Over their lifespans, the individual ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ projects, as well as the 
Proposed PROJECT as a whole, would assist in the attainment of the state’s goals by utilizing a renewable 
source of energy that could displace electricity generated by fossil-fuel powered plants.  The Proposed 
Project, along with the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind projects would therefore be 
consistent with state initiatives aimed at reducing GHG emissions, and impacts would therefore not be 
adverse.”). 

11 See also TRTP Final EIS at 3.3-33 to 35 (“Project indirect emissions are comprised of the Project’s impact 
on the transmission grid and operation of existing and forecast power plants. . . . Additionally, the proposed 
Project’s transmission of renewable energy is assumed to help impel an indirect emission decrease and an 
overall emissions decrease.”). 
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displacement of alternative power generation sources).  Neither of these projects has identified or selected 
a No Project Alternative as environmentally superior. 

SDG&E urges the CPUC and BLM to more fully consider the avoided GHG emissions associated 
with the proposed projects in the Final EIR/EIS, and believes that once consideration of these 
environmental benefits are more fully integrated into the environmental review process, the PROJECT 
will emerge as the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA.

THE ECO SUBSTATION PROJECT HAS BEEN MODIFIED TO INCORPORATE THE 
ENVIORNMENTALLY SUPERIOR ECO SUBSTATION PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  

The Draft EIR/EIS identifies two categories of modifications that, taken together, will result in an 
environmentally superior alternative to the ECO Substation Project.  These modifications include a shift 
in the location of the ECO Substation Project and the partial undergrounding of the proposed overhead 
138 kV line.  SDG&E has confirmed the feasibility of these changes and modified the Project to reflect 
these environmentally superior changes to the ECO Substation Project.12  As a result, the ECO Substation 
Project will result in fewer impacts than previously identified in the Draft EIR/EIS.   

These modifications to the ECO Substation Project, some of which were previously submitted to 
the CPUC on April 30, 2010 and October 7, 2010, are described in more detail in Attachment A – 
Updated Project Description and ECO Substation Alternative and should be reflected in the Final 
EIR/EIS.13

THE DRAFT EIR/EIS OVERSTATES THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE 
ECO PROJECT AND INCLUDES UNWARRANTED, INFEASIBLE OR DISPROPORTIONATE 

MITIGATION 

The Draft EIR/EIS classifies several potential impacts of the ECO Substation Project as “Class 1:  
significant and unavoidable,” and recommends specific mitigation measures to address these impacts.  
SDG&E believes that in several instances, the analysis contained in the Draft EIR/EIS is unduly 
conservative, resulting in overstated environmental impacts and mitigation measures that are not 
warranted and in some cases not feasible.  Under CEQA, mitigation measures must be “roughly 
proportional to the impacts of the project.”  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(4)(B), citing Dolan v. 
City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).  In addition, SDG&E believes that some of the proposed mitigation 

                                                            
12   Although the Draft EIR/EIS identified a specific route for the segment of transmission line to be 

undergrounded, SDG&E has refined the “ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route 
Alternative” described in the Draft EIR/EIS to more closely follow existing road alignment, improve 
engineering constructability and minimize impacts on biological resources.  These refinements do not 
reduce the length of overhead line that will be undergrounded. 

13  None of these changes trigger recirculation of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Under CEQA, “Recirculation is not 
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR.”  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15088.5.  Under NEPA, agencies are only 
required to supplement an EIS if there is a change in a proposed action or new information showing that the 
action will affect the quality of the human environment “in a significant manner or to a significant extent 
not already considered.” Marsh v. Or. Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 374 (1980)(emphasis added). 
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measures should be revised or deleted to ensure consistency with prior CPUC precedent on comparable 
projects and to eliminate redundancy.  Attachment B – Proposed Mitigation Measure Revisions identifies 
suggested revisions to the mitigation measures, together with the supporting rationale, that would address 
these concerns.   

ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS SHOULD BE 
INCORPORATED INTO THE FINAL EIR/EIS TO REFLECT AN ACCURATE AND 

COMPLETE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

In addition to the foregoing comments, SD&GE has identified several technical corrections and 
clarifications that should be incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS to ensure an accurate and complete 
document.  Those technical corrections and clarifications are identified in Attachment C – Technical 
Corrections and Clarifications.   

EVEN IF THE FINAL EIR/EIS CONCLUDES THAT THE ECO SUBSTATION PROJECT 
RESULTS IN SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGABLE IMPACTS, SPECIFIC OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS WARRANT APPROVAL OF THE ECO SUBSTATION PROJECT 

As discussed above and in the attached materials, the Draft EIR/EIS erroneously concludes that 
the ECO Substation Project will result in unavoidable significant impacts.  Even if this conclusion were 
correct; however, “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, 
of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve 
the project.”14  Specific examples of the applicable benefits associated with the ECO Substation Project 
are detailed in Attachment D – Specific Overriding Considerations Associated with the ECO Substation 
Project.

RECIRCULATION IS NOT REQUIRED AS A MATTER OF LAW 

SDG&E expects that opponents of one or more of the projects described in the Draft EIR/EIS, in 
an effort to cause delay and derail a timely decision on the Project, will argue that recirculation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS is required.   

Under CEQA, recirculation is not required unless “significant new information” is added to an 
EIR after public notice of the availability of the draft EIR.15  Importantly, “[n]ew information added to an 
EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed 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 (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 

                                                            
14  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15093. 

15 Id. § 15088.5; see also 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c) (under NEPA’s regulations, agencies have a duty to prepare 
supplements to a final EIS only if:  “(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that 
are relevant to environmental concerns; or (ii) There are significant new circumstances or information 
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.”). 
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have declined to implement.”16  The California Supreme Court has confirmed that “Recirculation was 
intended to be an exception, rather than the general rule.”17  Thus, any decision to recirculate must not be 
taken lightly. 

