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Powers Engineering 


Fcbru:try 10,2010 

lI.h . Ian Fisher 
Califomia Public Utiliti es Commission 
c/o Dud~k 
605 '111ird Street 
Encinila~. CA 92024 

Subj~ct : EIWt: IS &-opin j! COlnm~nls (0" SI>G& Jo: ECO Substation Projcl'l 

Dr. Mr. Fisher: 

111~ purpos~ oflhi s lellcT is 10 r~'lucsl 1ha1 lh~ solar ph010\'011I1i<, (PV) g<'nemlion nllemalil'': be 
"VallLa("d in delail in Ihe California Public Ut ilities CommissionIBur¢au of [~'ll1d Management 
(CPUCffiLM) EIR/E IS IlL'll will be prcpal\!d lor San Diego Gas & Electric'S (SDG& F.) FCQ 
Substation project. SDG&E asscns 1h311h" ECO s ubstation is needed \0 1) interconnect 
n.::ncwablc generation in southCa8lCm San Diego Coumy WId 2) 10 irnprow the r.::liability oflhc 
cxi~ling transmission system in the Mountain Empire region or San Diego Count y. '[11e reasons 
why di stributed sol:u PV g~l1emtion in Sal) Diego is an economically and environmentally 
superior alternalh'e to the proposed 5270 million ECO substl1ion and connected actions. the 
Energia Sic"" Juar~J. G~nerator·Ti c Line Project (ESJ ]'roject) and Tule Wind J>roj ~1. are 
documented in thi s letter. The intent of thi s documentation is to provide a framework for the 
so lar PV alternative analysis in the EIR/EIS. 

I. 	 Qualificatiuns 

J am a register~>d professional mechanical cngin~er in California ",ith owr 2~ years of experience 
in the energy and environmental fields. I haw pennined fi ve SO i\IW peaking turbine 
installations in Califomia. as well as numerous gas turbine. microlUrbine. and enginc 
cog<;ncration plants around the state. J organi7.~'{[ confcrcnc~s on p;.>n11illing gas turbinll power 
plants (2001) and dry cooling S)1items fOT power plant~ (2002) as chair ofth" San Diego Chaptl'T 
of the Ai r & Waste Mrulagemcllt Association. I am the aulhor of the October 2007 strategic 
energy plan for the San Diego region titled "San Dicgo Sman Energy 2020:' -111e plan uses the 
state 's Energy Action Plan as the framcwork for accelerated introduction of local rencwable and 
cogen~'TI1tion distributed resources 10 rcduce gr.:enhouse gas emissions from power generation in 
the S;Ul Diego region by 50 p;:rce1l1 by 2020. ( am the author of sevcrdl 2009 anicll'S in Naturdl 
Gas & Electri city Journal on liSe of larg¢·scak di stributed so lar photov<)ltaics (I'V) in urban 
ar"as as 3 eO$t~elTc~ti\'~ substitute for new gas turbine peaking capacity. 

11 	 Rooflop PV ls at the Top of the Califurnia Energy Act ion Plan 
Loadi ng Order and Must Be Eva luated as a Project Allernative 

'11C California Encrgy Commiss ion (CEC) and thc CPUC dc\'clop"d the "En~'Tgy Action Plan" 
in 2003 to guide strutegic cncr~' decisionmaking in Califomia. '11C Energy Aelion Plan 
cSlablishcs the energy resource " loading order:' or priority list that d~fincs bow Califomia·s 



<'nergy needs are 10 be m<'1. Energv Action Plan I was published in ~Iay 2003.1 Energy }\clion 
Plan I describ.:s the loading order in lhe following malUl~r (p. 4): 

111~ Action Plan cnvisi on~ a "Ioading order" of cncrgy r~soun;es that will guide 

dec ision ~ made by the agencies joinlly and s ingly. Fil1!l. the ag~n ci es want to 

opt imi 7.C all strategies for i nCTea.,ing oonscrvation and cnug)" eflieienc)" to minimiz~ 


increases in dCClrieily and natural gas dem:Uld. Second, recognizing thm new 

generation is both nec~'Ssar)" and desirable. the agencies would like to sec lhese 

ne~-ds met fi l1!t by renewable Cllergy resources and di slributed generation. ·l1,ird. 

becau$e th~ prcfcrr~-d r~ sources r"'lni", both sunieient in vcstm~~lt and adl'(jnatc 

time to "gd to $"alc:· th.., agcncies also will s upport additional ckan. lbs..~il fuel. 

eentral.station g","cration. Simultaneousl y. the agencies intend to improve th.., bnlk 

ek elricity lransmission grid and di slribution f..1eilit y infraslmeture 10 suppon growing 

demand cemcrs and the inK'TCOIUleClion of new generation. 


Energy Action PI:Ul I. Under ''Optimize Energy Consen'alion and Resonrce Emcienc)"." states 
(p. 5): 

Incorporate distributed gencralion or renewabk technologies imo energy elTiciel1cy slandards 
for new building eOnSlnlClion. 

Energy }\ ction Plan I identifies roo ftop PV as a de facto ,,"ergy elncieney measure with thi s 
Slalemen\. Energy Action Plan I al so Slat.:o;. under " Promote Cnstomer and Utilily-Owned 
Di stribut~d Generation:' (p. 7): 

Dislributed generation is an impona111 local resource lhm can enl13nce reliabililY and pro vide 
high quality power. wilhout compromising cnvironmel11al quality. 'Ille state is promoting and 
encouraging cI~an and rcn~wabl" eustom~.,. and Ulilil)' owned di stributed gcncrntion a~ a key 
component ofi \.'l energy s~"$tem . Clean di stributed generation should enhance the S1 at~'s 
en\'iromll(~ltai goals. 111is det~nnined and aggr(-.;s il'C commitnwntto eHicien\. clean and 
renewable energy reso urces will provide vision and leadership to others sccking to enlmnee 
en)'ironmental 'l1~1IiIY and moderale energy sector impacts on climate change. Such 
reso urces, by lheir characteri sti cs, are virtually gl~1rameed 10 sen'" California load. With 
proper indllC",""nts distributed generntion wi 11 become economic. 

