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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc, 

Environmental Review Committee 

7 January 2010 

• To: 	 Me lain Fisher 
California Public Uti lities Commission 
do Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, California 92024 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement 


SDG&E East County Substation Project 


Dear Mr. Fisher: 

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation for the subjcct project, received by this Society 
last week. 

We are pleased to note the inclusion ofcultural resources in the list of subject areas to be 
addressed in the DElRJDEIS, and look forward to reviewing it during the upcommg 
public comment period. To that end, please include us in the distribution of the 
DEIRJDEIS, and also provide us with a copy of the cu lt ural resources technical rcport(s). 

SDCAS appreciates being included in the County's environmental review process for this 
project. 

Sincerely, 

~s .: Royle, Jr., Ch rson 
Environmental Review Committee 

cc: 	 SDCAS President 
Fi}c 

""' '" 




I r-.'TERNATIONAL BOUNDARV AND WATER COMMIS."ION 

UNITtD ~;TATES ANI) \mXICO 


January 7, 2010 
..,n", n. u ... _ ..... ..~lIt"".M ....,... 

la in I'i~her 
California I'ubl ie Ut ilities Comm ission do Dudek 
60S Third Slll'et 
r:n~inil.l$, California 92024 

Re: Proposed East County Substalion Project 

De.. Mr, Filher: 

~ In.ernational Boundaty and W••er CommisJioo, Uni,,:d Sta.es &dion (USlnWC) Ippreci" e$ ihc 

opportunity 10 review \h" $llbje<:t I'roj<:c:t. The US IllWC undc<1;tand~ the propo$t:d projed will ;n\"Cllve 

toolSlnoc:lion of an declric mili.y substa.ion on 58 a<:rn eU1 of Jacumba. California, 

The proposed projl'C' will nol rcqllirc eon~lruetion all'""l'ng any propeny or in tc~l$ ofth. USIllWC. 
GiVen that Ill.. projecl i~ ncar th~ border of the United SUltt:$ and MexiC<). the USIIJWC would like.o Ix: 
ineh,d~d in the ",vicw process and provido:d with. copy of the draA. Environme,ual lnlpllt\ Sta'emem. 

Pk:1IlC send • copy of the d",n EA 10 the: US IUWC to my Illctltion. Should you or YOllr staff h~''il 

queilions. please contact me at (91 S) 1}204740 or Mr. Wayne: Beller al (91 5) 1J20470] . 

Sinc~ly, 

d/t
C. rlll$ PC~B. 1 •.• 1',£. 

"ivision Engineer 
EnYimnm~mal Managcmcm Divi!;ion 

ThcConHnOIlS. Buit<.lmg C. Suite 110 · 4171 N M~~~ SI'WI • 101 1'''-'''. k~I" 7'l'J02 
(915) 8]204 100 ' (FAX) (~1511112· 'II ')(I • http://.... ''' ..... ib....'c\tuzq;m 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OISTI.1Cf I I 
~ s.n.t.M..S. 240 
SJr.N DIEOO, CA 91110 
PHOWE (61 9) 61U960 
FAX ("9) 11""04299 	 10 JAIU 9 PH I' 38 
TTY (619)MU61O 

I
H,

January 12, 2010 	 l 

11-S0-8 
PM 66.16 

Tule Wind ProjCCI 
NOUEIS 

Mr. Greg Thomsen 
BLM California Desen District Office 
2283S Calle San Juan de Los La80S 
Moreno Val ley, California 92S53-9046 

Dear Mr. 11lomsen: 

The California Departmenl ofTnnsportation (Caltram) appreci,lIes the opportunity to have 
reviewed 11M: Tille Wind ProjCCt Notice of lnlenl (NOI) for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) near lnlerstale 8 (1-8) and Ribbonwood RoadIMeCain Valley Road. Caltnns has the 
following commenl$: 

• All Caltrans standards for utility encroachments shall be met. 

• 	 Clearances ofoverhead crossinp shall conform 10 regulations of the California PUC. The 
number of crossings shall be minimized. 

• 	 New il15tallalions under an existing roadbed shall be made by Ihe boring andjacking method. 
Trenching under Ihe traveled waywiIJ nOI be allowed. 

• 	 For freeways and expressways, the placement oflongitudioal encroachments is prohibited 
within controlled IICCess rights-of-way. 

• 	 Uti lities shall no! be !ocaled in median areas. 

• 	 TlWlSVerse erossings should be normal (90 degrees) 10 the highway Iliigrunent where practical. 
If impractical, skews of up to 30 degrees from normal may be allowed. 

• 	 Supports for overhead Jines crossing freeWIYS shall be located outside the controlled access 
right-of-way and not on CUI or fill slopes and sb.]] not impair sight dislances. All installations 
shall be placed as close 1l) the right-of-way line as possible. Above-ground utilities shall be 
oUl5ide of the clear recovery zone (20 feet from edg~r·ttavelway for conventional highways 
and 30 feet for freeways and tlIprcsswlYS). Allowance should be made for fulUre widening of 
the highways ifpllMed. 

• 	 Traffie control will be required for utility crossings. Please refer to Clllrans Encroachment 
Pennit Manual. 



• 

Mr. Greg Thomsen 

January ]2, 20 10 
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Any work perfonned ill C.hrans right-of-way will require review and approval by the Department. 
Furthermore, the applieanl's environmental documentation must inelude such wort in !heir projeet 
description and indicate that an encroachment permit will be needed. 

If you Mve any questions on the eommenll CallnnJ has provided, please contact Erie BasseI1 of 
the Development Review Branch al (6 19) 688--6075. 

JA 08 M. 'ZNG. 0.;,' 

Development Review Branch 




DATE: 1-28-10 

TO: CPUC project manager: lain Fisher & BLM project manager: Jeffrey Childers and/or Tom ble VIA 

Project e-mail : ecoslJb@dlJdek.com and hard copy dl~lrlblJled at Boulevard's January 28th hearing, 

FROM; Edie Harmon for San Oieso /Imperlal Valley Sierra Club 

RE: SCOPING COMMENTS FOR ECO SUBSTATION, TUlE WIND & ENERGIA SIERRA JUAREZ (applica tion 

A,09-0a-003) 

My name is Edie Harmon, I reside In Ocotillo, and I have been asslsned by the EK~utM-: Committee to 

represen t the San Diego/Imperial Valley Sierra Club al the scoping hearing for the proposed ECa 

Substation, Tule Wind and Energla Sierra juarez projects. These projects are not needed. Better 

alternatives are available inctudlng distributed retail and wholesale photo voltaic seneration on 

e xlsdns buildings. parltlng structures and already disturbed lands near the point of use, such as 

Southern Californ ia Edison's recently approved 500 MW rooftop solar project. 

Eca Substation: The San Die80/ lmpe rlal Valley Chapter has voted to oppose SOG&E's proposed 

ECa Substation, The project Is connected to ;lI'Id reliant on the Sunrise Powerllnk which our chapter 

vigorously opposes due to the sl8nlficant and cumulative Impacts to a variety of resources from 

mUltiple unn~l!5sary Industrial projects. The Slemil Club's opposition to the Sunrise Powerlink Is a 

matter of record , 

Tule Wind: The San Diego/Imperial Valley Chapter hn voted to oppose Industrial wind ener8Y In 

the McCain Vililey Nat ional Cooperative land and Wildlife Conservation Area and Airport Mesil area 

In the ir attached ZOOS Wind El'ter8Y Site Resolution lor the following reasons: 

- Impacts to designated critical habitat for the endangered Peninsular bighorn 
-Impacts to the designated Southeast San Diego Recovery Unit for the endangered Qulno 

checkerspot butterfly 
- Impact$ to other suitable habitat for the endangered Qulno checkerspot butterfly 
- Impacts to bird and bat populations 
- Fragmentation of large natu ral habitat landscape 
- Impact to Kenk views and wilderness experience In tWO adjacent wlldemess areas 
- Impact to sigrliflcilnt concentration of Native American cultural sites 
- Conversion 01 outstanding rural scenic values to Industrial use 
- Impact to experience of quiet and remoleness from the urban environment 
- Coofllcts with use by rock climbers, hike rs, campers, hunters, and off-roaders 

The Chapter opposes wind energy In the Jacumb<! Airport Mesa area for the foliowinS reasons: 

- Impacts to the designated Southeast San Oleso Recovery Unit for the endangered Quino 
checkerspot butterfly 

, 
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- Impacts to Golden eagles using nearby nesting sites 
- Impatts to bird and bat populations 
- Impacts to Nat;~e American cu ltural sites 
- Impacts to scenic views In t he adjacent designated Table Mountain Area of Critica l 

Environmental Conte rn 
- Fragmentation of habitat 

Energia Sierra Juarez: This project Is also re liant on the Sunrise Powerlink which we stronllv 

oppose. Our Chapter voled 10 oppose Sempra 's proposed Enerlia Sierra Juarez project for reasons 

similar to those noted abolle . The Chapte r's Enerlla Sierra Juarez scoplnl comments submitted to 

the Department of Energy earlier this month are attached for reference. 

Please add mV name and contact informatIon to the serve list for this project: 

Edie Harmon 

desertharmon@gmall .com 

619·729·7178 

PO Box 444 

Ocotillo. CA 92259 

Thank you 10f" your consideration of these comments. 

, 
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San I)jego Chapter 

Jmmary 1$. 2UIO 

OdeIT}' 1'1.'11 
Office ofl:.lectrieilY Delivery and I:nergy Rdiability (OE·20) 
US Dep.1rtmenl of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue. SW 
Washington. DC 205115 
Jem.l'cll@OO.dQe,IWV 

RE: Scapin; comments on ~II SiCml Juarez 'l rnnsmission Unc !tiS (DOElEIS.w 14) 

Dear Dr. Pel!. 

Please address the following issues in the cnvironmentlll review Ilnd unlliysis of the Energill 
Sierrn Juarez Tmn$mission Line (ESJ): 

I. The F..5J project is oonsidcmlllll indirect action (out ofstate) rcIDt~-d to the Sunrise I'ower!in!.: 
Irnnsmission lillC. The undcrstntemcnt nf the signilicant (md cumulative impacts orESJ propo!;(.'d 
tross.bordcr wind/trnnsmission project was the bnsis for Ihe redrcul:Md [)mft EIRIEIS for the 
Sunrise J'owerlink. 

2. Scmprn li1ll.'rgy's e"'cn.~iV\' multi·billion dollar I.NG infmstructure in ij.1jll can usc the SunriS<"' 
f'owerliru. tmd FSJ cross-bonk'!" connccti()f\$to mu\'<, cJCiSling IUld future fO$il fud cn<.'rlJY 
prodllC~-d in Mexico from imptlrtoo LNG. LNG IIlI5 a significlllltly hi~~ GIIO footprint tllall 
domestic nolUml gas, as much as 25%. due primarily to the encrgy nceded for liquel&<:tion and 
tnlnsport. 