In the context of the ECO Substation Project, SDG&E does not anticipate that recirculation will 
be required as a legal matter.  For example, none of the additional information contained in this letter 
constitutes “significant new information” such that recirculation under CEQA or supplementation under 
NEPA is required.  Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1; Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15088.5(a).  In addition, 
although responsible agencies may feel compelled to submit extensive comments on the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR/EIS under CEQA Guidelines section 15096 and may go so far as to request recirculation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, recirculation is not triggered as a matter of law unless the definition of “significant new 
information” is met.  See Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15088.5(a).  Recirculation is not required simply 
because a responsible agency or any other party may claim inadequacies and requests a new document.  
See id.; see also Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal., 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1136-42 
(1993) (a community group’s assertions that an EIR was inadequate and required recirculation did not 
demonstrate a need to address “significant new and information” and therefore did not trigger 
recirculation).  The Final EIR/EIS can either address the issues raised in comments or can disagree with 
the comments submitted, even if those comments are from a responsible agency.  See Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 14, § 15088.5(b) (“Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”); see also Marin Mun. 
Water Dist. v. KG Land Cal. Corp., 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1667 (1991) (new, amplifying information 
that was not significant did not trigger recirculation).   

More specifically, CEQA requires that “the major environmental issues raised when the lead 
agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be 
addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted.  There must 
be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.  Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information 
will not suffice.”18  CEQA does not compel resolution of concerns that are raised in comments, even if 
those concerns are raised by a responsible agency.   

                                                            
16 Id. § 15088.5(a)(emphasis added).  Similarly, under NEPA, supplementation is not required even for a 

substantial modification to a project where the impacts were not significantly different from those already 
considered. North Idaho Community Action Network v. U.S. Dep’t of Transp., 545 F.3d 1147, 1155 (9th 
Cir. 2008)).  Thus, if an agency takes an action “‘qualitatively within the spectrum of alternatives that were 
discussed’ in a prior FEIS,” no supplemental EIS is necessary.  Missouri v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’rs, 516 
F.3d 688, 693-94 (8th Cir. 2008)(citation omitted).  The test, therefore, is whether the agency has already 
provided the public with sufficient information to permit “meaningful consideration” of the proposed 
action.  See Greater Yellowstone Coalition v. Larson, 641 F. Supp. 2d 1120, 1150 (D. Idaho 2009); 40 
C.F.R. § 1502.1 (EIS “shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall 
inform decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.”). 

17 Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal., 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132 (1993). 

18  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15088. 
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More importantly, any “voluntary” recirculation is wholly inappropriate for several reasons.  
First, as discussed previously, the Draft EIR/EIS conservatively overstates the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the ECO Substation Project.  It includes project-level analysis of two other 
cumulative projects (e.g., Tule and ESJ) and programmatic-level analysis of three other projects and 
identifies these impacts as a consequence of the ECO Substation Project.  Neither CEQA nor NEPA 
compel this level of analysis of cumulative projects.  Nonetheless, the over-inclusive approach to 
“connected actions” and the “whole of the action” taken by the Draft EIR/EIS results in an overstatement 
of the potential impacts that defeats any claim of recirculation because the presence and severity of 
“significant and unavoidable” impacts in several areas19 have already been identified and disclosed to the 
public.  Therefore, the public has not been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon “a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project”.   

Project opponents may argue that recirculation is required to account for new information 
regarding the Campo, Manzanita, or Jordan wind projects, for which the Draft EIR/EIS is a “program” 
EIR.20  However, new detail on a project’s design or features that does not constitute “significant new 
information ” does not trigger recirculation.  To illustrate, the California Court of Appeal recently upheld 
the certification of an EIR for an athletic center and several other related projects at the UC Berkeley 
campus.21 The Court rejected claims that recirculation was required in light of a seismic study and 
agency correspondence that was not included in the final EIR and that additional detail about future 
projects should have included in the final EIR.  By extension, if, for example, additional details were to 
become available about any of the projects discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS at the programmatic level (i.e.,
the Campo, Manzanita, or Jordan wind projects), recirculation would not be required and in fact would 
run counter to CEQA.  See California Oak Foundation, 188 Cal.App.4th at 271-272 (“CEQA permits a 
lead agency to use ‘tiering’ to ‘defer analysis of certain details of later phases of long-term linked or 
complex projects until those phases are up for approval…’” (quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for 
Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal.4th 412 (2007) at 431).  The California Oak 

                                                            
19  The Draft EIR/EIS identifies the presence and severity of significant and unavoidable impacts associated 

with all of the projects described in the Draft EIR/EIS in the areas of biological resources, visual resources, 
cultural resources, noise, air and fire risk.   

20   The fact that the Draft EIR/EIS is not labeled a “program” EIR is irrelevant.  See California Oak 
Foundation v. The Regents of the University of California, 188 Cal. App. 4th 227, 271 n.25 (2010) 
(rejecting argument challenging project description and holding that “[t]he fact that this EIR is labeled a 
“project” rather than a “program” EIR matters little for purposes of this inquiry.  “The level of specificity 
of an EIR is determined by the nature of the project and the ‘rule of reason’ [citing Laurel Heights I], 
rather than any semantic label accorded to the EIR.” [citing Al Larson, 18 Cal.App. 4th at 741-742]). 