• 	 Promote d ean. small gcncrJlion r.:sour.:cs localed ~I load centers. 
• 	 Detcnnine syslcm benefits of di stribuled g~~1Crntion and rdated costs. 
• 	 Develop st:Uldarru, so that renewable di stribUl<il generation may panicipate in th" 


Renewahlc Pon fo lio Stalldard program. 


Energy Action Plan I prioritizes rool\op PV as the preferable renewable rcsouree. bill indieatcs 
obliquely lhal il is costl y and that in all y case dislributed PV is 110t eligible to paniciplllC il11he 
Renewable Ponfolio Stalldard (RPS) program. n''''rclor~ i"'·..,stor_owned otilities ha)'e no 
incentive to develop di stributed I' V resources. Since Energ)' Actio" Plan I was appro ved ill 2003. 
I'V cost has <iToPP(-d dramaticall y. Commercial di~tribul ed PV is halfth.., cost il was in 2003 :Uld 

I Erl..-l\.)' Action Plan I httc 'h'www fI)(!]," ca gIW/ rncfll)' i£llM pIMI2Q(l 3..(l~,QS ACTION P!.AN PDF 
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costs continue to drop. Residemial PV is following quickly b~hind. Distribut~d PV is also now 
eligible for the RPS program.' 

Energy Action PI<U1 II was adoptcd in September 2005.J 11,,, pUf1>OSe of Energy Action Plan II is 
staled as (p. I): "EAP]( is intended to look fom'anlto the actions needed in Califomia owr the 
ne.~t few years, and to refine and ~trcngthen the foundation pr~paf\.-d by EAP I." Energy Act ion 
Plan II reafiinns the loading onler stating (p. 2): 

EAP II continues the strong snppon for the loading order - endorsed by Govemor 
Schwar.teneggcr - that descriJx,~ the priority SC'l"enc~ for actions to addrcs~ increa:;ing 
energy needs. 111C loading order identifies energy ~fliciCflcy and demand r~spon~~ as Ihe 
Stale's prd'elTCd m~anS ofmeding gmwing energy needs. Aller rosl~cff"ctivc eflieicncy 
and demand response, we rely on renewable sources ofpower and distributed gen~"TatiOll. 

such as combined heat and power applications. To the e).1cnt elTicieney, demand 
response. rcnewable resources, and di stributed generation arc unable to satisfy incrcasing 
energy and capacity nreds, we SIlPpon dean and eflicient fossil,lir;:d generalion. 

11,e eEe's D~'Ccmbcr 2009 Inlcgrat~d Energy Policy Rcpon (IEPR) underscores Ihe integration 
ofbuilding PV as a critical component of"nct zero"' ~'nergy lISe targets for new n.""Sidential and 
commercial eonst11lClion. under th..: heading "Energy Emciency and th..: Environment,"' 
explaining:' 

With Ih~ focus on r~ducing GHG emissions in the dectricily sector. ~n .....gy ellicicncy takes 
c~nter stag~ as 3 7.~ro emissions strategy. 011~ of the primary strntegi~s to reduce GHG 
emissions through energy cfTkiency is the concept ofzero net energy buildings. In the 2007 
IEI'R, the Energy COlnmissioo recommended increasing the elTicicncy standards for 
buildings so that. when combined with on-sit~ generation. newly constructed buildings could 
he 7.CrO net energy by 2020 fOT ",siden~'es and hy 2030 fOT commercial buildings. 

A zcro net encrgy building merges highly encrgy emdenl building eonstmetion and st:d¢-of_ 
the-an applianccs and lighting systems to reduce a building's load and peak requirel11cms and 
includes on-site renewable energy such as solar I'V to mee\ remaining energy needs. The 
result is a grid-connected building that draws energy from, and feeds SUrphl~ energy to. the 
grid. Thc goal is for the building 10 usc llet 7.cro encrgy ol'er Ihe YCllJ .·· 

11,e EIRIEIS must identify rooftop/dislributed PV as the prcfeTT~-d renewable energy resource for 
I11ret ing California's RPS targets . 

' CPUC I . 

, 
• 
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A. 	 Distributed PV Is a More Cost-Efficient Renewable Energy Resource than East 
County Wind 

Figure 1 shmvs the current cost range for each of the major renewable, fossil, and nuclear 
generation teclmologies. No carbon tax is assumed in the cost-of-energy (COE) ranges shmvn for 
new coal and natural gas fired power plants. 

Fi ure 1. 2009 Cost-of-Ener COE com arison - ower eneration technolo es 
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~ 
r wind 
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nucleari 
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00" 

natural gas 

000 	 0.05 0. 10 0.15 0.20 

Cost Of Energy (CDE). in dollars per kilowatt-In ($!kWh) 

a. COE fIT new natural gas, new coa , and new nuclea: MoodY's Corporafe Finance, New Nuciear Genera fing Gapady Poienfial 
Cred# lrT¥J licafions for US InveEior-ONned U ililie s , May 2008, Toole 9, p 15 
b. COEfIT renewable energy gene..- ct ion except thin-l ilm solar PV RET! Phase IA Final Report , AUgJ st 20m , Talj e 1-1 , p 1-8 
c. COEfIT th in-film sol a: PV RET! Phase 1B Final Report, Jm ua:y 2009, p 6-24 

The COE from state-of-the-art distributed PV is incrementally higher than 'Nind power as shmvn 
in Table 1. However, when the transmission cost associated 'Nith East County wind power is 
taken into account, the COE of distributed PV is compamble to wind. The solar resource is very 
productive during the summertime on-peak demand period when the price of power is much 
higher than at other times ofthe year. In contrast, little 'Nind power is pnxluced during the 
summertime on-peak demand period. As a result, the value of distributed PV energy, in terms of 
net benefits to the utility and ratepayers, is in the range of 40 percent greater than the net benefit 
of remote wind power. 

The availability of'Nind resources during summer on-peak conditions is being used by some 
utilities and peaking gas turbine developers as justification to build a new generation of natural 
gas-fired peaking gas turbines for the explicit purpose of "backing-up" relatively unavailable 
wind power in the summertime. See the Gas Turbine World SUIllIilll1J ofthe Desert Hot Springs 
800 MW peaking gas turbine plant for example of this phenomenon. 