3. The propm;t.'d Sunrise POllcrlink decision (Cktom 31, 2(08) by the CI'Ues Assign~-d 
Administmth'c Law Judgc(s) concluded t!tattm, Sunrise Powedink WIIS not 1lI.'l.'tkd to t1~1 
SDG&E's rcnc"'llb1c portfolio stand:mJ (RPS) obIiQlllion of20 % by 20 10; that !tSSuminlla 20 % 
RPS. the linc was not jw;tificd l:conomicaJly and would potentially b'\:11erntc significant rotcpa)"Ct' 
COSIS: th"l tm, line would hove mlllly ~ign i ficllllt und immitigable impacts on tile en"ironment; 
und other u!tcrnluil'cs to the linc would mcet SDG&E'~ Cl'entual reliuhility needs more 
cconomically and with fewer significllnt "od immitigabl~ im p."\Cls on thc environment. 

4. Sempl"3 has Staled tbey l'iIl not build ESJ if~ Sunrise Powerlink docs not I.'d built. Scmpr.l'i 
ESJ project rat.'C (hLlp:J/www,gmOOlGcrwmtiQll,comfc:;Lhlm) SlOlC$ thai CALISO has indiClltcd 

'JQ~ Da/n",,,.,, "uti BhId.. $re JOJ • H" Diqo, a 9Z U J 
t£l.:.n·S6~·6fH)S · fU:- . S' ·S69-0968 

h\'p:II •• nd,.",.. t.,.r•• lub.o'll" 
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Dr. In!)' Pell January U. 2010 

that the Sunrise 1'0""I.'I"Iink or other new transmission is JlCCded to ddiver IltlW energy abo,'c 80 
!vIW. 

5. Scmprn relates ESJ to the Sunrise I'owerlink. and the SUJlrise Puwcrlink i~ currently thc 
subject of scveral legal challenges at the state and fl-dcrul level. inc ludi ng Dl l es~'<I violations of 
NEI'A. CEQ,\ . ESA, FLI'MA. NHI'A. APA. ctc. 

6 . The County ofS:m Diego has asked the CI'UC 10 supplement the Sunrise Powcrlink EIRIEIS 
Of to amend the Sunrise Poweriink Cerlillcatc of Public Con"cnicllCe and Necessity to ensure 
that impacts from groun(h,"tIterextraction and sroding for access roods and Oy yards. not 
previously analyad due to post decis ion final i1.ation of roulc specifics. are properly analyzed 
and managed. L.:ucr to CI'UC from County IWLU Director (October 7. 2009). 

7. ESJ is also reli3Jll on SIXJ&E's propo.s<.-d ECO SubstatiOln. which is considered a conncch.'d 
action to the Sunrise Powerlink. The propo~d ECO Substation is also the subject of protest by 
community groups and othcrlI. 

8. The fragile cross·border area. impacted by F.SJ. the Sunrise I'owerlink. the ECO Substation 
and TILle Wind projects. has already been scientifically identified by the Las Cnlifomias 
3iMtional Conservation Initiative as significalllllnd globally rarc Meditemmcan Mosaic with 
critical wildl ife corridoTli I linkages til;Jt aTe the subject ofongoing conservution effOrls. 

9. The significant and cumulative impaccs from Chest multiple projects in the area will impact 
Designatt"d Critical Habitat and occupied lunds for Peninsular Bighorn SlM:cp. Qnino 
Chcckcrspot Bntterfly. and Arroyo Toad. 

10. Other impacted species include butllf"t" not limi ted to the California Condor and Golden 
Eagles. Industrial wind turbines stand an awr~ge 500 fC("! tall "';th blades tnut spin III 
approximately 200 mph. Introducing turbines inco their fOOlging and nescing arcas could result in 
increased mortality to these protected birds. 

! I . Due to the significant and cumulative irnp(K.:ts from the introduction Olf multiple large sc~le 
industrial facili ties. including visual resource impacts to Anl.a Borrego Stale I'ark and multiple 
Wilderness Areas and Wilden1Css Study Area's. the CPUC and Lll..t.1 have detennincd that ajoint 
EIR/EIS revicw will be nccdt:d for Sempra's 1.250 MW E.SJ project, the !lCO Substation in 
Jacumba and Boule"ani, and the proposed 200 MW Tule Wind projecc proposed fOf (}Qu1c\'ard's 
McCain Valley. 

12. According to CPUC staff. a proposed 160 M W wind cn.:rgy projectlU be built on tribal lond. 
ajoint clTort of SDG&!l, Invenergy and the Campo Kumeyaay Nation. may bc included in the 
uforcrnentioncdjoint NEI'AICEQA review if enough information is fOrlhcoming in IItimcly 
manner. This projl"Ct is also cit'd to the Sunrise Powerlink and ECO SubstUlion and will rcqui«" 
more 138 kV lmnsmission lines through the same impacted human and natural communities. 

I J. The SWlrise I'o ...~rlil\k FEiRlEIS and documents for the other related energy projecls 
repealedl)' state that the increased threat of wild fin: in a high fire danger 1..one is Class I 
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and immitillable. looustria! wind turbines. new power lines. substations and transfonncrs all 
rcprcsentthe illlroduction of new illnition sources. Malfunctioninll energy inflllStructurc was 
partially to bbme for the dcvuslalillg 2007 firestonn in San Diego County. 

14. Increased threat of wildlin: aoo tJlhct" significanl and cumulative projw impacts pot al risl; 
the culTt""ntly inlacl cross-border habibt and wildlife corridors Ihat arc larSChxt for oonservation 
based 00 their high valuc. 

1S. ' Ille$<! multiple projccts also rcpreSi:llt sillni/icam ond cumulative j mpaets 10 biologie~1 
rt."·source~ amJ water qualily and qUlmlity wilh rcsp;..'Ctlo both surfac:e and groundwater resources 
in an an,:a thai is whoUy dcpellden\ 00 groundwaler with no ac(:C'SS 10 any alil"Tllath-e sources of 
water in the e\'cnl OfClltilStrophic e\·cII15. 

16. ESJ is II Controversial cxport-only projcci. "hich is now one of the targets of protcst from 
various Mc~ican political Hnd environmelltal groups who perceive American corportUe interests 
as exploitinll Mexican resources mthe cxpense of the Mexican people. Some ofBojo California 
is powered by dirty diesclllencr.uOl"lllhm could be replllCcd with clean wind powcr frolllthc 1.11 
RunlOroSll area. bUI power from tke ESJ projcct is nol meant for MelOieo. Just like San Dic~-o and 
other cilies. Baja cilies could alld should increase retail and wholesale distributed gencralion 
where il is consumed.. as is outlined below. 

AJ\erRwtins 10 ESJ amlthl' Sunrise l'llw('rlink 

Dropping energy consumption. inc~ascd enl'T"g)' eOn5C1V3tion and efficiency requirernents and 
inc~asc.-d mandat('s for LEEt) and 1II.1-zero buildings urc sllatply reducing the need for ESJ and 
other larg~-sea!e ~mote pmjws that require new, deslructive and expensive tr.msmi.5Sion 
infmstruclure. Some relevant repol1ii are lislcd below. 

I· .( Wa.i included in the record or the Sunrise 1.The &111 DieX') sn~"~'t'~~~'~O~'~O~'~7:'~"~''~J'~'~C~"~"~"~"~Y~'::I~J'~"~'~"'~"~"~':;b[)Y~,B~iI~'~1'~"~"~'::"~Of Power.!
Powcrlink IlII 

renewable energ)". 

2. &m lJil'go Smarr Energy 1020 alld otilcr puhlic testimony throughoulthe cpues Sunrise 
I'owerlink proceedings. and the re~uhing l 1.000 pUlle t;lJUEIS, were Ihe basis for the AU's 
proposed dl.'Cision eouciuding Ihm tit<: Sonrise Po .....erlink wus nOlnecdcd. 

3. Ever-advancing Icclmology and dropping prices rn31;e thin film PVellCn more cOS!. 
eOmpclilh'e than just a few years ab'O when &m /)itJ,'O SnUln EMrgy 1010 .....us prepan..-d. See 
Bill Power's recent te51imony on Ihe Jvanpah Solar Pl"()jcet and Ille I'owerl'oint p1"CSCntation rrom 
Black and VCl,tch for the December 9. 2009 C I'UC workshop on connecting urban solar to 
cxi~ting substutions (at p"gc II). 

4. The USEI'A in ilS comments on tke Solar Energy De"clopmellt l'EIS (September 8, 2(09) 
Slated IMt wholesale and retail diSlribuu.>d generation dcserves further COMidcratioo. It notcs that 
an estimatcd 27,000 I\ IW potcoliaillas been identified wilh small-scale projects ncarcxisting 
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power substations Ihrooghoul Cnlifornia. II fw1hcr stales lhal distribuled ~encrution benefits 
include fewer Cfl\"ironrnenlal impaclS than larae scale projcclS. reducing gener.uion ~osts through 
redue..."tIlioc loss. reduced oongc:Slion, reduced peak demand loads, which enhance the dlieiCTICY. 
reliabili ty and operational benefitS of the distribution system and improve the o,",:oral! security of 
our energy supply. 

We thank you for considcration ofour comments. l'lease inc.lud.: them in lhe scoping process and 
add oLir n9me to the scrve list for Ihe ESJ projt'Cl and Ihe release oflhe ms. 

Rcspt.'Ctfully, 

6''''f'''-Q~ 
JOS4:ph A. Za:hman 
Vice Chair, San Diego Chapler of the Sierra Club 
(6 19) 709-6268 

ce: Caro lyn CImsc, Chai r. San Diego CIl:lplf..'fofthe Sierra Club 
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·····Orig1nal Message····· 
From: R1chard Caputo [mail to: r1chardcaputo@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday . January 29 . 20109:25 AM 
To: ECOSUB 
Subject: Wr1tten COImII!nts at the Pubic Hea ring 1n Boulevard. CA on Jan 29 . 

Dear Hr. Fisher. 

Here are my find COlmll!nt on the lule "ind farm and to some extent on the 
electrical sys tem to connect it to the local transmission system. 

Please consider the Society to be available to help "Hh your 
t>nvironmentd studit>s in any "ay that "e Can. 

Thank you. 

Richard Caputo 
Board of D1rt>ctors 
San 01t>go Renewable Energy Society 
P .O. Bo~ 1600 
Julian, (A 92036 
760·76S·3157 

.......... 