21 California Oak Foundation v. the Regents of the University of California, 188 Cal. App. 4th 227 (2010).  
The California Court of Appeal has also held that an EIR studying a water district’s moratorium on water 
hookups did not require recirculation in light of detail from a newly released master water supply plan that 
the moratorium would last 10 years.  See, e.g., Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land Cal. Corp., 235 Cal. 
App. 3d 1652, 1667-68 (1991).  The EIR had already stated that the moratorium could last more than 5 or 6 
years, and the additional detail pegging the moratorium at 10 years did not constitute “significant new 
information.”  Id.  
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Foundation court found further that: “In particular, tiering is appropriate ‘when it helps a public agency to 
focus upon the issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review and in order to exclude 
duplicative analysis of environmental effects examined in previous environmental impact reports.’”) 
(quoting In re Bay-Delta, 43 Cal.4th at 1170).  It thus concluded: “Further, where an EIR covers several 
possible projects that are diverse and geographically dispersed, the agency has discretion to evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts of the individual projects in general terms in the EIR, while deferring 
more detailed evaluation of the projects for future EIR’s.”  California Oak Foundation, 188 Cal.App.4th 
at 271-272 (citing In re Bay-Delta, 43 Cal.4th at 1170-1171 and CEQA Guidelines §15165.).  Moreover, 
although SDG&E questions the feasibility, necessity and proportionality of several mitigation measures in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, SDG&E has not declined to implement any feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives and in fact has agreed to construct the environmentally superior ECO Substation Alternative.  
Therefore, the public has not been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon “a feasible 
way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s 
proponents have declined to implement.” 

As noted at the beginning of this letter, the Draft EIR/EIS is the product of well over a year of 
analysis and consideration by multiple federal, state, and local agencies.  In the more than 18 months 
since the application (which included a detailed Proponent’s Environmental Assessment) was originally 
filed, the preparation and release of the Draft EIR/EIS been delayed to incorporate additional information 
about other projects considered in the document.  The generous 54-day period originally announced to 
allow for public comments on the Draft EIR/EIS was extended to 70-days in an effort to maximize public 
review and comment.

In the context of this long procedural history, any additional delay caused by unnecessary 
recirculation will impede the CPUC and BLM’s ability to meet renewable energy policy objectives.  
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San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) submitted its Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) for the East County (ECO) Substation Project (Proposed Project) to the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) on August 11, 2009.  Subsequent to filing the 
PEA, modifications to the 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission line were made to the Proposed 
Project, including minor shifts to some pole locations and installation method, the addition of 
permanent maintenance pads around pole sites, and a change to the transmission line structure 
configuration.  Limited portions of the 138 kV transmission line and associated access roads 
were also changed to reduce impacts to sensitive resources.  These initial changes to the 
Proposed Project that was described in the PEA were submitted to the CPUC in the document 
titled Revised East County Substation Footprint Project Description on April 30, 2010.  A 
description of these changes follows under the heading Changes to the Proposed Project on page 
2 of this document.   

Changes were also made to the ECO Substation footprint, which is included in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) as the ECO 
Substation Alternative Site.  These additional modifications were submitted to the CPUC in the 
document Southern Access Road Description and Impacts on October 7, 2010, and were made to 
further avoid and/or reduce impacts to previously unidentified cultural and hydrological 
resources.  These modifications primarily included changes to access roads, pad sizes, and 
retention basins at the shifted ECO Substation site.  In addition, the feeder line loop-in 
connecting the ECO Substation to the existing 500 kV Southwest Powerlink (SWPL)1 and 
limited portions of the 138 kV transmission source line2 and associated access roads were also 
slightly altered to adjust for the 700-foot shift made to the ECO Substation.  Figure 1: Revised 
ECO Substation Footprint and Southern Access Road, provided in Southern Access Road 
Description and Impacts, depicts the changes made to the ECO Substation Alternative Site.  A 
description of the changes made to the ECO Substation Alternative Site also follows under the 
heading Changes to the ECO Substation Alternative Site.  Since submittal of these documents, 
SDG&E has further refined the design of the ECO Substation, which has included revisions to 
the retention basin, construction buffers, and temporary work areas.  These additional changes 
are described herein under the heading February 2011 ECO Substation Revisions.

The ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative identified in the Draft 
EIR/EIS provides that the segment of the 138 kV transmission line beginning at milepost 9 
would travel underground to the rebuilt Boulevard Substation following the same alignment as 
the proposed overhead line.  To the extent feasible, SDG&E has refined the partial underground 
alignment to be located within existing roads to avoid identified sensitive resources.  A 
description of SDG&E’s preliminary design is provided in this document under the heading 
Preliminary Partial Underground Design.  Additionally, rerouting of the distribution lines that 

                                                            
1 The SWPL loop-in is also more specifically referred to as a substation feeder line loop-in in some ECO Substation 
Project documents. 
2 The terminology used to describe “138 kV transmission ‘source’ or ‘supply’ line” as used herein and in some ECO 
Substation Project documents specifically designates a ‘power line’ used to provide electric power to a substation.  
Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section I, a ‘power line’ is defined as a line designed to operate between 50 and 200kV. 
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connect to the existing Boulevard Substation will be required to connect to the rebuilt Boulevard 
Substation.  A description of the rerouting requirements follows under the heading Boulevard 
Substation Rebuild Distribution Line Reroutes.

Collectively, these documents describe the preferred Project for SDG&E—which is essentially 
the ECO Substation Alternative Site combined with the Partial Underground 138 kV 
Transmission Line Alternative described in the Draft EIR/EIS—and describe the minor 
modifications SDG&E has made to avoid sensitive resources.  These modifications need to be 
included within the Project Description and Alternatives sections of the Final EIR/EIS.

The revisions made to the Proposed and Alternative ECO Substation Projects, as described in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, will result in fewer impacts to cultural resources and drainages in the Proposed 
Project area, as shown in Table A-1: Revised Impacts Resulting from Project Revisions.  In 
addition, steel poles (SP) 77, 91, and 99 were moved so that they are no longer in the vicinity of 
archaeological sites SDI-7051, SDI-7951, and SDI-7055.  Thus, the cultural resources within the 
substation footprint include only the following: 

 SDI-7074
 SDI-7082
 SDI-19618
 SDI-19619H
 SDI-19621H
 SDI-19622H
 SDI-19626
 SDI-19479
 SDI-19483

Although the transmission line has the potential for impacts within the mapped portions of SDI-
7951, SDI-7051, and SDI-7059, ground disturbance will be within insignificant areas of these 
sites because poles, pads, and roads were moved to avoid artifact concentrations.  The southern 
access road may impact historic artifacts associated with sites SDI-20168H and SDI-20169H, but 
these impacts will not be significant because these small historic sites do not contain the quantity 
or diversity of artifacts to be eligible for the National Register. 