5 Gas Turbine World, September 2009, p. 9. 
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T;lbl(' I. COE & " , ';lIu(' of (lower" com (I;u;son : disllibulcd I'V. 1't'1II01(' sol;1 r Ihemml. 

i ri 
remote so lar thermal and 
remote wind adjusted for 
I . I 

; 
than wind, 50% bener delivery value as DG PV, bt.t lower 

revenue-IO.cost than solar DGPV, w.5O% average revenue due 
""~I higher net costs to high propOrtion 01 

off·peak time-oi-
I 

40 years 

11,C efleet of the $46fldWh tr~nsrn;ssion penalty on r~rnotc wind and ~olar gen~rution rdat;ve to 
distributed rv is shown in Figur~ 2, The wind power l1~t COE becomC'll 3ppro,~iI1Jate1y c'lu:llto 
the distributed PV COE, while the COE for solar thenna] rises 10 a ICl'eI appro,~ imaldy SO 
p.::n;c11l higher 011 al'erage Ih:U1lhc COE for distribulcd P\'. 

, 




I'i ure 2. Eff~fl oflr.msllI il'Sion lmll\' on nel COt: for rt' llI ote wind and solar 
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It Oislributed I'V Allernal iH Is Feas ible and Ha~ No Em'ironm entallmpacl~ 

SDG&E slaled in its August 2006 appliCMion to Ihe CPUC 10 build the 1,000 },..f\V Sunrise 
Powerl ink lrnn::;mi$~ion line Lhal the line would be USl'd to Inlllsmil "up 10 900 MW" of dish 
Stirling solar IXlwcr located in Imperial County 10 San Diego 6 Dish Stirhng technology was 
identified as non-commercial by SIX1&E o~' onc month before SIX1&E s igned contracts with 
the del'eloper for up to 900 MW of eap~city. .. The contmct ~igned by S/Xi&E requires thal)OO 
MW of dmh Stirling capacity he: online by 2010.9 The technology ~~ nllW at a pilot ~tagc . Tbe 

10technology owner, Tcssarn , inaugurated a 1.5 MW pilot plant in Arizona in January 2010. 

Pilot plRnI~ typically must ope",te for H few YOIr« before 1;C81e_up 10 full ~ommerciHI siz" is 
WarTIlnlw. or attempled. The mandatory online dates in the conlmelS signed in 2005 by SDG&E 
with the TC$ara predecessor company can not be met.. and 900 MW of solar capacity touted by 
S/Xi&E for San Diego will nOl occur . 

• CPlJC Awl;":J1ion No. 05-1"2-1) 14. S""rlu P"..·,r/ink. Trn,"~,/..i<m Proju/ PUI"JI'>" a",1 N ..J - VOW""" 2. 

Aug"'" 4. 2(l06. p. 1·19. 

, PoWlli<llJor R""""hl, /i..,'V' In IN S"" Di'80 R'/{Ii>n. San Diego R"gi",tal R""ew:lbl. !;ntrg)' S""ly GIU 'l" 

AII)!'L\! 200~. Tom Il,ale k "rSOak !; ;;. ,",",II~1tor "rTI.. ",Iar ''''''lY ..ct;""~ " f Th;~ "'IX}!\. ~! 


l"'p·II.........· ...,,",,"ll!>l'AA.Mt./d<>«<N.' oblAMtndM1.pdf. p. Z. ~Clltr.n' (parabolic di,h) ~.en'" )"".. "'" 

d<nlOl~nJ.ed lht ltv.l or ,..liability c",lBldefN ""CUIa!)' ror c"",,merciaJ ry$l.m.~ 
• Slitl~ EI\C~y Syrr<!Il! pre .. rok••. SI;r/;"8 E",'1J' S,,1<"4 S18'" Su¢nJ LnrF{' S.xar /)(<>1/11 Cal!/omi" 
Solar ilumilmi"" To ProJlK~ J()()..9(J() ~"lp"alu, Sel~.mbt-r 7, 200$. 

, CPlJC Aj>pI;":J1ian No. 05·!2-O 14. SIIIIrl., P"..·,r/ink. Trn"'lttl"i<m ProJUI PUI"JI'>" a",l/"o'..J _ Vown'" 2. 

A''S'''' 4 , :lOO6. p. 1·19. 

" lustra Solar preu feleau-. T,urr" Solur <lmlSIMi'lI( EII<W S,.."",,, Um',iI WorlJ's f"'hl COII,,,,,,,,i,,1 - 5<:.,) • 


•\·unC(JJ~h'r Pialli. Marit::Qpa Sow. "I!h UIlIi!y Parrn"S"it Rio.. , Proj'<l. J"",~"U)' 22. 20 10. "Marico!" Sol", is 
rom]ln,.., "r60 SunCOj.h.t diol, .. "ro;! will 1"",;<1. l oS ""19' ''''''1$ orren."'....,. CTlCTgY!~ SRP .,,,,I<Hl'eT$ in 
Ore:J1er Pb""Tri ' . Am...." .. ~ 
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AI a minimum, the dish Slirling eOnlrJC1S show SDG&E is willing to pursne large-scale solar 
d~ployments. SDG&E has proposed a small dislribmed solar I'V projecL in Ihe range of 50 ]l.nV, 
one·tCTllh Ihc size of ti1c SCE and PG& E di stributed PV projects. Howewr, there is 110 Icehnical 
or economic reason thai SIX;&E ~m' 1I0t build dislributed PV al Ih" smlle scale as SCE and 
PG&E, It is insl",,,livc 10 r~l'i~w highlights of the SeE distributed PV applicalion, as il shed.~ 
lighl on how slraiglMorward the utilily perceives Ihe addit ion of polcnti'lily I,(){)(); of M W of 
rooftop solar 10 be, 