This footnott> confirms that this email message has bt>t>n scannt>d by P1nt>App 
Ma11·SeCurt> for the presence of malicious code, vandals &computt>r 
virust>s • 

.......... 


mailto:r1chardcaputo@sbcglobal.net


Tule Wind Falin and Eleclrical Conncctions in Somh East S3n Dicgo Coumy 

MrulY objcctions arc raised about a wind r:1nn in th..: mountains in eastem San Diego 
Counly such as Ihe Tule Wind Fann. Typical commenlS are Ihal lhe noise from:t wind 
falTn would he inlmsive, pmp;>rt)' values would fall. large numb<:rs ofhirds and baL~ 
would bL- killed, il wonld Slarl ror~sllircs, il would spoil our b;.-aulifulvista, ~IC_. ~IC 
Whal are the r:1ctS today? 

Whal abOlll the noise'? We are not lalking aboul 1980s kchnology. That was noisy. We 
ar~ talking aboul 2008+ I~ehuologies thaI is uot nnis)'. Well. how noisy is nOI noisy? 
You can stand al Ihe bas~ of Ihe towcr ruld have a nomlal conversalion Wilhoul rising yon 
voic~ . AI 750 to 1000 fecI. a wind num geu~...-ates a noise Ih:lI is aboollhe same as yon 
silling in your kitchen with your refrigeralor is nmning. 'I1ml is a range of about 35 10 45 
dl3 --- 35d13 is a quiel bedroom. a library is abom 4Odl3 while 45dll is a really <Iuiet 
oflicc. When [ visiled lhe Campo wind ramI. I could not hear the swish orlhe blades al 
about 1000 ICe\. So, Ihe ~dg~ oflhe wind I;mn should b;: al least 0_5 milc-s away from 
residcu<:es 10 haw no uoisc iulrusion. 

Whal abOlll property I'ahles plmnmeling? A wry comprehcnsil'e ~1udy of25.oo0 
residences showed there was rul impact of wind fanns on adjacent properly valu~"5 --
Ihey increased properly \'ahli."5. Ten wind rann projects in Ihe US in scven Slall'S wen: 
idenlified. For ea"h community adjac~"'t 10 a wind fann. one was found wilhout a wind 
[ann that was comparable. Selling prices for homL." were Sludied in each set of 
comnlunitil'S for 3 y,;,ars befor,;, and 3 y~ars aller Ihe wind faml was bnilt. All Ihis dala 
was analyz,;,d and sal"e Ihe T\Jsults of increased properly values in lhe wind fann adjacent 
communities. So. if you are worried aboul prop~rly values. make sure you build a wind 
fann nearby. 

Whal about Ihe large nwnber orbirds and bats lhal wonld be kill,;,d? Well, wind 
generalors do kill birds. Each ",ne kills aboul I I", 2 birds p;:r year ",n average. That is a 
problem bm rcsidenc~s kill I to 10 birds a year. '1l1C road Ihat your car dri\"C~ on ki lis [~ 
1020 birds pcrmi1c. Your hOllse Cal kills I 102 birds per year. All told. human activilies 
(and house cats) kill from 26010 1380 million birds a year. Even if 30% of all our 
electricily in Ihe USA was generaled by wind fann$. Ihey would kill aboul 0.6 million 
birds. So where docs this 1cal'C ns? On~ "onld conclude Ihal bird kill from wind fanns 
ar" insignificanl in Ihe gcneral scheme ofhuman acti\'ili~'S. Yel.th~ Califomia Energy 
Commission's (CEC) policy is "no acti"ily should kill birds without mitigation simply 
because olher humrul aCli I·;ties also kill birds." A wisc policy. Now lIlal a number of 
wind farms hal'e b<:cn built in Calif011lia and we havc a better understand of what r:1CtOrs 
eonlribule 10 higher bird kills. wind famls Can be designed 10 reduce the impa..,1 on birds. 
1l1C CEC dcmand~ Ihat each unl' wind lann be d ..."igllcd 10 miligale bird impacl b.1.~ed on 
this new nnderstaoding. We wouldn'l know Ih~ 1ik~ly impacts ofthi~ proposed wind 
falTn unlil a bunch of data was eollecled and analYled_ This would only occur allhe 
completion oflhe droll EnvirorunentallmpaCl Stalement. 



Older wind gencnnors did stan fires and some of them did cause ground lewl grass fires. 
As with noise. the fire issue has changed in the current generation ofwind machines. 
E.1ch machine now costs I to 3 million dollars and needs to operate for about IS years or 
so 10 pay back the iuveslmcnt. So Ihere is a slrong iukr~st onlh~ pan oflhc wiud rami 
O\\11er In Ilot hav~ Ihe machine bum up. Sn l11ueh for iulel11. Whal aboullhe specifics. 
11,e8e machines arc high above grouud ou a stecllowcr plac~'<i in Ihe middl(' of a 50 by 
70 foot gravel pad wilh a lack ofl'egctalion around base oftower. 'l1,e high \"ol1age 
wires from the machines arc underground, liglllning protection devices on each lower, 
and lemperalures inside the genemlors arc monitored. Shll1 down is automatic when 
abol'e uonnal temp"rulur~s arc seilsi'd. The dala s~ems In shQW that Ii glltuing damag~ 10 
new\'!" machines is rare liow('wr, I haw uuablc 10 lind comprehcusiw dala on ground 
fires caused by Ihese n~wcr machiucs oue way or the other bul il does OQI seem IQ be a 
problem. E\"en recem liglllcning strikes or other causes to the Iiglllening balls Ihat 
d..""Stroycd Ihe blad.,; of almost all of the wind genemtors atlhc nearby Campo wind fann 
did not initiale any ground fircs. 

Fiually. )"QU~~nainly call see a modem wind gelleralQr. They are large ",ilh the IQwer 
being about 300' lall and cach of three blad.,; be illg about 150' loug. TI,e 'luestiou is 
when you sec them, whm is yo ur reaction? Thm depends on the eye oflhe beholder. It 
can range from a stick in the eye reaction if it spoils the \'iew )'ou are used 10. Or you can 
see clegall1lUld beautiful kindie sculptures lliat are s)1nbols ofa less polluting fulure. 

S0111e say thaI we will losc our visla aud il would be a lr ...g~dy for San Diego County. 
Whcn you look atlh" map OfSlUl Diego Connly. you will s~'<! lUI enoml0US amounl of 
land are dl'dicawd to county parks and preserves. state parks alld presCT\'es and national 
forests ~nd recrealion areas. One nearby state park is owr 600.000 acres. San Diego 
Coumy is lruly blessed wilh more lhan ample outdoor space to ~njoy in mallY ways. To 
lake Ihesc few 100 acres Ihat are a combination of privale. Slale. Nalive American IUld 
BLM land fOT Ihe laudable purpose of gener:l1ing clean ~~lcrgy. is 1I0t depriviog Sall 
I)iegans of uatural vislas. We have many. m:my nalural vislas and arc suggesling using 
thi s particular pice~ orland for a eommitmcmto a cleaner tomorrow. We need to keep 
things in pcrsp.:clivc. 

TIlis is a local imp<1el Ihal falls 111aillly on Ihose living ",ilhill I'i~w of Ih~'$c wi nd 
generalors. 111is single 200 MW ",illd ramI will duplicate Ihe renewable encrgy gen~.,.al~'<i 
in Sall Di~go by alllh" roof-lop rv syslems inslalled as part of the Slalc CSI S3.3 billio" 
dollar progrmn over 10 years. 111is is a notabk comribll1ion 10 San Diego reduclion of 
greeo house gases (GI [G) and lhus willmoderatc some ol"lhe Climme Change (eC) 
impacts from San Dicgo. Ahhough this is a global problem it has local impacts. Oue of 
Ihc mosl QneTUUS is the incr~asc in fre'luency and inlelL~ily of east c",mly lir~s in San 
Diego. The pefSislcnt drougllts set up condilions for wh:d aTC now called fircslomls . CC 
will have olhcT signilieanl impaclll on San Diego im:luding ""can rise, waler supply 
difficullies and adwrse changes in aiT pollulion rdaled disca~cs. This wind fann will 
cOnlribll1e its part tQ reducing m 'IG and local impacts related to (jUG but il will increase 
the local impacts especially the change in the "icwscapc. Onl y Ihe full envirorunemal 
s1Udy will be able to balance lhese impacts IUld poim oul which is thc beller bargain. 



SO/n~ people say why don't we ptA all ollr eggs i11l0 onc basket and only lIS': rooftop PV 
as our rcn~wable energy source, Urban-s ited PV docs ha" c a lot of advantages as onc of a 
portfolio of rcn~wabl e .:nergy options, It is in Ihe urhau ccuter without c~l> licit n~cd for 
transmissinu conneetiou~ to th~ existiug grid. How~wr. large amounts of urban PV 
would n.:ed the distribution system to b .. r.:doll ~ 10 haudle cuerg)' 111o\,.:melll both ways 
on Ihe syslem. This would be a major upgrade \0 Ih.: existing distribution sys1C1l1that 
assumes that electricity nows in one direction in most parts of the di ~tributioll syst~m . 

Also. large amonnts of PV wonld requirc backnp since il ouly has sigllificant energy 
production owr abotA six houf1! on Ihe t)piCal day, aud misses the summer lim .. peak 
demand Ihal is in the laIC aHemoon+earJy .. vening in San Di.. go. Each 100 l\ IW of PV 
typically displacc about 20 to 60 MW the peak power demand. '111e ncc(kd backup would 
lake the fonn ofrete11lion offossil energy usc mid power plmns mId/or expensiw energy 
slorage. In San Diego that imports abom 60% of ils cnef£Y, large amounts of urban PV 
would depend on Ihe lTausportalion system 10 bring in the backup energy. So. rather Ih3n 
a particular link to an esisling transmi ssion sysl~m snch as th e Tule wind faml, larg .. 
amounts of urban PV would require Ihe entire .. ,~ i sting transmiss ion system for it to 
function. 

Rooftop PV is expensi,'': and is about thre.: times more cxpensive that wind energy 
wilhout SUbsidies. As wilh wind, PV do.. s nol do a very good job at di splacing p.:ak 
electri cal power. So bOlh tkpend on other renL'wabl~ enL-rg)' sources such as bascload 
g~othennaL base load bioma$s e l ~c!rie pl;ults aud desert so lar thernlal plan ts wilh cheap 
thennal storage to make the electric grid system work with some stabi lity and ade(luatciy 
meeting peak pOWe... demands. Without these Olh~r renewable energy options, you would 
depend too h.:al'il y on fossil fuels and expensi"" storage. 'nlis " 'ind fann and roof,top PV 
need 10 be considered lIS part ofa portJolio ofrcncwablc energy sources because neither 
wind nor PV do well as "th e" sing\.: cl1<"rgy sourl'C or the future, ·Iltey both need grid 
back up and support, You r~all )' can'l consider them alone as is on~n done in 
cnvironme11lal impact studies. 'nley nCl'd to be part of a system that functions we11 as an 
e\.:ctric syst~m . If lls.:d e.~dusil'cly as th.: '1h.:" renewable energy so urce, they would 
introducc imbalances in the grid that would re<luire e.\1ensi\"e usc of foss il fue ls or 
e.~pensiw Slorage. 