Impacts to United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)- and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB)-jurisdictional waters were also reduced as a result of changes 
made to the ECO Substation, as shown in Table A-1: Revised Impacts Resulting from Project 
Revisions.

A specific description of the revisions made to the Proposed Project and ECO Substation 
Alternative that need to be included within Project Description, Alternatives, and Impact 
Analyses sections of the Final EIR/EIS follows. 
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Table A-1: Revised Impacts Resulting from Project Revisions 

Modification Cultural Resources Jurisdictional Drainages 

ECO Substation footprint shifted 
700 feet east

SDI-2720, SDI-6115, and SDI-
7079 avoided 0.25 acre of drainages avoided

ECO Substation main access road 
modified to enter the substation at 
the southern rather than northern 
border 

SDI-21068H, SDI-20169H, and 
SDI-6119 impacted (SDI-6119 

was determined to not be 
significant during testing for the 
Energia Sierra Juarez Project) 

0.02 acre of drainages avoided 

Removal of the ECO Substation 
northwest corner No Change 0.02 acre of drainages avoided 

Revisions to the size and location 
of the retention basins No Change 0.16 acre of drainages avoided 

Revisions to the access road to 
SPs 108 and 108A No Change <0.01 acre of drainages avoided 

SPs 104 and 105 were moved 
approximately 40 and 90 feet 
west from their originally 
proposed locations, respectively 

SDI-7060 avoided No change 

SP 76 and 77 were moved 
approximately 10 feet south and 
75 feet west of their originally 
proposed locations, respectively 

SDI-7951 avoided No change 

SP 102 was moved approximately 
195 feet west and 3 feet south SDI-7059 avoided No change 
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Changes to the Proposed Project 

 SPs 77, 104, and 105 have been shifted approximately 75, 40, and 90 feet west from their 
originally proposed locations to avoid sensitive cultural resources. 

 The configuration of the 138 kV line has been revised from an I-string twin-circuit to a 
V-string bundled single-circuit design to account for standards associated with high 
winds and fire in the Proposed Project area. 

 The height of the steel cable riser pole has been increased from approximately 140 feet to 
150 feet.

 The maximum height of the SPs will now measure approximately 150 feet, rather than 
115 feet, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS, and will average approximately 130 feet.  
Additionally, the SPs will be installed on drilled-pier foundations, as opposed to being 
direct buried, to account for the height increase.

 The 98 SPs accounted for in the Draft EIR/EIS will now require permanent, rather than 
temporary, maintenance pads, each measuring approximately 80 feet by 60 feet in size.  

Changes to the pole locations and required grading activities within the 138 kV transmission 
line, as well as the addition of the permanent maintenance pads for each pole site will result in 
temporary and permanent impacts to vegetation that differ from the totals provided in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Table A-2: Native Vegetation Community Temporary and Permanent Impacts 
provides temporary and permanent impacts to vegetation communities on Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and privately owned land for the Proposed Project. 

Changes to the ECO Substation Alternative Site 

The ECO Substation Alternative Site described in the Draft EIR/EIS is the preferred alternative 
for the ECO Substation location.  The basis for this alternative is to decrease impacts to cultural 
and hydrological resources.  The changes are a result of shifting the footprint of the ECO 
Substation approximately 700 feet east of the originally proposed location, and are described in 
further detail as follows: 

ECO Substation 

 The northwest corner of the western ECO Substation pad was removed to reduce 
permanent impacts to waters of the U.S. by approximately 0.2 acre. 
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Table A-2: Native Vegetation Community Temporary and Permanent Impacts 

Native Vegetation 
Community 

Existing
Acreage
in Study 

Area 

Temporary Impact 
Acreage 

Permanent Impact 
Acreage 

ECO
Substation

Project
Total

Impact
Acreage 

BLM
Land

Private
Land

BLM
Land

Private
Land

Chamise 
chaparral/redshank 
chaparral 

302.92 0.00 5.92 0.00 9.46 15.38 

Emergent wetland 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Oak woodland 6.46 0.00 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.82 

Peninsular juniper 
woodland and scrub 193.34 0.00 34.76 0.70 83.14 118.60 

Shadscale scrub 16.45 0.00 2.46 0.00 0.31 2.77 

Sonoran mixed 
woody succulent 
scrub (Mixed desert 
scrub)

548.52 0.00 14.00 1.41 23.26 38.67 

Southern willow 
scrub/mulefat scrub 
(Riparian scrub) 

6.95 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.15 0.25 

Total 1,077.14 0.00 58.06 2.11 116.32 176.49
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 The design of the main access road to the ECO Substation was revised to reduce impacts 
to USACE-jurisdictional waters.  Originally, the ECO Substation was to be accessed by 
improving an existing dirt road that connects to Old Highway 80, and then extending that 
road to the northern side of the substation.  The newly proposed access road (southern 
access road) will involve expanding and improving an existing dirt road, originating from 
Old Highway 80, approximately 500 feet west of the original access road.  From Old 
Highway 80, the road travels southeast for approximately 1,800 feet, turns east for 
approximately 1,700 feet, and then turns north for approximately 300 feet until reaching 
the southern side of the ECO Substation. The dimensions of the new southern access 
road will measure approximately 3,800 feet long and impact an average width of 60 feet, 
which includes a 30-foot paved road, 1-foot shoulders, drainage structures, and slopes, as 
opposed to the originally proposed 2,900-foot-long, 30-foot-wide northern access road.  
Permanent impacts resulting from the access road will measure approximately 4.95 acres, 
rather than 2.2 acres, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 The footprint shift of the ECO Substation, removal of the northwest corner of the 
substation’s pad, and relocation of the main access road to the south resulted in 
modification of the revised basin design from that provided in the ECO Substation 
Alternative Site description.  The basin’s location, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS, 
would have been along the northwest and western side of the ECO Substation, and would 
have measured approximately 2.41 acres.  As revised, the basin is located along the 
southwestern edge of the ECO Substation, and measures approximately 1.0 acre.  Further 
refinement required for the retention basin is described in the following section, February 
2011 ECO Substation Revisions. 