SCE expressed confidence in it s March 2008 applieationthat il can absorb 1.000s ofM\\' of 
distribmed PV withom addilional distribmion substation infrastnlctnre. Slating "SeE's Solar PV 
Program is targ~lcd at th" vasl untapped rCSOUf\:e of comm~rcial and industrial rooflop $pac~ in 
SC~:'s service k"';tOT),,,lI and "SeE has identitied numerous pot~ntial (rooftop) leasing partners 
whose portfolios oontain sev .....altimes Ihe amount ofroofspa"e needed for "ven the 500 MW 

,.1' program, 

seE Slated it has thc abilily 10 balancc loads at the distribmion subSla1ion Icvel to avoid having 
to add additional distribution infrastruclure to handle thi s large influx of distributed l'V poweLl) 
seE explains: 

SCE can coordinate the Solar I'V Progmm wilh customer demand shifting using existing 
SCE demand reduction programs on th" Same circuit This will create mon: fully ulili~cd 
dislnbution cin:uitl1$sels, With()Ut such coordination, much more distribution cquipment may 
be needed 10 innease solar I'V deployment. SCE is uniquely situated to combine solar I' V 
Program generJIion. cnstomer demand progrJms, and advanced distribmion circuit dC'!'ign 
and operal ion into one unified system. 'l1,is is more cost-enc':livc Ihan sep.1rate and 
nncoordinal~d deplovmem of each clement on separate circuits, J. 

As SeE states. '·B,,..,ause Ihese installation~ wi 11 interconnect at the di stribution le"el. they Can be 
brought on line rdatiwl)' quickly wilhout the ne~d to plan. pcnni\. alld COllstruet Ihe 
lransmission lines,,,15 'l1,is S1alem",nt was r"'peakd and cxpand~d in th~ CPUC's June 18.2009 
press rclease regarding its approl'al of the 500 ~IW SCE urban I' V project:' 6 

Added Commissioner 101m A I3oI11L author oflhe decision. '111is decision is a major SICP 
forward in diwrsifying Ih.:: mix of renewable resonrees in California and spurring Ihe 
development of a new market niche for large sca le rooftop solar applicalions, Unlike other 
gencration r~sour~es. th~-sc projects can get built quickly and without the need for expensive 
new transmission lines. And since they arc built on existing SIOlcturcs, tlwse projccts arc 
e,~tremely henigH frum an <!1l\'ironmcntal standpoint. wilh neilher land use. \\'ater. or air 
entission impacts, By amhorizing bolh milily·o\\"",d and private development of Ihese 
projeCls we hopc 10 gel the best from both types ofownership slmclUrcs, prom01ing 
competition as well as fosK'Ting Ih", rJpid dcwlopm<!1't of this nascent mark.:\." 

Rooftop PV armys are exempl from CEQA and NEI'A. 'l1,is is a major reason why rooftop I'V 
can be deployed rapidly, 

]] $CHApph""~0<1 A OS-C,l-(1l5, SoIQr PholO""ll~ic (P") Prog""" !lppli,'Qh'(Jn, I"'arch 27, 2008. p, 6. 

" $CHApph""~0<1 A OS-C,l-(1l5, Sol~r PholO''QIJ~ic (PI? PrOS""" T~</unQI1J', M..-ch 27. 2008, p, 44, 

u $CHApph""~0<1 A OS-C,l-(1l5, Sol~r PholO""II~IC (PI? Prog""" !lppiicoh'(Jn, """rch 27, 2008, pp. 8·~ 

" Jb,d, p. ~, 


" Jb,d, p. IS. 

"CPLIC PTo$S Rdusc - I)ocl;ol A,OS.(l3-01S, CPUC , /ppM'U £di1an :;alurRoojProgrom, June 18, 2009 
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C. 	 Rennt Dr;umllk Rcdnf tion in Cost of Distributf d I'V Is Gam... e lmn!!... r 

'nle August 2008 Renewable En~'TSY Transmission Iniliati\'e (RETI) Phase IA rcpon slatcs Ihat 
distributed PV at a then current state,of~th e~an installed capital cost ofSJ.70lwall0< Call provide 
two< thirds of what California neoos go ing forward to reach 33 percent renewahle energy by 
2020: 

'111e results of Ihis sensi tivity nlll are dramatic. ~ I ore imponant Iy. the cost·compeliti\'<! in
statc (distribUioo PY resources) increasc by more than 20 times to aboUl45.000 GWhl)T. 
111i5 figure is o\"cr two< thirds of the net short requirement (then assumed to be -65.000 
GWh/yr] , The large majority of these (distributed) re""$ource'S are 20 MW solar PV projccts 
assumed to connect to the distrihution system. 

RETI explained Ihe genesis ofIhe $3.70Iwall"" thin-film PV capilal eOSI as:11 

An "alt~rnate scenario·· was proposed in the repQrt (Section 3.8) to test lowcr future sobr 
costs. Bfack & Vcat~h will mn thi s scenario for thin film photo\'oltaic systems with a capitaf 
cost of 52,700/kW.., to SJ5001kW.." 111is is based on module costs of$1.5001 kW", to 
SI.7001 kW", and "balance of system·' costs of SI.2001 kW.., to 5 1 ,8001 kW",. 'Ihese module 
COSIS are based on Firsl Solar·s 2010 targcI produclion cost of$O.90Iwall,x. l3.11:lIlce of 
system includes inverters, installation, mounting syslcms and site COS1S:' 

First Solar state""$ its a\"erag~ panel production cost in the third quarter of 2009 was $O.85/W3tl&;, 
somcwhat less then the SO.90Iwau,x pric~ basis 1I!;ed by Black & Veatch to establi sh a S2.7001 
kW", 10 S3.5001 kW", price range for thin-film PY inlhe RET! process. 'l1lcreforc use of a 
S3. 70/wall", capital cost is conSCT"\'al;-'C for Ihin-film PV in 2009. lhis I'V capital cost is 
expecled to continuc dropping in 2010 and subsequent years. 