All of lhc abov~ is an 311.:mpllo addr~ss the ucgaliv~ allegalion made againSI a "'iud 
fann. ~' l ost of the alkgations s~'Cm to h.1" ': lillie support . 

'111ere is a very strong case that you can make for wind fanns as a foml of rencwablc 
energy. '111is is us ually acknowlcdgl-d by most and then w.: jump right 10 th" IJUT, . . 
Whal are the ckments of a strong case for? The major clements are that for ewry Kwhr 
of wind d ectricity that substitules for how we now generale eleClricily, we c liminat", air 
and water pollulants, eliminate green hnusc ga.~cs, lower the cost of electrici ty, dnn ' l 
deplcte fossi I fuel s, and avoids a host of other eon,",,11Iional encrgy problems and gcnenllc 
jobs both locally and clsewhl'Te in the U.S. 



What air pollmanls do "'oJ eliminate? 'Iller.: would be no sulfur di oxid~ or nitrog~n 
o.~ides which make acid rain. or any smog form~tion from nitrogoJn oxides, or particulate 
lll~l1~r to elog our lungs. or h~a"Y metals such as m~rcury to ca use brain damage to 
childr~n. To puluumbCffl onlhis. if30% US eleelricity provided by wind and it 
subs tituted for tmby's coal plants, Ihen S02 would be redu!:Cd by 16 billion pouud~/yr. 

and NO.~ ",duced by 9 billion poundslyr. 'l1,e avoided human health impacts would 1).: : 

avoided deaths of 14.364 people/yr. avoided asthma auacks oOOO,OOOlyr, u\'oidcd upper 
r.:sp iratory symptoms of2.07 million/yr. And a bunch of e02 would not be gcncrated 
~nd reduce thc peoplc induced wanning of th .: plruld. 

Whal good dQ.:s r~dlLcing gr.:~n house wamling ga~!$ do for us? It r~duccs things like 
\\'eath~". e.>(\roJmes such ~s increased tloods and drough ts. more fr~'1uent and more violenl 
tropical stOll))S (such as Kitrin:!). and ri sing ocean level. So eveT)' K Whr of wind 
electricity steers us away for our currem tinkering with global climatc and steer lIS towan] 
a more stable future . 

Wind electri city also avoids alilhe dr.:adful other impacts ofcoal. oi l and gas ~xtrac1ion 
~nd trnnsp<>rt. It also avoids all the gco·pol itkal complicalions and incredible cost of our 
current immersing in the middk·casl. It avoids hazards of nuclear power which ar.: many 
and ins idious such as Ihe dilemma of small probability of catastrophic accidelli. Ihe usc of 
weapon grade lluclear malerials willI links 10 k-rrori sm. the further lerrorislthreat of 
"molc" dismpting nudear plant operation and callSing melt down. the le]Torist threat of 
small organi /.cd group taking OWl' a nuclear plant and causing nwh dow n, aud the 1011g 
teml (g~ologica l ) radioact i ".: waste storag~ proble111 . 

Wind is a r.:al bcndit and should be purs ued vigorous ly to replace fossils and nuclear 
power. We can 'I rely OIl others in far away places to sol"e our probkm ofg~neraling 100 
much gr"en hou~" g:lScs for OUT own good. This s~cn]S like a good place to site a wind 
(amlS in our r.:gion. n,is coupled with a host of other things to improve our emdent use 
of "n~"-gy and a portfolio of other r~~lewabl e sources ofenergy should get us to a much 
brighter future . 

Rich Caputo 
San Diego Rcn.:wable Energy Society 
28Jani 0 
Julian, CA 



SDAS Position Statement on Proposed San Diego County WInd Fanna 

Updated January 29, 2010 


The San OiegoAudubon Society (SOAS) supports the development of wind energy In principle, 
We recognize it to be a relatively non-polluting lonn 01 renewable energy that can help iiddress 
the Pfobiems 01 foreign oil dependency and global Climate change, 

However, we will not support proposed wiod fann that are sited within, adjacent to, or wi" 
adversely affect, state or federal naturalsresl, wildlife preserves, significanl habitst or IIoristlc 
areas, important cultural or religious lJites, or undeVeloped or roadIess areas of psrtlcuiar 
beauty, recreational , or resource value_ 

In IIgtlt 01 the above, SOAS cannot support curt'eni, Of recen~ proposed wind farm 
deveIopmenl8 within San Diego County in the McCain Valley, Table Mountain. or BaMef 
canyon areas, 8$ they involve one or moRI of \he chataClefislics outlined in the Pfeoedlng 
paragraph, We hope more appropriate sites can be Identified for these proposed pro;acts, 

In general, we are particularly concemed about the potential ofwincl fallTll IO Inftic:l high leve~ 
01 mortality on birdlile (especially raptOfll) aod bals. This problem has been well cIocumenled at 
such locations as Altamont Pass. local proposals must. as part 01 their Envlroomentellmpact 
Statements, specify how bird and bat deaths will be avokled (nOi mitigated, but avoided), 

We endorse the Pfovision adopted at Altamont Pass of shutting down machines al times of high 
bird or bat activity. A similar provision should be Incorporaled into San Diego County wiod farm 
Pfoposals. There should also be life-ol-proJect monitoring of birdlbal fatalities, with mandatory 
shut-downs required if significant problems occur, 

As part oIlhe above, we strongly ~ that bird and bal monitoring in the vicinity of eny 
propo68d wind fsrm commence sl the same time thst soy wind speed iMetl towers 8Ie built at 
thst aile. Including monitoring of advefse etrects 01 the test towers themselves. Since most 
panerines migrate at night. night monitoring (lnduding radar studies) should be Included, FI&Id 
peBOflnellhould actively move through the el9a (not just sit in one location) 10 better record 
reclusive species. 

Ac\ditlooaUy, the number of wind turtlinea now being proposed for the County (and Immediately 
south of II) Is sufficiently large thai cumulative Impact studies need to be carried out to predfd 
the combined effect of all these projects. 

Thank you for your attention to these recommendations. 

For the San Diego Audubon Society 

cf-~ Ol P'i?~ 
James A. Peugh 
CDnSefVaUon Committee Chair 



B<.., S. Jou.y 
bjolloy{lh, ".,'" ,01* , .....,' 

Fcl!ruary 3, !?£ItO 

VIA £ .MAIL 

CPUCfBJ.M 
lsoin F'i~h~r 
c/o Dudek 
(j()5 Third Stroot, 
Encinitas. CA 92024 
E_mflil : I'COOtlh:iiidurle k.('ffiTI 

Ril: 	 Cmllmmls ()t ./AM /nv,,;rt.mM"ll~ T~. <"ll1 SOG&F: F:C:O f>llh~llll.ioo Pro jretJ'I'llle Wiml 
l'cuk-ct NQPfNOl 

Dear Jl.lr . Fisher: 

Tln~ oDk", r"'l!re~el\l~ JAM i.Jlv\li:!Lulelll~, In.;. (.JAl\-[' ) which i$ vem:,fidlllly inLerealeo.l ill th", 
proposed San Diego Gas & Electric Co. ("SDG&E,) ECO SubstationITule Wind Project 
("Pr()j«:t"). SpecifkEllly, ,JAM ()wns ~iNePIlI flCijNining Pllrc€l~ in SIl,.., Di~() C<l\mty (the 
-Propcny'"") shown on ~xhibit A (orilrinal pro~cd BCD Alternative route) which could be 
diroc:tly affected by the Projoc:t . 

Sunrise I'owcrlink Project and JMl MjliJrnlioD 

./"'M Mjj)cled la the p....po~ed FICO Al t"mlltiv<I poutl) shawn in F.xhihi t. A f.... the SDG&E 
Sunrisc l'owerlink Project \\"hich would have resulted in scvcrru towcrs and a 500 kV 
traruanismon line MlIll1ing along the !lOCI" of the Thing Valley and throogh JAM's Property. 
As to Rei/till, 0PUC'.JBT.M Ilrlopt.erl Mitiglltion M"'Il~ur<l \VR-2n ta mitigElte ijignifir.,.mt 
impacts to wilderness and roc:reatioo rcsOUl"("CS (and to Iwoid unnecessary cCI1demnation of 
p,,;vllte pr<"l{W.r ty). Thi~ mitigat;(on m<,-,","Ilr" ~h()rt.,n" th....."" t" ()v>'!'"ll hy O.f,6 mill'01 "nrl 
vrvvidl'/il/:ttl full..,ws: 

http:ijignifir.,.mt
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w n-2n. Develo p a ~emuto fo~ Ihe BCD AlIe,.,'"ti v" I !ov i ~ i on t o 
"educe effects O n rec reatio n. SDG&E ~hall rolocale the ol'erhead 
500 \;V tr'lI1smi~sion line aloug the southern bou"dary of JAM 
properties as sho",n in r"igure £.2.1·lb to short"u the rout<:: nnd 
minimize efft,,,ts On IH..l\"l lnud, Fon.,n land. and private property. This 
reroute" n d its {,'I"OU nd·dist.urbi ng componontij sh a ll'I\'oid Bac\; Cou n tr}' 
Non'~'[otorized land use ·l.O nes of the C]e\'e]"nd Notion,,1 Forest. while 
also minimizing towel"li and disturbanoo On privllle prol)e,ty. SJX;&E 
shall submit a memo to thc CPUC for ,c"i"", and npprOl'al tha t 
dOOl/menls its nttempts to fim!-l nne the location of thc BCD Alternnti"e 
R'l\' ision . ns well AS the submitt.Al offinnl oonstruction plans for "'l1'iew 
and appro"al nt least 120 dny~ prio. to the slarl. of oon&t.uotion.' 

See, Final Mitigation Monitoring. Reporting. and Complianoo Program for the Sunrise 
Powerlin\; Trnnsmission Project. dOled Nol'omber 10. 2009 . 01, I). 99" and fiLM 1krord 
of Decision for Ihe Sunrise Powerlink T.nnsmission Project "I, Appendix A p. [).35.' 

The p. oposed . e-.oute submitted by Srx;&E lis pa.l, of Ihe Sun rise I'o,,"e.link Project 
approval aooomp li~hed this tas k by re·routing the power Ii neS to I he sou t h of t he JAJ.\'I 
Property. See excerpt rontnin",] lIt Exhibit 11. And Fi~:u re £.2.1·lb of the S unrise 
Po,,"erlink Final Em showing this I"l'·route (identified lIS MM WR-2b re-rout.,) is 
Attnched hereto AS E:<hibit C. This mitiga tion has been implemented as shown on 
the Sunrise Po,,"ertink Project Seb'ltlenls Mal) dnted NO"ember 2009.' This document 
is fo und in fu ll lIt E"hibit D and an enllleg",1 excerpt showing t.he M.M WR·1.2a re· 
rOUle south oflheJ.t\.\1 Property is shown III E"hibit E . 