 Two ECO Substation Staging Yards described in the PEA were originally proposed to be 
located northwest of the ECO Substation and measure approximately 1.00 acre each in 
size.  SDG&E later determined that power would be provided to the staging yards 
through use of on-site generators, rather than through a tap into an existing 12 kV 
distribution line, and that only one staging yard was required.  The revised site of the 
staging yard is now proposed to be located south of the substation, near where the 
southern access road meets the substation driveways, and would measure approximately 
0.54 acre in size.  However, it has been determined that one of the northern staging yards 
will be required, as described in the following section, February 2011 ECO Substation 
Revisions.  Temporary power will be brought to the southern staging yard by either on-
site generators or a tap of an existing distribution line from the north staging yard.  The 
route of the temporary distribution line would extend to the southern staging yard such 
that poles would be placed within previously disturbed access roads and within the 
temporary construction limits of the ECO Substation. 
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SWPL Loop-In 

 As a result of shifting the ECO Substation footprint, five three-pole dead-end structures 
and one H-frame tangent structure (SD1 through SD6) will comprise the SWPL loop-in, 
rather than four lattice structures, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 The western interconnection will comprise two structures, as originally proposed, though 
their locations have been shifted approximately 1,200 feet east of the location described 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 The eastern interconnection will be comprised of four, rather than two structures, as 
originally proposed, and the four structures have been shifted approximately 2,000 feet 
east of their originally proposed locations. 

 The overall length of the feeder line loop-in interconnecting the ECO Substation to the 
SWPL will be approximately 3,065 feet. 

 The height of the structures will remain the same as originally proposed, but the distance 
from the ground to the lowest conductor will measure approximately 42 feet, as opposed 
to the 35 feet described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 New permanent dirt access roads will be constructed from the SWPL right-of-way 
(ROW) to the six SWPL loop-in structures.  These new access roads will measure 
approximately 20 feet wide and will total approximately 1,932 feet in length, rather than 
1,700, as provided in the Draft EIR/EIS.  The new total acreage for the SWPL loop-in 
access roads and required grading outside of the access road area will measure 
approximately 1.19 acres, as opposed to 0.79 acres described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 Permanent maintenance pads will be required for each of the six SWPL loop-in 
structures.  The area of these pads and other associated grading will total approximately 
2.56 acres, rather than the 1.6 acres described in the Draft EIR/EIS for the four originally 
proposed structures. 

 The seven pull sites, measuring approximately 2.42 acres, will be located east of the ECO 
Substation, rather than within the substation footprint and the SWPL loop-in work areas, 
as described in the Draft EIR/EIS.

138 kV Transmission Line 

 Three 138 kV transmission line SPs—106, 107, and 108—have been shifted 
approximately 100 feet east as a result of the ECO Substation footprint shift.  Also, 
installation of one additional SP (108A) will be required due to the footprint shift.  SP 
108A will be located approximately 150 feet west of the western side of the ECO 
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Substation.  Thus, the total number of SPs will be increased from 98, as described in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, to 99. 

 One additional maintenance pad, measuring approximately 0.01 acre in size, will be 
required due to the addition of SP 108A.

 Four new, permanent dirt access roads will be constructed for SPs 106, 107, 108, and 
108A.  As provided in the Draft EIR/EIS, the area of these access roads would total 
approximately 0.24 acre.  This number will be increased by less than 0.10 acre for the 
access road leading to SPs 108 and 108A, which will be located along the western edge 
of the ECO Substation, travel along the top of the retention basin, and then turn west to 
SP 108 and 108A. 

 Only one approximately 100-foot by 100-foot pull site will be required for SP 106, as 
opposed to the two described in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 The fly yard located near SP-36 was shifted slightly to the west to avoid impacts to 
drainage features as depicted in Attachment A: Detailed Route Map 7 of 11 in Revised 
138 Kilovolt Transmission Line Vegetation and Drainage Impacts, which was submitted 
to the CPUC on May 14, 2010. 

Changes to the design of the ECO Substation footprint, SWPL loop-in, and associated access 
roads and grading activities will result in temporary and permanent impacts to vegetation that 
differ from the totals provided in the Draft EIR/EIS.  Table A-3: Native Vegetation Communities 
Impacts for the ECO Substation Alternative Site provides the anticipated temporary and 
permanent impacts to vegetation communities anticipated to result from construction of the ECO 
Substation Alternative Site, and compares the impacts to those for the Proposed Project.  Table 
A-4: Jurisdictional Drainage Impacts compares the impacts to drainages per jurisdictional agency 
for the ECO Substation Project and the ECO Substation Alternative Site. 

February 2011 ECO Substation Revisions 

Slight modifications to the ECO Substation design were made in February 2011 for the ECO 
Substation Alternative Site, which is the preferred alternative location for the substation.  These 
modifications include the addition of a staging yard north of the ECO Substation, as well as 
minor changes to the construction buffer and retention basin.  The revisions are depicted in 
Figure A-1: February 2011 ECO Substation Design.  New vegetation impact totals resulting from 
these revisions are reflected in Table A-5: Native Vegetation Community Impacts for the 
February 2011 Revisions, while impacts to drainages are shown in Table A-6: Jurisdictional 
Drainage Impacts.
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Table A-4: Jurisdictional Drainage Impacts 