Sempra Energy, SDG&E's parent company, adwrtiscs that its 10 MW thin -lihn PV installation 
in Boulder Cit)', Nevada produces the lowest cost solar power in the world. II The output from 
Ihis planl is being so ld under long·tcnn PI'A 10 PG&E. SemprJ announecd on April 15, 2009 
Ihat il will add an additional 48 MW ofP\' allhe same sile by 2010.'9 

D. 	 Th{'1"l" I~ 2,600 MW of l)islribulcd C.,nlll1erri"I. s.,,, lc I'V 1'.,l cnti,,[ in San I)i<'go 
Counly 

Black & Vealch is Ihe engineering eontrJc\or preparing Ihe RETI reports. Energy & 
Ell\'ironmental Economics. Inc. (£3) is Ihe engineering conlraClor Ihal prep.1red Ihe JUIIC 2009 
CPUC preliminary analysis of the cost 10 rcach 33 peTCeni renewable cnergy by 2020. '[hese I\\"O 
timlS 110W lead the CPUC·s renewable distributed generation CRe-DEC') working group 
proc~ss. Th~ prcs~ntation ofE3 and Black & Veatth at the ~cem~r 9. 2009 initial meeting of 
the Re~DEC Working Group included an estimate of o""r 2.600 1\ IW.., of ground-mounted and 

"REn. PhM~ /A Filla/Report, Augu.l 2008. Appendix B, p. 5_5. 

,. S''''pro Solar En"IX}' Projlc/ Uak.1s A,do.'allCes in Casts. Los Angles T,mes, Jonual)' 5. 21))9. 

,. Sempra Ene!J!Y press rolease. S''''pro Om.ration ProPOs-lS N .... 48.Jlega..·atl Solar EtI<lrgy Plan, • PIa,u>ld 

Proj«1 Would n,(()me ,h. l,arg"S! OJHmlional Pho!a,..,lla"c Solar Inslol/ation ill Norlh Amm'ca, April 15. 2009. 
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commercial rooftop PV in SOO&E ser\'icc tCrritOTY,~ No cstima1e ofcommercial parking lot PV 
potential is included in the Rc-DEC distributed PV estimate for SOO&E service ICrritory. 
Available estimates indicalc thc commercial parking lot I'V potential should be greater than thc 
commercial rooftop potcntial orappro.~imately 1.800 MW. 

E. WOl·ld .... ide PV Pmwl l\ i;!IIuf.\etu.ring Ca p,H'ily Is Ln~e ,!lid Und ~ rutili/.cd 

Mon: than ~.OOO MW of I'V WIl8 installed worldwide in 2008.!1 Worldwide thin-film PV 
prodlK1ion capacilY rcached 3,600 ~ IW pC!" year in 2008. l1lin-lilrn PV manufacturing capacity 
i~ projected to reach 7.400 1l'lW pcr year in 2010. Firnt Solar alone manuf:~cturcd and shipped 
more Ihan 1.000 ,\]W of thin_111m panels in 2009.l1 

Worldwide cOl1wntional polycTystalline silicon PV production capacit}, reachcd 13.300 
mcgawans a year in 2008.1' It is projecled to rcach 20.000 mcgawans a year in 2010. 111c 2010 
projections were made just as the "conom1c slump ocgan in lat~ 2008. It is likely there will be 
some scale-back oulhe 2010 capa~ily atiditious due to the state ol"lhe world ~-.:onom y. 
No"etheles~. there is a trcmeudnus amnWl! ofavailable worldwide PV manufacturing capacily. 

PV panel manufaclUring cap.~city has greallv expanded worldwide in the last 2 to 3 years. 111c 
current cstima1ed owrsupply of PV pand manufaelUring capacity for 2010 is 8.000 MW.l< As a 
rcsult of thi s ol"ersupply, the cost of conventional polycrystallinc PV PlUlcis has dropped 
precipitously and is approaching the co~t ofthin~li1m PV pancl~. 11,C Wall S!rIWI Journal 
r~cently rcport~d that CQnl"cntionalsolar panel pric~s "-we fallen by S2 a wall since 2008. due to 
too much so lar manufacturing capacity ch:tSing 100 few solar proj~cts.H 

Califomia added I~8 MW of dislributcd PV in 2008. California is a rdaliwly minor play~-r on 
the world PV stage. Sp.~in added approximately 2.500 MW of primarily distributed ground
mounted PV r~sources in 2008.l6 Spain has a smaller economy than CalifOT11ia. Gern13ny. 
approximately Ihe same si7.c as California and with considerably lower solar intensity, added 
approximately 1.500 MW of di stribuled PV rcsources in 2008 and will add al leas! 2.000 MW in 
2009.11 

lD The Dec. 9. xro R~_DEC presentation arhil",,.,ly e.umaled (p. JJ) lhat only one· iI1,rd of InveJ1lOried commerci.1 
roof "P""e woutd be avaitable for PV d<ptoyment When the comnl.rci.Jroof capacily (p. 34) is adjuslod from one· 
third poI""liaJ (59l! MW) '0 futl poIenuat (l.794 J\i\V), the 10I8t SIXl& E poICn,iaJlnac,sc$ 10 2.601 MW The 
1,794 MW adjusted commercIal rooflop pV ..,imal. In ,he R....DEC prc"'ntau"" '" coosISl",,1 with lhe Augll$l 2005 
S!Xl&E commer"..) loollOf' pV OOma", of 
" SchreIber, D. _ EuPD R ....... ch. PI' Thin-film MarUls. }./'lIIuf~cmrers. Margins. prcscnlalion al I~ Thin·Film 
Summi" San Franc"""" Dcoembcr 1_2. 200&. 
" First Solar p"= retease, Firsl Solar 8~CQR'''s Finl 1'1' Company 10Pro.n.,," lOW JJJ " Single rear. D«tml>tt 
15.2:009 
lJ Sdl/C,ba. D . • EuPD R=",ch, PI' Thinjilm MQrlt~ls. Manufac,,"'1n. Margms, prc$erItoliOJ! al J~ Thin·Film 

Summit, San !'rarn:;""o. Dc«mber l·J. 2008. 