A""". ding to the Proj"",t Locution ,\1111' publish"d by CPUC' Ih" Tule Wind project 
houndaries will abut the JAtI'l Property And mAy (l\'erlap the MM WR·2a Te·route. 
Acoor.lingly. the .E:UUEIS pre]larod for Lhe Projecl should cI'nluate the Projecfs 
relotionshil' to ond cumulative impActs with the Sunrise Powerlin k Project , should 
sufficiently mitigate impacls to the JAJ.\'i Property. nud should expressly include 
Mitigntion Measure WJ{·120 to rodut"C impacts to the JAM Properly. 

, The Finnl EIH for the Sunrise Powerlink ProjecL includes a lypo{,'I"nphicnl error. 
referring 10 this mitigat.ion as Mitigation Measure WJ{·2b. BUL thc decisions and 
Mil,i!:" tion Monitoring PI"ns ident.ify Ihe mitiglliion liS Mil,ig" tion M,,"sure WI{-2" , 
Therefore. the Sun rise Powerlink Ell's discussion of Mitigation Mensu.e WR·2b is 
apt II nd relevant to u nde rstan{~ ng adopled /T.·L\I WB·2a. 
• buv ;I"" ..·.. fP", £K.IVlVI"nvtl"Omnenl!jnfo,M,'.O? U!!!J.r'lPIfr;rr)1UUfO> matH t.lt 
• ht ]p"1I.......... om., ra """.''1l\Jwnnwnl'jnfo '.,. pro '' 'lnmc'rpd pd f 


• hllp l 'w,,'w 0OL., co goy ltpvi['Ptvueo]lm(o'a..,en':$ ttto"!IDoyn,latt A rrniefl uwenl !! mon pM 

• hi \1>:" ........... Co"" £4 C!W 1.n'·'l"OrgnelWi,(oIdwle'!JJ;;OOSt1 !lIProj...:1 1pc:3tIOJl,\lap·l>dr 
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Request for Notice 

JAlvI also respectfully requests timely notice of any and all public hearings related to 
this Project be sent to the undersigned, as well as any staff reports prepared for those 
hearings. Moreover, Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.2, please 
provide the undersigned with copies of any "notices required pursuant to Sections 
21080.4 [notice of determination], 21083.9 [scoping meeting], 21092 [notice of any 
public hearings regarding a negative declaration or ElR], 21108 [notice of 
determination filed by state agency], and 21152 [notices filed with county clerk 
including notices of determination and notices of exemption]" , as well as any other 
notices for this Project. Finally, please provide notice of any decisions, 
determinations, permits, or approvals for the Project not otherwise covered above. 

Very truly yours, 

~;}~ 
BRETT S. JOLLEY 
Attorney-at-Law 

cc: Client 
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lain FishCl" 
CPUC Project Manager 

California Public Utilities Commission 

C/o Dudek 

605 3rd St 

crl.;;initas, CA 92024 


Dear Mr. Fisher: 

I am writing 10 urge you 10 deny the lberdrola Renewables proposed Tule Wind 
energy project in the McCain Valley National Land & Wildlife Management Area 
and SDG&E's proposed 60-acre ECO Substation east of Jacumba, which includes a 

• 
new Boulevard Substation and at least 13 miles of new 138 kv transmission lines. 
These large-scale remote projccts on undisturbed land<~ with extensive Hnd 
destructive transmission requirements are not necessary. 

On November 6, 2009 1 sent a letter to the Secretary of Energy, Steven Chu, 
requesting that he deny Sempra Energy's Presidential Permit Application (PP-334) 
for their 500kv cross-border transmission line. I have attached it for your 
convenience and review. All of these projects are dependent on the final approval 
of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerl ink, or as likc 10 rercr to it, the Desert Deathlink. As 
you are well aware, there are currently several legal challenges surrounding the 
construction of the Deathlink. 

It is our responsibility to pursue more cost efficient, productive, and less 
destructive ways to generate renewable energy without destroying critical and 
varicd resources, including those held sacred by Native Americans. Wc have to 
promote fair market Feed-In Tariffs while shining subsidies and tax credits rrom 
the For-Profi t multi-national corporations and utilities 10 the local communities and 
individual property owners. 

I ask you to help redirecl thc production orenergy in U)e right direction by denying 
the Tule Wind. ECO Substation, and Energia Sierra Juarez projects. If I can be of 

_'IllI""__ 
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any funher assistance, please feel free to contact me or John Riccio of my staff at 
(619)422·5%3. 

FILNER 
Member of Congress 

cc: 

Dr. Jerry Pell, Principal NEPA Document Manager 
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability 
U.S. Depart.mcnt of Energy 
1000 independence A venue, SW. 
Washington, DC 20585-0001 

BFljr 
2532305 

Enclosures 
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·

Steven Chu 
Sccrctluy orEncrgy 

United StalC5 Department ofEnergy 

1000 Independence Avenue, SW 

Washington, DC 20585 


Dear Secretary Chu: 

I am writing \0 reco:nmend the denial o[Scmpr1l Energy's (Sempra) Presidential Permit 
Application (PP-334) for across-border SOO kV transmission line because it is no: In the best 
inlcteSt ermy constituents in San Diego and Imperial Counties. I am intimalely familiar with Ihe 
history oftbis issue and the groups of people: involved. Therefore, I urge )'Ou to carefully., 

" .. 
. '. 

•, ; 

consider my argllmCllt and conclusions. 

This transmission line, in combination with the proposed J,250 MW Sicrrn Ju~re" wind ener~y 

project in Baja California, Mexico, will connect with !he existing San Diego G~s & EtC'Clt;~ 


(5DG&E) Southwcst P"werlink 500)"V line a! the proposed 85-acre Ew. COUnty IF.C'O) 

SUbstation in Jacumba. Cillifomia. Sempra Energy, a parent company of SDG&E. has no export

wind COnt racts. If PP-334 is approved, it would likely result in Ihe approval Oflhc ECO suh_ 
Station allacumba, by the California Public Util iTies Commission (CPUe). because IIfth" 
promise of export wind development in Baja California by Sempr.t. The appmval of Ihc EO) 
substation project would rcwiiTd Scmpra's affiliate SDG&E with a S270 miIJion windfall 3t 

ralepa~r expense even if no single upon turbillC is ever built 

In the August 28, 2009leuer to the Dcpanment ofEncgy (DOE), Sempra. clnrificd the PP·D4 
appl ication claiming Iltat the interconnection from Baja California will be an interconnection 
between a 'ingle generator and the proposed ECO substation. However. transmission lmos In the 
U.S. are generally required to be open access as 10ng;,lS a wheeling fcc is paid to the transmiSSIOn 
line owner. Sempra', inslStcnce that the 1,250 MW interconnection with the ECO suh~tation ",II 
create a generator tie i~ misleading. In actuality the 1.250 MW line will be under Ihe exch'5tVf 
contlol and usc of Scmpra. 

The DOE must not reinforce anti-eompelitive behavior by granting a P:t:sidential Pennit to .. Sc:npra. Sempr:t has a history of exploiting the Baja CaJifomia assets fo: inapprnpriate finuncinl 

gain. In 2006, Sempra was order«lto pay the state of California S70 million for violating the 

lams of its IO-ycar supply power contrncl. Also in 2006, 5cmpra sell led 1\ lawsuit tor S377 

million Wtth Southern California citiC5 ror natural gas price fiXC5 during th", 2000-01 enerHY
.. 

• • cnSIS. 
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Se:npn USCCl$ that if wind power is imported from Baja Califomia!o SDG&E', proposed ECO 
substation, it will (ill the Southwest Powerlink and reqllire construction of a second 500 kV 
known as the Sunrise Powerlink. The prop<Jscd Sunrise Powcrlink transmission line will expand 
markets for Sempra"$ existing natura1 gas-fired genernlors in AJiwna and Baja Califomi:l which 

'. • wi!! cost nearly $2 billion, and with no U5\llWlct lhat it will carry any renewable encrsy. 

. 	 Mexico has no ;nvcslmem lax or production credits for renewable encrgiu. 11 is th~ crcdil~ Ihal. 
have made wind =8)1 toSl-eompclitive in the United States. The Mexican electric company, 
the Comiiion Federal de Eleetricidad (CFE). has already staled publicly Ihal lip 10 800 MW of 
wind generation can be transmitted on e;llisting CFE line$ that alr~y serve the oonhern SU::,r,1 
Juarez wind development area. These lines arc integrated with the SDG&E grid through Westem 
Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC). 

Smtpr.il 'S track record does not show that it will develop or manage the Baja Califomia wind 
energy resources properly. Irthe DOE approves ScmPT1l'1i PP 334 application, it will reslill in ~ 
grant of full control over the now of renewable energy from Baja California which would not be 
in our ~gion'5 best interest. Therefore, I urge ycJu 10 dcny Sempra's application . .. 

1 ,. 
r.~ -, ..... .' '\'.(. ,-.
~ .. ! 
... . 

Anthony Como, Director 

Permitting and Si ting, U.S. DepartmCTIt of Energy 

1000 Independence Avenue 

Room 6H·050, OE·20 

Washington. DC 20585 
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February 10, 2010 

Greg Thomsen 
BLM California Desert District Office 
22835 Calle San Juan de Los Lagos 
Moreno Valley, California 92553-9046 
E-mail: catuleoMnd@blm.gov 
Fax: (951 ) 697-5299 

Via e-mail and fax 

Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Tu le Wind Project and the Proposed East County Substation 
Project, San Diego County, CA 

Dear Mr. Thomsen: 

The Colorado Desert District of the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (State Parks) offers the following comments for the above project, 
speCifically the proposed Tule Wind Project. 

State Parks is a nefghboring landowner to much of the BLM-owned lands in 
eastern San Diego County, and, as such, is keenly interested in the 
management planning on BLM lands that could impact state Parks lands and 
resources. We have partnered YoIith the BLM in the past on projects, and YoIi II 
continue to do so VVhere together we can sustain and improve the resources 
we manage, vmile providing sustainable recreational and educational 
opportunities for the public. 