Jurisdictional Impacts 
ECO Substation Project ECO Substation Alternative 

Site

BLM Land Private Land BLM Land Private
Land

USACE/RWQCB-
Jurisdictional
Drainage Impacts 

Temporary 0.02 acre 0.37 acre 0.02 acre 0.21 acre 

Permanent 0.01 acre 0.92 acre 0.01 acre 0.52 acre3

CDFG-Jurisdictional 
Drainage Impacts 

Temporary 0.04 acre 1.18 acres 0.04 acre 0.87 acre 

Permanent 0.02 acre 2.79 acres 0.02 acre 1.88 acre 

The changes are summarized as follows: 

 The ECO Substation Staging Yard that was originally proposed to be located north of the 
ECO Substation in the PEA, and was later removed from the ECO Substation Alternative 
Site design, will again be utilized for staging construction, in addition to the previously 
added southern staging yard.  However, the northern yard will now measure 
approximately 0.36 acres.  Power to the northern staging yard will be provided by an on-
site generator and/or a temporary distribution line, as described in the Project Description 
of the Draft EIR/EIS.  In order to tap the existing distribution circuit, approximately eight 
temporary wooden poles will be installed.  This temporary tap will be used to power the 
construction trailer and equipment used at the staging area.

 As described in the previous section—Changes to the ECO Substation Alternative Site—
the retention basin for the ECO Substation was modified from 2.41 acres to measure 
approximately 1.00 acre in size, and the location was shifted from the northwest and 
western portion of the substation to the western and southwestern edge.  Minor 
modifications have since been made to the retention basin design to better ensure proper 
drainage from the ECO Substation.  From this revision, the retention basin will now 
measure approximately 1.46 acres at the bottom; the basin has sloped sides and will 
measure approximately 3.95 acres from the edge of the pad to the top of the slopes.  The 
basin is still located along the western and southwestern edge of the substation, but is 
slightly broader along the southwestern corner.

                                                            
3 Through prior consultation with the USACE, SDG&E and the USACE determined that two distinct “single and 
complete projects” exist for the Proposed Project pursuant to 33 C.F.R. § 330.2(i).  Thus, SDG&E is applying for 
two Nationwide Permit (NWP) 12s, divided at SP-85 within the Bornt Farms agricultural fields. 
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 The construction buffer surrounding the perimeter of the ECO Substation, southern 
staging yard, and the southern access road has been revised based upon the changes made 
to the retention basin and refined engineering data.  The expansion of the buffer along the 
south side of the ECO Substation and along the southern access road will increase the 
temporary buffer from approximately 17.8 acres to approximately 19.5 acres.

Preliminary Partial Underground Design 

In order to assess the potential impacts to biological, cultural, and hydrological resources from 
the partial underground portion of the Project, field surveys of the area were conducted in 
February 2011.  From the results of these surveys, SDG&E prepared a feasible preliminary 
design of the underground section of the Partial Underground Alternative, which is depicted in 
the attached Figure A-3: Preliminary Underground Alignment Drawing.  Based on this 
preliminary design, the overhead portion of the 138 kV transmission line would transition to an 
underground configuration at two new riser poles located within the same permanent pole work 
area previously designed for steel pole 38.  From these two new riser poles, two parallel duct 
banks separated by up to 20 feet would be installed typically within or directly adjacent to 
existing roads in the area.  The duct banks would measure approximately 4.1 miles long and each 
would pass through approximately 11 vaults before terminating at the Boulevard Substation.  
The duct banks would be installed using the direct trenching method of construction in all but 
two locations.  An approximately 690-foot-long segment would be installed using the horizontal 
directional drilling method to cross under a large jurisdictional feature and an approximately 
280-foot-long segment would be installed using the jack-and-bore method to cross under an 
existing San Diego & Arizona Eastern railroad. 

Two alternatives for entering the Boulevard Substation Rebuild have been identified.  The 
proposed alignment would enter the Boulevard Substation Rebuild parcel at the southwest 
corner, follow the parcel’s southern and eastern perimeter, then turn west to terminate at the 
substation.  An alternative alignment would enter the parcel at the same location and continue 
northeast before entering the substation at its southern border.

The impacts of the underground alignment were then determined based on a worst-case scenario 
(since there are two alternative routes into the substation as depicted in Figure A-3: Preliminary 
Underground Alignment Drawing that are substantially similar).  As demonstrated in Table A-7: 
Preliminary Partial Underground Impacts, these impacts would not be substantial and would not 
therefore be significant. 

Boulevard Substation Rebuild Distribution Line Reroutes 

Rerouting of the distribution lines that currently enter and exit the existing Boulevard Substation 
will be required to connect the rebuilt Boulevard Substation to existing systems, as shown in 
Figure A-2: Boulevard Substation Rebuild Distribution Map.  The proposed distribution reroute 
would exit the west side of the rebuilt Boulevard Substation through an underground duct bank 
carrying multiple distribution cables.  At approximately 25 feet west of the existing fence line, 
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the underground bank would turn north for approximately 80 feet and enter an approximately 21-
foot-long by 9-foot-wide by 14-foot-deep underground vault.  From the underground vault, the 
duct bank would continue to head north for approximately 40 feet, then travel west to cross 
under an engineered drainage channel before terminating at a new riser pole.

The underground duct would measure approximately two feet wide, and would require a six-
foot-wide ROW centered on the alignment.  The duct would travel from the western edge of the 
rebuilt Boulevard Substation to the new riser pole, a total of approximately 164 feet excluding 
the underground vault, with the total permanent area required for the duct package measuring 
approximately 984 square feet.  The underground vault would require a permanent two-foot-
wide ROW on all sides, for a total area of approximately 325 feet (25 feet by 13 feet).  The new 
riser pole would replace an existing distribution pole located approximately 280 feet south of Old 
Highway 80, and would require a permanent workspace of approximately 100 square feet.  Thus, 
the total permanent impacts resulting from the proposed distribution reroute would total 
approximately 1,409 square feet.   