,.. a. Murphy - Fukrum T e<:hmlogi<$, Inc.. Th.I'O"·fr andI'olml/al a/Cur, (tilm·film) PI', prCSC1lled al 2"" Th",· 

h Im S\lmm,!. San I'T11O<lsco. December 1·2. 2009 

" lVall SUc(1 .IournaL Darlter n'mol$for So/rJr·Po,,-er l"dlu/F)'. M.Y 11. 2009 

,. PV Tcd>. 1I"0rl';"-;<1< plwto."(J/IQi(S ;".Ialla/;ons S"'w 11VY. ;n XXJ8. says SoIarou::. "tarrh 16. 2009. 

n PV Tcd>. G.""an mQrlt~/ baam'n.g: 1"''1I1.r ""d"""',/e $lipplif$ nlnninS 0,,1 all'h.xnb:: Solar. No,,<mba 15, 
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F. 	 SDG&E O m R('lldily Iknlop Ih" 2.600+ j\ IW of Comm" rciall) islribul"d PV 
I'ofelliia l in ifS St- I'\' ic" Te rlilo l~' wilh Minimal Inlel'COIUle('lioll Cosl 

l1,e CI'UC has alsu caicuial"d, fur Ih" enli"" ;nYenlol)' uf appro:>:in,,'lely L700 e:.:iSling inYestor. 
uwned ulility (IOU) SUbslalions, Ihe amounl of dislribuled I'V Ihal could be accommodal~-d wilh 
minimal inlerconnection coSI bas~d on Ihe fulluwing reasuning:,8 

Rule 21 specifics maximwlI gencrulOr size rdali\'e 10 Ihc peak load on Ihc load al the point of 
inlerconncction m 15· ~. So. for example. if a generalor is inlerconnected on the low side of a 
dislribulion Subslalion b.,nk wilh a peak load uf20 MW, Ihe ma.~imum Rule 21 
inlerconneclion crilt'ria would allow a) It. IW s)'SI~m (3 It.IW - I~% · 20 \I.IW). 

I lowe\'er, the I~% erikrion. whieh is eslablished for all generalon; r.:gardless oflype. was 
adjusled 10 )0% for the purposes of delCnnining Ihe technical poternial of PV. The 15% limil 
is ~'Slablishcd al a Iewl where il is unlikely Ihe genermOl" would have a gremer oulpullhan 
Ihe load allhe line segment. ev~" in Ihe lowesl load hoUl'l! in Ihe olT·peak ho",,, and Se$Ol1S 
(s uch as the middle uf Ihe nighl and inlhe spring), Since Ihe peak oulpul fur pholovoltaics is 
during the middk orlhe day. PV is unlikely Iu ha\'~ any OUlpul whell loads ar~ low~sl. 
·I1,cn:forc. a )0% crilerion was used for IcciUlical interconnection potcntial cSlimmes. '111e 
discussion was held wilh utility di slribmion engineers. howevcr. we did nol considcr fonllal 
cIIgineering studies or Rulc 21 commil1ee del ibcrJI iOll sinec the purpose ofIhe analysis was 
only 10 dcrmc polcnlial. 

111e CI'UC assumcs Ihal larger PV arr.lySwill be connected direi:lly 10 Ihc subslaliun low_side 
( 12 kV) load b3nk. SOG&E estimalcd Ihallhe cost of a 10 MW feeder is $0.6 million p~T mi1c. 29 

111C cost ofa ) -milc long dedicatcd fecder from multiple rooftop PV arrJ}'S with a combined 
capaeily of 10 MW 10 Ihe low-sidc bus oflhc subslation would ~ less than 52 million based on 
SOO&F. 's CO~I ;:stimal~, 

l1,c currenl capital cosl for SlalL,-of·lhc_art cunnllercial rooftop I'V is approSim31c1)' 
$3,700IkWI<' -1l1e gross capilal cosioI' 10 MW of rooftop PV al cum:m prices would be 
SJ,700IkW x ( 1.000 kW/ lt. IW) S 10 MW - 5)7 million. 111e COSI to construct a dedicmed fc.!der 
10 imcrconllccl 10 MW of rooftop I'V would be approximatdy 5 percem oflhe gross proj~'CI 
Capilal cust. l1,i$ is a r~1ali I'cly millur COSI and rl"Pre$ellts nu linaneial impedimcnl 10 dC\'c!opillg 
urban rooftop PV resonrc.::s. 

An upgrade 31 the subslalion would be necessary 10 accommodate Ihe higher powcrflo\\lS in cases 
"'hero distribmed I'V, eonccmT"Jted on cluslers of large rooftops. could provide up 10 100 percent 
of a single substatioll 's peak I(md. }\ Iypical 12 kV/69 kV subslation can be upgraded 10 allow 
Iwo·wa~· powertlows for up 10 100 It.1W or inlcrc0l1n~L1Cd dislribulcd I' V, S[Xi& E ~sli",alcs Ih" 

• CPliC Rul.."ak~ R 08-08-009 - Califooua RI'S f'rosn!m. A<im inisl",!ive Law Judge', RuhJ>tl on Add,!i"",1 
Com'" lSOi"" C.""id<;I1It,on ofa F. ed-In Tanff, A I"uhm~nlA . £....'K). J)iI'i$f.,., FIT StuffProposu/, M.~"'h 27. 2009. 
g; 1S 

Apphcation No. 06-08-010. Maucr of 1M Apphcotion of San o,<goOas S: Elot tric CIXll J"'nY(U-902-E) for a 
CertificatoofPublie Convcnk'occ and No=~\' for tho Sunriso Powcrhnk Tl"IIn$IT1 issJ(I] I'roj«:t. Chopl... j : 

P"'pDw J Rtbullu/ Tosllmony ofSDG&1:: jn R~"1'O'Uf 10 Phast } TUll"'''''), ifPow"" £ng"'~tri"g, Moreh 28. 
2008, p. 5.20. 
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COSI 10 build a ncw 12 k V 169 k V subslalion is $2S million.10 'nle upgradcs nccessary to allow 
problem-free Iwo-way powcrflow across an cxisting substation should COSI considerably less 
Ihan a new substalion. Ilowever. ~venthe COSI of a new substation. al $25 million. is less than 10 
pl....c~nt of the gross eapilal CQsI of 100 1\ IW of slate_ot~ lhe_art PV al 2009 prices. The subslalion 
upgrade COSI would be r~lalivel y minor CQmpared 10 Ihe gross eapilal eosl of 100 /I"lW ofPV 
arrays. and would nOI presenl a subslanlive linaneial hurdle 10 developing a 100 1\1W dislribuled 
PV resource concentratcd in an arca sCTvcd by a single existing subslalion. 