The Colorado Desert District feels the issues below require serious 
cOflsideRltion for the project 

Incorporation of Previous Comments 
The Colorado Desert District submftted comments on the Eastern San Diego 
County Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Draft Environmenta l 
Impact Statement on May 18, 2007 (BLM designation Lett # EC-0185, 
Comment #252). These comments included concerns specifically regarding 
visual resource management classifica tions, wind-rela ted energy 
development, and the McCain Valley area (p 7) . Colorado Desert District 
submitted further comments on the revision to the RMP on August 27, 2008. 
State Parks 'M)uld like to reitera te these 2007 and 2008 comments and 
Incorporate them by reference. We are able to provide duplicate copies of 
these corrments on request. 

mailto:catuleoMnd@blm.gov
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Potential Impacts to Visual Resources 
The McCain Valley abuts Anza~Borrego Desert Siale Park, and Ihese 
adjacent lands are designated as State VIIIlderness. State Parks is 
concerned that the Tule VIIInd Project could have significant visual 
impacts to the adjacent State Wilderness. VIIIth the typical tall wind 
turbine towers associated with this type of development, there is the 
potential for this development to be visible for many miles, thus seriously 
compromising the public's wilderness experience w~hin Anza·Borrego 
Desert State Park, Consideration should be given to preclude placing 
turbine towers immediately adjacent to State Parks lands, and in areas 
visible from State Park lands. Design should Incorporate the use of 
topography and proximity, where feasible, to screen development from 
view from State Parks lands. 

Potential Recreational, Noise, Social and Economic Impacts 
State Parks lands, including designaled State VIIIlderness Areas, are adjacent 
to the BlM land in question. 

Colorado Desert District of California State Parks has concerns that the 
proposed Tule Wind Project could impact visual resources, as well as cause 
potential impacts to biological resources and recreation, increase ambient 
noise,and cause social and economic impacts. 

The Anza-Borrego Desert State Park General Plan and Final EIR (2005), 
which was cited as a reference in the Final EIS (p. R-3) for the RMP and in 
State Parks comments on BlM's Draft EIS, analyzes these resources and 
threats in the General Plan's Section 2.2.4 Aesthetic Resources (see also 
Section 1,1.4 Spirit of Place, pp. 1-5 and 1-6 of the General Plan). Visual 
resources of Anza-Borrego Desert State Park include all of the vistas and 
viewsheds, both internal and external to the State Park, and these resources 
are both significant and fragile . Types of potential impacts to these State Park 
resources are defined in the General Plan : 

Just as certain characteristics can summon positive emotions, other 
features can detract from the participant's pleasure in the Park 
experience. These undesirable (to some) features include human
fashioned intrusions like power lines, road cuts, buildings, signs, 
and lights. They Include human activit ies and the impacts of these 
activities, including noise, traffic, waste, litter, exotic plant species, 
damaged plants, smog, mining and off-road scars, and crowding. 
(p, 2-78) 
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The importance of natural sounds and silence is further delineated on p. 2-81 
ofthe General Plan. The recreational values of State Wilderness Areas are 
stated within Section 2.2.7 Recreational Resources (see also Section 2.4.4 
Aesthetic Resource Issues. pp. 2-105 and 2-106: Section 2.4.7 Recreational 
Issues. pp. 2-107 and 2-108: Section 4 .5.3.6 Aesthetic Resources. p. 4-15, 
and Section 4.5.3.7 Recreation Resources, pp. 4-15 through 4-17): 

Slate Wilderness Areas are ... where the handiwork of humans is 
virtually non-existent . and natural processes prevail ... . Paved 
roads, motorized vehicles. power lines, pipelines, radio towers, and 
buildings are not to be found within such wild areas. One of the 
primary purposes of wilderness is to provide visitors with a true 
"wild" experience : one in which nature and natural processes 
predominate without manmade intrusions distracting the Visitor's 
senses of sight. sound. smell. and louch. (p. 2-92) 

With the proposed Tule Wind Project. visitors to Stale Parks could be 
impacted by visual blight, with views from peaks such as Sombrero Peak and 
Wlale Peak impacted, as well as potential visual impacts along ridgelines. 

Associated infrastructure from the electriC generation development, such as 
access roads and transmission lines, would lead to increased vehicle and 
human presence--an adverse impact consisling of degradalion/alteration as 
stated in the RMP's Final EIS, p. 4-69. 

The Final EIS of the RMP did not evaluate economic and SOCial impacts to 
communities such as Borrego Springs, Shelter Valley, and Canebrake due to 
loss of tourism caused by the degradation of the park experience with the 
proposed changes. Disproportionate impacts to low income and minority 
populations could be caused by this degradation. Colorado Desert District of 
State Parks requests that these potential impacts be evaluated as part of the 
evaluation of the Tule Wind Project. 

Wildlife and Vegetation Impacts 
The Final EIS of the RMP indicated that three sensitive species of bats are 
known or suspected to occur within the Planning Area : Townsend's western 
big-eared bat (known), small footed myotis (known), and long-eared myotis 
(suspected). (Table 3-4, pp. 3-31 and 3-32; pp. 3--53 and 3-54) 

Mortality of bats at wind energy development sites has been documented by 
the scientific community (See: Kunz. T.H .. Arnett. E.B .. Erickson , W.P., Hoar, 
A.R. , Johnson, G.D., Larkin, R.P., Strickland, M.D., Thresher, R.W. , and 
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Tuttle, M.D. [2007[. Ecological impacts of wind energy development on bats: 
questions, research needs, and hypolheses. Front. Ecol. Environ. 5, 315-324. 
Arnett. E.B .. Brown, K., Erickson, w.P.. Fiedler, J., Henry. T.H., Johnson , 
G.D .. Kerns, J .. Kolford , R.R .. Nicholson , C.P .. O'Connell, T., et al. [2008]. 
Patterns of fatal~y of bats at wind energy facilities in North America . J . IfIIildl. 
Manag. 72, 61-78.} Newly published studies indicate Ihat mortality results 
from a change in pressure near wind turbines that bat lungs are not able to 
accommodale by expelling air; the lurbines cause the bat lungs to I~erally 
explode (Erin F. Baerwald et al. [2008]. Barotrauma is a significant cause of 
bat fatalities at wind turbines. Current Biology. 18. R695-R696.) 

The RMP's Final EIS of impacts of electric energy development under the 
RMP to bats consists of one sentence: "Wind energy and other utility 
development could resuH in Increased mortality to individuals (e.g., bat strike, 
powerline electrocution)" (p. 4-27) There is no mention of these impacts in 
Section 4.7.3 Impacts on BlM Sensitive Species or Section 4.7 .5 
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, even though there are subsections on BlM 
Sensitive Bats (Section 4 .7.3.4, pp. 4..J8 and 4-39; Section 4.7 .5 .2.4, pp. 4-44 
and 4-45). Section 4.7.8 Cumulative Impacts does not conSider bats. 
Impacts to bat species, including the new information regarding barotrauma to 
bat species designated as sensitive, should be evaluated for the Tule IfIIind 
Project. 

Analysis also needs to be conducled regarding Impacts to other wildlife and 
botanical resources. Potential impacts to vegetation , soils, water quality, air 
quality and wildlife (such as increase of invasive species, erosion, dust) 
caused by soil and habitat disturbance involved in construction of the Tule 
\Nind Project and associated infrastructure under the proposed changes must 
be evaluated . 

SUrTfllary 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment. In summary, State Parks 
believes the proposed Tule \Nind Project may have significant Visual. Wildlife, 
Soil, Air, Vegetation. Recreation, Social and Economic impacts_ These must 
be carefully analyzed and fully m~igated if this project proceeds to 
development. 

Sincerely , 

Ronilee A. Clark, Superintendent, Acting 
Colorado Desert District 
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lain FIsher, Caljfornla Public Utilities Commission 
ClO Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas. CA, 92024 

SubJed: 	 Nollce of Preparation (NOP) and Notice of Intent (NOI) for the San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company ealSt County Substation, rule Wind, end 
Energ llll Sierra Jusr" Generalor Proj.etli , BlM e", File No. CACA49698, 
CPUC ApplicatIon A.09-08-003, San Diego County 

Dear Mr. Fisher: 

1M! Department of FISh and Game has reviewed the Notice 01 PreparalionlNotice of Intent 
(NOPINOI) submitted by California Public UtiHtiM Commiulon (CPUC) for the above Projects. 
San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) filed an application to construct the East County (ECO) 
Substation Project with the CPUC and an appUcatlon for II Right-of-Way (ROW) Grant from the 
Bureau 01 Land Management (BLM). In acldition to the proposed substation Project, the CPUC 
and BLM have detennined that the Energia Siemi Juarez Genef3tor TIe- Une project (ESJ 
Prqed:) is &0 closely related to the proposed Project as to be considered a "connected action" 
under NEPA IS this project cannot proceed without t/:le ECO Substation Prqed. One additional 
Project . the Tule 'Mod 200 megawatt (MW) Project. " also an intef1'eiated Project II the wind 
Proj&cll'/OlJld tie Into the proposed Boulevard Substation rebuild component of the ECO 
Substation Project. These ProJ&ets will also be analyzed within the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) Ind an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

The primary componem of the proposed Projects l"lituated generaly ., the McCaIn VaJley 
Ire.. I pproJdmately 0.5 mile north of the United Statll {U.S.}-Mexico bcH'der between the 
community of Boulevard and 0.5 mile west of the Imperial County border. The CPUC and the 
BLM have developed and signed a Memorandum of Understanding (completed on Oec:ember 
14,2009) that will direct the preparation of a joint EIRIEIS for the SOG&E ECO Substation 
Project. The CPUC is evaluating the environmental Impacts of the proposed Project In 
accordance witf1 CEQA and the BLM Is evaluiltlng the proposed Project In accordance with 
NEPA In eddltion 10 the information pmllided In the NOPfNOl. the De~rtment was also 
provided the Proponents Environmental Assessment (D..fo:ek 2009) whIeh pmvides cletailed 
biological Information for the ECO. Transmission 6ne and ESJ. 

East County Substation 
The ECO Substation Project. IiIS proposed by SOG&E, Includes the folklwlng major 
componenll; Construction of iii 500/2301138 kilovolt (kV) liIubstation In Eastern San Diego 
County. Construction ol the Southwest Power Hnk (SWPl) tie-in. a ahort tie-in of the existing 
SWPL transmission Ii1e to the proposed EOO Substation. Construction of an approximately 
13.3 miles 138 kV transmission line betvleen the proposed ECO Substation and tha rebu1lt 
Boulevard Substation, and rebuilding of the eJ;l$ting BouleVard Substation. 

Conservina Cafljornia 's WiWife Since 1870 

http:I.....--.dfg,ca
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ESJ Proje<:t 
AA propo$ed by Energia Sierra JUIlIez, LLC, the proposed ESJ Project will have the capacity to 
import up to 1,250 M'N of renewable energy generated in northem Baja Califorria, Mexico to 
the exl&!lng SWPl Transmission Une. The elected route would connee!: with the proposed 
ECO Substation and would be constructed on three to five 150-foot lattice towers or 17Q-foot 
steel monopoles, extending south from the point of interconnection for about 0.65 mIle to the 
U.S.-Mexlco intemational border. Only renewable energy would be transmitted via the 
transmlniol"lline. The EIRIEIS will address the transmission line Il"Ieluding any poteni ial 
Impacts to the United States associated with the wind turbines located In Mexico. This Project 
requires a Presidential Permit (PP-334) from the Un~ed Slates Department of Energy and a 
Major Ue PemVt from the County of San DIego. The County of San Diego will use the ECC 
Substation Pro}ed: EJRJElS to issue the Major Use Permit for its compliance with CECA. 