The alternative distribution reroute would travel in essentially the same alignment as the 
proposed reroute, but would exit the rebuilt Boulevard Substation at a location approximately 40 
feet north of the proposed underground route.  All other components for the alternative reroute 
would be the same as for the proposed distribution reroute.  Therefore, the total area required for 
the alternative route would measure approximately 1,169 square feet.  The proposed and 
alternative methods of rerouting the distribution lines to connect to the existing system are 
depicted in Figure A-2: Boulevard Substation Rebuild Distribution Map.
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Attachment A figures are considered Comment E3-25.



 



Figure A-1: February 2011 ECO Substation Design East County Substation Project
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Figure A-2: Boulevard Substation 
Rebuild Distribution Drawing East County Substation Project
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Figure A-3: Preliminary Underground
Alignment East County Substation Project

1:2,000

03/04/11Z:\Projects\SDGE_ECO\MXDs\PEA\DataRequest\FigureA-3_PrelimUGRouteMap.mxd

Drawing 1 of 10

Proposed 138 kV Vault

Alternate 138 kV Vault

Proposed Distribution Vault

Proposed 138 kV Underground Route

Alternate 138 kV Underground Route

Proposed Underground Distribution Route

Alternate Underground Distribution Route

Original Overhead 138 kV Line Route
69 kV Transmission Line Get Away
Existing Transmission Line

New Riser Pole

69 kV Transmission Line Get Away Pole

Map Index

Permanent ROW

Bore Pit

Low-Water Crossing

Road Grading

Permanent Vault Pad

Existing Road

Boulevard Substation Rebuild

Boulevard Retention Pond

Boulevard Access Road

0 200 400 600100
Feet
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Alignment East County Substation Project

1:2,000

03/04/11Z:\Projects\SDGE_ECO\MXDs\PEA\DataRequest\FigureA-3_PrelimUGRouteMap.mxd

Drawing 2 of 10

Proposed 138 kV Vault

Alternate 138 kV Vault

Proposed Distribution Vault

Proposed 138 kV Underground Route

Alternate 138 kV Underground Route

Proposed Underground Distribution Route

Alternate Underground Distribution Route

Original Overhead 138 kV Line Route
69 kV Transmission Line Get Away
Existing Transmission Line

New Riser Pole

69 kV Transmission Line Get Away Pole

Map Index

Permanent ROW

Bore Pit

Low-Water Crossing

Road Grading

Permanent Vault Pad

Existing Road

Boulevard Substation Rebuild

Boulevard Retention Pond

Boulevard Access Road

0 200 400 600100
Feet



 



Figure A-3: Preliminary Underground
Alignment East County Substation Project

1:2,000

03/04/11Z:\Projects\SDGE_ECO\MXDs\PEA\DataRequest\FigureA-3_PrelimUGRouteMap.mxd

Drawing 3 of 10

Proposed 138 kV Vault

Alternate 138 kV Vault

Proposed Distribution Vault

Proposed 138 kV Underground Route

Alternate 138 kV Underground Route

Proposed Underground Distribution Route

Alternate Underground Distribution Route

Original Overhead 138 kV Line Route
69 kV Transmission Line Get Away
Existing Transmission Line

New Riser Pole

69 kV Transmission Line Get Away Pole

Map Index

Permanent ROW

Bore Pit

Low-Water Crossing

Road Grading

Permanent Vault Pad

Existing Road

Boulevard Substation Rebuild

Boulevard Retention Pond

Boulevard Access Road

0 200 400 600100
Feet



 



Figure A-3: Preliminary Underground
Alignment East County Substation Project

1:2,000

03/04/11Z:\Projects\SDGE_ECO\MXDs\PEA\DataRequest\FigureA-3_PrelimUGRouteMap.mxd

Drawing 4 of 10

Proposed 138 kV Vault

Alternate 138 kV Vault

Proposed Distribution Vault

Proposed 138 kV Underground Route

Alternate 138 kV Underground Route

Proposed Underground Distribution Route

Alternate Underground Distribution Route

Original Overhead 138 kV Line Route
69 kV Transmission Line Get Away
Existing Transmission Line

New Riser Pole

69 kV Transmission Line Get Away Pole

Map Index

Permanent ROW

Bore Pit

Low-Water Crossing

Road Grading

Permanent Vault Pad

Existing Road

Boulevard Substation Rebuild

Boulevard Retention Pond

Boulevard Access Road

0 200 400 600100
Feet



 



Figure A-3: Preliminary Underground
Alignment East County Substation Project

1:2,000

03/04/11Z:\Projects\SDGE_ECO\MXDs\PEA\DataRequest\FigureA-3_PrelimUGRouteMap.mxd

Drawing 5 of 10

Proposed 138 kV Vault

Alternate 138 kV Vault

Proposed Distribution Vault

Proposed 138 kV Underground Route

Alternate 138 kV Underground Route

Proposed Underground Distribution Route

Alternate Underground Distribution Route

Original Overhead 138 kV Line Route
69 kV Transmission Line Get Away
Existing Transmission Line

New Riser Pole

69 kV Transmission Line Get Away Pole

Map Index

Permanent ROW

Bore Pit

Low-Water Crossing

Road Grading

Permanent Vault Pad

Existing Road

Boulevard Substation Rebuild

Boulevard Retention Pond

Boulevard Access Road

0 200 400 600100
Feet



 



Figure A-3: Preliminary Underground
tcejorP noitatsbuS ytnuoC tsaEtnemngilA

1:2,000

03/04/11Z:\Projects\SDGE_ECO\MXDs\PEA\DataRequest\FigureA-3_PrelimUGRouteMap.mxd

Drawing 6 of 10

Proposed 138 kV Vault

Alternate 138 kV Vault

Proposed Distribution Vault

Proposed 138 kV Underground Route

Alternate 138 kV Underground Route

Proposed Underground Distribution Route

Alternate Underground Distribution Route

Original Overhead 138 kV Line Route
69 kV Transmission Line Get Away
Existing Transmission Line

New Riser Pole

69 kV Transmission Line Get Away Pole

Map Index

Permanent ROW

Bore Pit

Low-Water Crossing

Road Grading

Permanent Vault Pad

Existing Road

Boulevard Substation Rebuild

Boulevard Retention Pond

Boulevard Access Road

0 200 400 600100
Feet
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Attachment B (Proposed Mitigation Measures) is 
considered Comment E3-26 and is included with 
responses in EIR/EIS Volume 3.