(;. 	 C EC lilts A lready Ilrtennined l)i~tributL-d I'V Can Compete CO$I_EfTectin'ly with 
Other Foml~ ..,fGe"cnlti,," 

11,e CEC denied an applicalion for a 1 ()O..megawall nalural -gas_fired gas lurbine power pl:ml. Ihe 
Chula Visla Enc"1"gy Upgrade Projeci (CVEUP). in June 2009 in part because rooftop solar PV 
could pOlentially achieve Ihe same objecliws for comparable COSI.11 

11lis June 2009 CEC decision implies Ihal any fulure appliealions for gas_fired generalion in 
Califomia. or any Olher Iype of gena31ion including remOle ulilil y_seale renewable energy 
generalion like ISEGS Ihal require public land and neW Iransmission 10 reach dL~nand cenler.:;. 
should be measurcd againsl using urban PV 10 meCithe pOWCT need. '111 e CEC's final decision in 
Ihe CVEUP case sla1ed:lI 

PbOlovollaie alTays mounled On e);isling flal warebouse roofs or on lop of vehicle shelter.:; 
in parking lOiS do nOI CQnsume any acreage. 111c warehouses and parking lOIS eonlinue 10 
perfoml those functions wilh Ihe PV in place. (E); . 616, p. 11.)....Mr. Powers (e);pcn for 
inteT\'enor) provided detailed analysis of the COSIS of such PV, concluding Ihat there was 
lillle or no dill"crcnce belwecn Ihe COSI of encrgy provided by a project such as Ihe 
CVEUP (gas lurbine peaking planl) compared wilb Ihe COSI of energy provided by P\'. 
(Ex. 616. pp. 13 - 14.) ... .P\' docs provide power al a lime when dem,md is likely 10 be 
higb- <m hoI. sunn y (bys. Mr. Powers acknowledged on eross+e);3minalion Ihallhe so lar 
peak docs nOi match the demand peak. bUI teslified that slorage lechnologies exisl which 
could be used 10 m:U13gc Ihis. 'Ihe essential points in 1I.1r. Powers- teslimony aboulthe 
COSIS and practicality of PV were IUlc011trovened. 

11,e CEC concluded in Ihe CVEUP final d~'Cision Ihal PV solar alTays on r001\0p" :Uld over 
parking lOIS may be a viable altemalil.c 10 Ihe gas lurbine projeel proposed in Ihal Cllse. and Ibal 
iflhe gas turbine projcct proponent opted 10 file a new applicalion a much more delailed analysis 
of lhe PV alternative would be required. This conclusion is even more applicable 10 wind 
turbinc'S Ihal1 gas turbines, as wind turbines provide aimosl no peak demand reliability comparcd 
10 dislribuled PV. 

"lbid.pS.21. 

" CEC. Ciulla V,sta EJ1<Jgy Upgn!de Proj<Ct • ,\pplicotioro ror C~rtir"'atlOn (07-M'C4j San Di<go County. Final 

C(Jmmi:<sioniXC"ision. June 2009. 

"Ibid. pp. 29-30. 


II 


http:lbid.pS.21
http:million.10


Ill. 	 Usc of thc Two c rE 230 kV Lines Passing Through ESJ Wind 
De\'clopment Arca Must be Evalu:lted as Altcrnath'c to ECO Substatiun 

'11e ~Ic.~ican utility monopoly Comision FcdeT"JI de Ek.. lricid.1d (CFE) has stated publicly Ihm il 
has 800 MW of spar.: e.1pacity on its exisling I\\"O 230 kV lines lhal P.1SS lhrough lhe ESJ wind 
d~\"Clopme11l .1rea. and thai eFE C.1n whecl lhc ESJ wind power to Ihe US. ll These IWO lines.1r.: 
intcrcom,e..'tcd to WECe Palh 45 and join Ih~ SOO&E sysk~n 311WO points. Imperial Valley and 
Tiju,ma. The IWO Jin~s arc shown as IWO green lines "111ning parallel to the bord<'1" in Figure 3 
below. CFE powcrllows Ihrough Palh 43 10 SIXi&E pre"cnted blackouts during Ihe hie ()clober 
20071ir~slonm in San I)i~go County Ih31 simullaneously disabk'd SIXi&E's IWO main 
transmission cOlTidors.j~ 

'111e exisling CFE 230 kV lines can also b~ r.:oonduetor.:d with composile cables 10 increase 
capo,,,ily by al leasl a faelur of lWU. Reeondoclonng in Ihis manner would assure sUmCiCnl 
ca p.1ci ly on Ihe CFE 230 k V lines 10 mo\"e all of lhe 1.250 MW wind energy polential idL~llili~d 
b)' SIXi&E as Ih~ primru)' justification for Ihe ECO subSlalion. [I would be Ihe r~spons i bilily of 
Sempm Energy \0 r.:aeh a financial .1greeme11l wilh Ihe el'E on reeonductoring if and whcn such 
a projc<."1 would be necessary. Reconductoring is discussed in more delail in the n":"1.1 se<."1ion of 
Ihig comment len .."!". 

Use of lhese cs isting 230 kV lines 10 mo\"~ ES] wind power would also avoid the CPUC and 
13LM granting .1 de faCIO monopoly 011 Baja Cali fomia wind power e.~ports to Ih~ Califomia. 
S~mpT"J has r.:ljtICsled a 00£ Presidential P~"T1nil for a 1.2S0 MW generator·ti e. Grunting stICh a 
generator-tic to a 1,250 MW nalllml·gas fired powcr plant. like Scmpm's 1.250 MW Mes<llIite 
Plant in Ari7.0na. would be undcrstandable. Ilowewr. in Ihis casco the 00£ will cfleelively be 
granling Sempra e"el lisive "gatekee~r" conlrol Ol'er 1.250 M W or di sp;:rsed wind rcsourc<.'S in 
I3aja Califomia Ihal have yel 10 he huill and may ncv~"!" h<' huill. 