Tule Wind 200 MW Proje<:t 
The Tule Wind Project was not al"\Ollyzed In the Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA) 
by the CPUC as the ProjeCt; hoWeVet, the CPUC intends 10 include the Project In the Draft 
EI$lE1R. AI this time, no complete biological lec:hnical report is avallable fOf the Protect; 
however, the applicant lias proviOed avian and bat swveys, and have conducted surveys for 
Quloo checkerspol butterfly (Euphydl)'BS edilhB qu;no {Dudek and Tetra Tech 2006D. The 
proposed Tule Wind 200 MIN Project, cooslstlng of approximately 200 wind turbines capable of 
generating up to 200 ~ of electricity, would be located in the McCain Valley In the In-Ko-Pl!Ih 
Mountains In eastem San Diego County, Califomla. In add~ion to wind turbines and ilSsoeialed 
generator step-up transformers, the Tule Wind 200 MIN Project would lnc1vde the following 
Project components; Constructkm of a 34.5 kV overhead and underground collector cable 
system Hnldng the wind turbines to the Project substation, a five-acre Project substation 
Inc:ludlng an on-site operations and maintenance facility, coosbvdion of two meteorological 
towers within the five.acre substation site , construction of an overhead 138 -kV transmission 
line linking the Project substation 10 an Interconnect with the SDG&E Boulevard Substation, 
cons\n.lctioo and opera5on of the portion of the transmission tine from the Project substation to 
the BouleVard Substation, and newly constructed access roads and temporarily widening and 
making improvements to existing roads. 

Department Jun.dlction 

Truste. Agency Authority: The Department Is a Trustee Agency with the responsibility under 
CEQA for commenting on Projects thai could Impact plant and wildlife rasourees. Pursuant to 
Fish and Game Code Section 1802, tha Department has Jurisdiction over the conservation, 
protection, and managM'lont of fish, wi!dl~e, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
svstalnable populations of thoe specie • . A. a Truslee Agency foc fish and wildlife resources, 
the Department i. responsible for providing, as available, biological expertise to review and 
comment on environmental documents and Impacts arising from Projecl actlvitle. , as thoe 
tem\s are used undlf CECA. 

Responsible Agency Authority: The Department has regulalory authority over Projects that 
could result in the "take' of any species listed by the State as threatened Of eodlilllgered, 
pursuant 10 FISh and Game Code SectIon 2081 . If the Project could result In the 'take" of any 
sp&cies listed as threatened or endangered under the Califomia Endangered Sp&cies Act 
(CESA), the Department may need to Issue an Incidental Take Permit for the Project. CECA 
requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance 11 a Project Is likely to substantially Impact 
threatened or endangered species (Sec~ons 2100t{c}, 21083, Guidelines Sections 15360, 
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15064,15065). Impacts must be avoided or m~lgated to less then significant levels unless the 
CEQA Lead Agency mues and supports a Statement of Ovenii:ling Consideration (SOC). Th., 
CEQA Lead Agency's SOC does not eliminate the project proponent's obligation to comply with 
Fish and Game Code Section 2080. 

Department Comments: 
The Department recommends that biological surve~s be conducted over the entire Project site 
in preparation for the EIRIEIS that would anal~ze the potential Impacts of the Project on listed 
and sens~e species. Focut;ed biological surve~(s) for sensitive state and federall~ sensitive 
species should be conducted by a qualified biologist during the appropriate survey peliocl{s) to 
6eted presence 01 special status species. This Information is necessary to Identify an~ 
mitigation, minimization, and avoidance measures. 

Cumulative Impacts: The Department recommends the EIRIEIS provide a quantified 
cumulative Impact analysis for the biological resources. For example, the Permanent and 
temporary ground disturbance of an Individual turbine Is small; however combined, the ProJeet 
will have an Impact to the entire landscape within the project boundaries. This analysis ,hoold 
prtMde a discuUion of tha impact. to existing conservation areas as well as the implicatior18 to 
the preserve design of the draft East County Multiple Species Conservation Plan. 

Sensitive Spel::les: The Project has the potential to reduce the number or restrict the ranga of 
several endangered, rare, or Ihrealened specie. (as defined In Section 15380 of CECA), which 
ma~ be present In the Project area Including, but not lim~ed to the Slate listed sens~ive and tun~ 
proIeaed sPKies golden eagle (Aquila chtysaatos), species of special concern northern harrier 
(Circus cysneus), Stste-llsted endangered willow ftycatdler (Empidonax tnJl7fii extimus), COilst 
homed lizard (PhtynOStoma coronaturn). Sensitive plant species including, Jucumba milkvetch 
(Astragalus DcNgIasil), could atao 0WJf in the Project area. 

Fu 1J~ Protected Species: The Department has Jurisdiction over full~ protected speclea of birds, 
mammals, amphibians, reptiles, and fish, pursuant 10 Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 
4700, 5050, and 5515. "Take' of any fuJl~ protected species is prohibited, and the Department 
caooot alllhorlze their 'take' fOl'development. The bighorn sheep and golden eagle are lully 
protected species that could use the Project site. The CECA cIoI::ument prepared for this Project 
should evaluate and addrell potential ProJed-related impactS 10 these species, and should 
include appropriate spedes specific avoidance and minimization meastxes. 

Bird Protection: The Department has jurisdil;:\lon over al::tions that may result in the 
disturbance or destruction of active nest $~es or the unauthoriled ' Iake' 01 birds. Seetions of 
tha Fi$h and Game CoOe that protect bi"ds, their eggs and nests Irlclude Sections 3503 
(regarding unlawful "1ake,' possession 01' needless destruction of the nest or eggs of an~ bird), 
3503.5 (regarding the "take: possession or destruction 01 an~ birds-of-prey Of their nests 01' 
eggs), and 3513 (regard"rng unlawful "1ake' of an~ migratory nongame bIrd). 

lighting and Grounding: The lighting should balance FAA requirements with protection 
of birds and batl. These recommendations Jnclude: 

• 	 Use Ilashing rights with !he minimum '00' period on tufblnes. 
• 	 Keep lighting at both operalion and maintenance facilities and rwbstations to the 


minimum required to meet safety and securit~ needs. 
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• 	 Use white lights with ~nsora and switches that keep the lights offwhen they are not 
required, 

• 	 lights should be hooded end directed to minimize backscatter, reflection, skyward 
IlooliNition, and itlumiNlt!on of an;!as out5ida of ttle facility or IUbstation. 

The Department recommends the applicant InC0(p0t8te these specifIC measures Into the project 
which will minimize effects of lighting on wildlife as compatible with FAA requirements. 

Stream Alleratlon Notification: The Department also has regulatory authority with regard to 
activities occurring In streams ancllor lakes that could adversely affeet any fish or wildlife 
resource, putWant 10 FI5h and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. If construclion activtties will 
invotve wor\( within a bed, bank, or channel, a Stream Alteration Agreement may be necessary, 
and the Project proponent should submit a Stream Alteration NotifICation to the Department for 
the Project. Th& Department Is required to compty with CEQA In the Issuance or the renewal of 
a Stream MeraUon Agreement; thereiore, for efficiency In environmental compliance, we 
recommend Ulat any stream dlSlurbanca be descrtbed end mitigation for the disturbance be 
developed as part of the environmental review process. This will reduce the need for the 
Deparln1efW to require extensive additional environmental review for a Stream Alteration 
Agreement foe" this Project In the future. 

Nesting Birds: Vegetation within the Project area likely provides nesting habitat for a variety of 
avian species, and ground-nesting birds also have the potential to exist In the Project area. If 
construction activities Of vegetation removal must occur during the breeding season (February . 
through mid-September), surveys for active nesl1l should be conducted by a qualiftad biologist 
no more than 30 da)'ll prior to the start of construction. A minimum no-disturbance buffl!lf of 250 
feet should be delineated around active nests until the breeding Maton has ended or until a 
qualified biologist hes determined that the birds have fledged and ani no longer reliant upon the 
nest or panlfltal care for survival. 

Tule Wind Project Specific Comments 

Peninsular bighorn alleep; The Department is conoemed that the Prqect may have Impacts 
to bighorn sheep. Although the PToject is located to the west of designated Critical habitat, the 
EIR/EIS Sflould anal)'le the potential Indirect Impacts the Project may have to documented 
bighom sheep locations. At the January 2"" s~e visit with the applicant, a presentation by West 
Inc., attempted to make a prediction regarding how bighom sheep would be impacted by the 
proposed project by comparing bighorn sheep to other studies on ungulates like Elk and 
I)I"OflQhom. The Department cautions the applicant In oversimplifying the analysis based on 
observations of other species. The Department wek:omea COOI'diNition with our bighorn aheep 
experts to determine· adequate minimization measure for the species. 

Golden Eagle: The Department has reviewed Ule applicant's 2005-2006 Avian Survey Report 
and 2007·2008 Avian Survey Report (Tetra Tech 2008 and 2009). The report concludes that 
although three observa~ons of goldan eagle were obsarved, e~pectatlon for take Is low (page 
12). The report doeS little to conclude why eagle mortality is not expected despite the 
observations. The Department recommends focused eagle studies to fully determine u~ of the 
Projed s~e aOO the Project vlcinity by eagles. Without this information H Is unlikely the extent of 
impact the Project wm have on the spedes can be determined. As part of the study, the 
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applicant shoukl conduct helicopter surveys lor eagle nests. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
is .....orlcing on guidaf'1C8 for Projects with the potential to impact eagles that will include 
recommendations for Mlicopter IUl'Veys. The Department recommends using this guidance 
when Mbecomes avaUabIe. 

Willow FIyCiitcher: According to the 2009 5Urvey report. the stale listed INiIIow Flycatcher was 
observed on the Project site (page 13), However, the report goes on to conclude that although 
they were observed, mortality I, not expected. The basis of this conelLJ,ion Is not clsaf. If 
willow flycatcher, a known migrant, is known to use the Project site, the report should more 
accurately coodude mortality Is likely to occur during ennual migration. Mortality of willow 
flycatdler as a result oHhe Project would require an Incidental Take Permit. The Department 
recommends earty con5Ultation with the Departmeol to determne if take al1lhorizalion is 
required. 