 



Attachment C (Technical Corrections and Clarifications) 
is considered Comment E3-27 and is included with 
responses in EIR/EIS Volume 3.
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Attachment D – Overriding Considerations 
East County Substation Project Draft EIR-EIS 
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Overriding Considerations 
 

 The development of renewable resources is a priority for the State of California.  California law 
requires source electric generation to be 20% from renewable sources by 2010, and in 
November 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-14-08, directing all state 
agencies to work towards a 33% Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) by 2020.  Draft EIR/EIS 
at A-7, A-11 – A-12. 

 Recently, on September 23, 2010, pursuant to its authority under Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted the “Renewable Electricity Standard” (RES) to 
require a 33% by 2020 renewable energy procurement mandate for most retail sellers of 
electricity in California, including but not limited to San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
(SDG&E).  Id. at A-7 – A-8, A-11 – A-12.  The RES is an independent requirement from 
California’s existing RPS, which requires a 20% by 2010 renewable energy procurement 
mandate.1 

 Pursuant to AB 32, California is also obligated to reduce the production of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
to 1990 levels by 2020, and both the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) recommended 33% renewables as a key strategy to 
reducing GHG emissions. See CPUC Decision D.08-10-037 in Rulemaking (R.) 06-04-009 
(October 2008), which represents the joint efforts of the CPUC and the CEC in preparing 
recommendations on GHG regulatory strategies to CARB and discusses modeling demonstrating 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions associated with development of renewable energy; see also 
CEC, “Final Opinion on Greenhouse Gas Regulatory Strategies,” filed on October 28, 2008, in its 
Docket #07-OII-1. 

 The East County (ECO) Substation Project (Project) will provide a wide range of substantial 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits to the region, including but not limited to, 
facilitating California’s renewable energy goals within a reasonable timeframe, advancing the State’s 
efforts to reduce its carbon emissions consistent with AB 32 (Stats. 2006, ch. 488), furthering federal 
energy policies and goals, and helping create green jobs and boosting the local economy.  See also Draft 
EIR/EIS at A-7 – A-8, A-11 – A-12; SDG&E Proponent’s Environmental Assessment, Section 2.0 
(Purpose and Need) (incorporated herein by reference).  More specifically, these benefits include: 

 Delivering Renewable Energy – Experts have identified the San Diego and Imperial Counties / 
Baja California Mega-Region as one of the top locations in the United States for renewable 
energy.  Recent studies indicate this Mega-Region could become a global showcase for clean 
energy with a potential of more than 17,600 megawatts (MW) of renewable electricity:  Solar 
Energy – 6,870 MW; Wind Energy – 9,302 MW including Baja California; Geothermal Energy – 
1,434 MW; and Biomass Energy – 66 MW.  RETI, Phase 2B Final Report at 1-1 - 1-3, 6-6 – 6-7 

                                                            
1  CARB, Resolution 10-23 (Sept. 23, 2010), available at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/res2010/res1071attb.pdf. 
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(May 20, 2010).  These references are to gross potential without project specific economic 
analysis.  Id. 

 The ECO Substation Project will deliver clean power into the electric grid by connecting 
proposed renewable energy projects in Eastern San Diego County and Mexico to the existing 
SWPL transmission line.  Draft EIR/EIS at A-7 – A-8, A-11 – A-12.   The Project will provide an 
interconnection hub for renewable generation that will eliminate the need for multiple generator-
owned or -operated substations or switching stations along SDG&E’s existing SWPL 500 
kilovolt (kV) transmission line. This project will help SDG&E meet state requirements to produce 
33% of its power from renewable resources by 2020.  The ECO Substation Project will also 
facilitate meeting federal Energy Policy Act requirements for 10,000 MW of renewable energy on 
public lands by 2015 (Pub. L. 109-58, Section 211 (2005)) and further Interior Department 
Secretarial Orders, policies and directives related to renewable energy development. Draft 
EIR/EIS at A-6. 

 Emissions and Fossil Fuel Dependence – By accessing locally-sourced renewable energy, the 
new ECO Substation Project will help reduce the region’s dependence on imported electricity 
generated from fossil fuels and cut GHG emissions.  The ECO Substation Project will tap into the 
vast renewable energy potential of the San Diego/Imperial Valley/Baja California region and help 
the area become a national leader in clean energy development. Draft EIR/EIS at A-7 – A-8, A-11 
– A-12. 

 Improving Energy Reliability in Rural Eastern San Diego County – Rebuilding the Boulevard 
Substation and adding the 138 kV transmission line, as part of the ECO Substation Project, will 
improve electric grid reliability and reduce the potential for outages in local communities such as 
Jacumba, Boulevard, and Campo.  The ECO Substation Project will replace aging infrastructure 
and provide more direct access to reliable power in the area. Id. at A-11 – A-12.  Creating Jobs 
and Boosting the Local Economy – The ECO Substation Project will create 89 jobs at peak 
construction, many of which will be filled by hiring locally.  In addition, the ECO Substation 
Project will facilitate the creation of hundreds, if not thousands, of “green” jobs at related 
renewable energy projects that will use the ECO Substation Project to connect to the grid.  In 
addition, it is estimated that the ECO Substation Project will inject approximately $36 million 
directly into the local economy through contracts for goods and services, and create tax revenue 
for local public agencies.  These increases in employment and revenue will greatly benefit the 
region, especially during these difficult economic conditions. Draft EIR/EIS at D.16-14 
(workforce of 89 workers needed to construct ECO during peak construction; estimated $36 
million in local contracts).  
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