Mlgrato", Bird Impacts: The CalifornIa State Energy Commission (Commission), In 
cooperation with DFG, has prepared draft ·Californla Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds 
and Bats from Wend Energy Development" (Guidelines). Tlle Guidelines are intended to provide 
recornrn&nded method$ to assess bird and bat aetMty at proposed wind energy sites, design 
pre- and post.construc:tion monitoring and adaptive management plans, and deVelop and 
Implement Impact avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures. The Guidelines have been 
In final draft form and posted on the Commisslon'a website.since April 4, 2007, and have been 
circulated for comment and refinement to many cooperating agencies and experts In the wind 
energy field , A final citable version of the GlJidelines dated JlJly 2007 has been posIed on the 
Commission', _bsite on July 17, 2007, and is now Intended for use by lead agencies and 
Project planners. The Department lflCOilR lteneiS that the EIRJEIS include a comparative 
analysis of the bird and bat SIneY protocol recommendations In the Guidelines with those that 
have been conducted by the appilcanittKIate, or are proposed to be conducted prior to 
construction. The EIRIEIS should disclose thosa survey activities conducted to-date which are 
consls\enllrJ design and scope with recommendations of the GuidalirJes, and should provide 
justification for omitting surveys which may be recommended by the Guidelines based on 
Pro;ect specific criteria. The EIRIEIS should also discuss the potential applicability to the 
Project of the Guideline's recommended adaptive management strategy options. 

The Department notes thai sl¥IIeys conducted ttKIate heve provided Incomplete information on 
potential fl~ht patterns of migratory birds, and dld not attempt to survey fO( night time migration 
using radar, However, lIle Department notes that many of the bird and bill species using the 
Project arell are migratof)'. McCain Valley is located between San Diego and the Salton Sell 
within the Paclfk: Flyway, suggesting that migration is likely across or in the vicinity of the 
Project. In Older to determine if obsecved flight patterns represent prevalent migratory behavior. 
the Department recommends that additional studie8 be uncIertaken, Including night time radar . 
migration observations, to determine if existing m~ration corridors may place migrating species 
al risk oftw'blne comsions. These surveys should be commenced as loon as possible, but can 
be undertaken independent of release of the EIRlEIS, provided the survey need and intended 
swvey protocol Is desaibed In the EIRlEIS, the optiDns for mitigation strategies are fully 
disclosed by the EIRlEJS, and the survey results and recommended mitigation are Incorpol'ated 
into the FInal EIRJEIS and Project clesign, The Department welcomes the opportunity to ass!st 
the applicant lodesign a radar survey effort during night time hours for migratory birds. 
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Depencllng upon the resuHs of the previously mentioned bioIoglcal.urveys, we may have 
additional comments and recommendations regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
of Project impacts to habitat and special status species. If you have any questions regarding 
these comments, pIe.se contact Erinn \fv'itson, Staff Environmental Scientist, at telephone at 
(71 4) 968-0953. 

Sincerely, 

Edmund Pert 
ReljllOnal Mana;er 
SoUth Coast Region 

cc: 	 lain Fishel", p roject Manger 
California Publ ic Utilijies Commission 
505 Van Ness Ave, 4th Floor 
Sar'! Frandsco Cal ifomia 94102 

Ken Corey 
U.S. FIsh & WIldlife Service 

6010 Hidden Valley Road 

Carlsbad, California 92011 


State Clearinghouse 

0I'flce of Plaming and Research 

Post Office Box 3044 

Silcramento, C.li1omla 95812·3044 

Patrick Brown 
County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land U$8 
5201 Ruffin Road 
Suite S, San Disgo Carlfomia 92123-1666 

ENTRIX 

2140 Eastman Avenue, 

Suite 200, 

Ventura. California 93003 
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Februury 10.2010 

Mr. luin ~'isllcr 

California Public Utilities Commission 
cJo Dudek, SUHMITfED ELECTRONICALi. Y 
60S Third Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

RE: 	 Energill Sierra Juan:~ U.S. Transmission, LLC (F..5J U.s.) Scoping Comm~'nt! (or the San 
Diego Gas & Elcctric Company (SDGB:E) East COUllly Substation Project 

[lenr Mr. Fisher: 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Tmnsmiss;on, 1.l..e (1;5J U.S.) hereby submit! the following 
commCnl$ and points ofclarification on the NOlice ofPreparalion (NOI' ) for 11M: SI)Q&f: f:alll 
Couney Substation (ECO Substation). 

I) 	 I'age 7, Sec1iOl1 On],)~ parag,r1lph - Stutes thaI the Energia SitlTll Juarcz GenennOf-tic 
Line (ESJ Gen-TIe) Project j,. eonn«:led 1II:Iioo as '''this proj~l CIIMOI proceed without 
the ECa Substation projecl ~. The 51alemenl lhal the ESJ Gentlie }'rojcel cannot pro<:eed 
without the ECa Substation is incorm::t and should nol be included in any ruture 
rn31erials 

Th" dCI:isl0ll10 "onSlnl"l the ESJ GCIl-tic is ind~pcnd cn1 of OilY dccisiolll0 tonstrucllhe 
ECO Substulion I'rojccl und vice-versa. Should the ECO substDlion nol be buill, liSJ 
U.S. would seek QlIOlher intcrcollllcction 1IOIul10n and per FERC requircmcnts, SDG&E 
would be obligated 10 provide iI. 

SDG&E has articulated reasons for proposing the ECO Substation that are independent of 
the ESJ Gen-lic Project and include fa.cilitllting inlcrt'OlUICclion of renewable generation 
in the area 1II1d improving o:liabilily of the existing ll'llnSIllission system in the region. 
Specifically, SDG&E hll$ Slated in lhe NOP Project Purpose tlUlithe ECO Substation 
project would elimin:lte the need (or multiple gtnenllor-owned or opcmted switching 
slQl ions. 1IC(:0mmodQte all of the region's planned gencralion based on the California 
Independent System Operotor', Gtncrotor Interconnection Queue (CISO Queue), 

S4owpRo c...11 ... lilt _ ~"SOG&f,lSoC-'G.. 1IIt ...... Senrpoo ~ Is "'" ._1Ir lilt CJI\IonIU _ ~ 
~ ..."",,,,, 00I_101llys-r. CIIotIII poOdom"' __ IO....... IO...... ......,.....-......dro ........ 
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fncililatc interconnection of renewable generalion sources in the Boulevard llrea and 
increase rcliubility orservice for Boulevard, Jacumba and surrounding communities. 
Indeed, the CA ISO Queue shows imcrconnl"Ction requests Q32 - 201MW and Ql 06A 
160MW, interconnecting to the Boulevard Substation. Consequently, even ifihc ESJ 
Gen·!;.: is n01 constructed, the ECa Substation would serve other inlcrconncclOrs and 
other pnrposes. Thus, SDG&E's decision to construcl1he ECD Substation does not 
hinge on 9 dedsion by ESJ to construct or not construct the ESJ Gcn-lie. 

2) 	 )' og<: 7. Section D.3, 4111 parnsrnph - The Tulc Wind Project as proposed by Ibcrdrola 
Rcnewablcs, Inc. is described as an "inlcTIl,!!atoo project" due \0 plans \0 tic in10 the 
Boulevard Substation rebuild component orthe ECO Substation Proj~'Ct. In contrast, as 
stated above, the ESJ Gen-Tie Project is identified 8!1 a "connected action"_ We do not 
bel ievl: that this diffcrentiation is appropriate. given that both projt:\:\S arc relying on 
SDG&E providing adequate interconnection facilities through the CAISO process and 
should be evaluated equally in the CEQA assessment for the RCO Substmion. We note 
that this din'crcntiatioll appears to have been eliminmed 5ince the NO!> was published. 
Materiuls ust'<l by the Commission m the recent public scoping meetings rcferred to both 
projects as connected 8ctions. 

ESJ U.S. looks forward to working with the California I'ublie Ut ilitics Commission on this 
project. Should you havc any questions do nol hesitate to contact Albert Abreu, Project Director 
3t 619- 696-2121 on overall projt'Ct issues or contact me regarding specific environmental issues 
01 619-696- 1824. 

Joan A. Heredia 
i'emlining Mannger 

Cc: 	 Project File 
Alberto Abreu 



Impacts to bird and bat populations 

ImpHetto suitable habital for the endangered Quino checkerspot buucrfly 

Fragmentation ofltabitat; 


WI!EREAS the U.S. Bureau orland Management appears to have violated the Endangered 
Species Act when it failed to conduct or require site-specific biological resource studies. and 
when it failed to fonnally consult with the U.S. Fish aoo Wildlife Service to t"1lSure that wind 
testing facilities will not jeopardize any listed species or Itarm designated critical habitat: 

WHEREAS the coml>.:!ny in"e>ligating instnlbtiutt of wind generating facilities, Pacific Wind 
Development LLC. appears to have violated ilS wind testing pennil at one of the McCain Valley 
si tes by failing to remove evidence ofvehide trncks to at least one testtowcr so as to discourage 
establishment of new vehicle trails through undisturbed habitat&:7 

WHEREAS the DcliCn Commincc of the San Diego Chaptet oftbe Siem! Club has unanimously 
elected to oppose wind cnergy generating and/or testing facilities at the BanntTGradc, Jacumba, 
and McCain Valley sites for the reasons specified alxwe and to take no positioa on the Shockey 
Truck Trail site; NOW THEREFORE IlE IT 

RESOLVED that the San Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club opposes location offuturc wind 
energy generating andfor t.:sling facililies at tile follo"'ing sites rOf tbe reasons listc.! above, 
consistent with the Siena Club's Wind Siting Advisory guidelines 800 the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management's Interim Wind Energy Development Policy guidelines: 

McCain Valley National Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management Arca 
Banner Grnde 
JIICUI1100 

RESOLVED that the San Diego Chapter of too SkTr"d Club takes no position on the Shockey 
Truek Trail wind testing site pending further analysis; 

RESOLVED that the San Diego Chapter Sierra Club Energy Commille<: representatives. in 
collaboration with the Conservation Commiucc. will seck to establish 8 wind energy advisory 
coalition in an elTort to idemi fy appropriate wind resource areas consistent with national Si~"TT!l 
Club policy and in coopcno.tion with scicntists, rcgubtors, wind developers. SEMPRA. and 
others; AND 

RESOLVED that Kclly Fuller be appointt'tl as the San Diego Chapter Siena Club's 
r • .'presentativc and $pOkc~pt.TSOn on the issue orpossiblc wind energy generating sites on SlJ\.1 
land at Banner G",dc, Jacumba. McCain Valkj'. and Shock...j' Truck Truil. 

'" 

, Xc: Exhibit C. U.S. Bureau of Un<! Manag<mrnt Ri"" ....r.way grantIT.,."porary U~ Ponnil: "All tnlCk. will be 
raked "'" .n... cons,,,,,,,i,,,, is """'pt.,e. " 
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