Also. Ihc guaranteed income Ihal SDG&E will receive by T"Jtcbasing the $270 million ECO 
substation project will more Ihan ofTscllhe investment in transmission infrastmclUre in I3aja 
Califomi.1 necessary to illlcreonn ..'c1 th ~ wind turbines 10 the subst.1ti on . This iS.1n 
inSlIml0unlabic economic adv,mtage in fa\"or of Scm pm owr wind compelilOrs in Baja 
Cali fornia Ihal Can nOI hedge risk be building complellwnlary r~glllal~d utility infrast11lctur~ . 

111is will ,'limillalc co",]>Clilion in Ihe Baja California wind rc$ourcc area, and accentuale 
Sempm's already domin.1nt presence in I3aja Califomia energy markets. 

" Cahf(I!lI('1~' "1arkcts. Mfflro Co,,1d 8t Wit,d lIotspolljJl'Jrt.l: Bcrderlnu~$A'" Sa"',,,, June 17. 200R. 
" San Dw:go Union Tribune.1.txal pl""/$fi/lms po.... ""~d, October 2..\. 2007 "Beyond the counly t=tt.. 

SOO.t:E ila'd, power olf,cials '" Mexico have autholiwJ CXJ!OI1-. to San !),cgo Count)· thai B1~ mC<ling about 10 
p<rC<:1lt of the «gion·. demand 
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Source 	 California Energy Commission. Comparative Amlysis ojFutur~ Gas and EI~ctnc Injrastroctur~ Options in 
th~ CalifornialM~ xico Border &gion. consultant r eport. October 2008. p. 22 

IV. Upgrading Existing East County 69 kV Substation(s) and Lines to 
Accommodate Local Wind Development Must be Evaluated as an 
Alternative 

Reconductoring relevant 69 kV lines in East County, and selective expansion of the 69 kV 
system as necessary to accommodate up to 300 MW of additional East COlUlty wind energy, 
must be studied as a complemental)' alternative to use of the CFE 230 kV lines to transmit ESJ 
wind power to the California maIket. Reconductoring with a higher voltage composite line, for 
example 138 kV, may also be a viable and economic solution to adding more transmission 
capacity to the existing East County transmission grid that should be included in the scope of this 
alternative. 

The capacity of the 69 kV system can be approximately doubled by reconci!ctoring the existing 
steel lines with commercially available high-temperature, low-sag composite conci!ctor 
technology. The location of the existing SDG&E 69 kV lines is shown in Figure 4a. The capacity 
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b. Reconductonng versus new oorwentlonal 
l Tl3nsmission line to achieve same capacity 

,,'" /IoCC R 

of single G9 I.:V could be im:n:ased by nearly 150 ~HV by rcconductOlln g with composi te 
conductors.)' Us.;, of I]S I.: V lines would increas'" transmiss ion capacity further. 

One Iype ofhigh lemperalure, low sag cmnposile conductor is manufact ured by 3M Company. 
SDG&E has a IcSI $cetion ofthc 3M high temperature. low sag conduclor On a scction ofa G9 1.:V 
line. ~Accordi ng 10 data provided by 31\·1, it is significanlly I~s e.~pe'll'ive to repiace the win: on 
an existing 691.:V line with tltis ty pe ofoomlX'site conductor than to buiM a new 69 I.:V line. The 
relative cost ofr;x;onducloring an e:..:isting 691.:V line compared to a new 69 1.: V line is shown in 
Hgure 4b. 

Figure 4. Existing Si>G...I::E 69 k V 'i a nd reluth'" costofa , ; . 'i 

11 . EXisting SDG&E transmisl;ion lines: 69 kV 

(blue), 230 kV (green), and 500 kV (red) 
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11 As <hown in Figure .Ia. u.",e ore [OUI existing 69 kV«:nidors in !be eastom sc<oon of San Di "110 Cowlly 
ACCCfdilll! to Srx;IlE direct testimony by Richard She.1Jer on April 14. 2006 in CPUC proceedilll! A06.{14.(1 J8 
IMI Ihe 69 kV mting of SPG&Ys £.<ocondido 10 Fel;ci" 69 ~V line "li11t.: ;"",."sed to 13; M IN losing. SllilJd;rd 
Slcd rcinforo"d e'm(h!<ICf. ~Acc~hrari"" ofrh~ rt"co,~b'<loriJ'8 of'lr~ ~'J'<ondido to hlic/Ia 69 H ' IIn~.. Th., 
prqj~cl ,.·",rld ;,,<,~'''''' ,h~ rallJlg if ,I", 69.1:V liJ~fr()M 9U MI'A to 137 An'A using a 3ingl~ /033 leMfl. 
"Iwnin~'" c",Jd"c_ ""I ,.,.irr!orud ("ACSR") conductor or .,q"lv~/ml. " 137 MV A ;s eqlrivalcnt 10 137 ~ Iv.' 
As.,~"i't! Ihe ~ I v.' cap"city <Jfon ahmDnw!I c""daclor c(>11I~!e teulfu",td (~ACCRj $Iandsrd 69 I:V line could 
be ;ner~...<d fro", 1)7 MW to.1 Ie.. " In MW if;1 i ~ teCOnd""lon:d ,,;ih • high tempcutmc, I",,' SIIg line . 
.. CI'UC A.05-12.{1l d, Swrisc I'oy,"crlink, SOO&E >.wi; catio" (Of CcrtificaliOl ofl'uDlic Cco,,"e,,;c:n,," ."d 
Nee.".ily, S1Xi&F. dalA ""pOI'i<: 10 !)ala Rt:quesl NII",b", I. Sub)liu.. 1 3 of 3, NO"e,,""" 17, 2000, p. 13. " 1" July 
l{J(jj, SJ)("".kE Immll.t1rhn>p ~'''m (lo ,aI ofau>ro~imo..ly 9/{)ft) ojACCR t"OI"urc,,,," on "n ...;,fjng 69 le V 
lr"fw~luion lit'" ". part "~,u "",,"n.';' /"'?I_o ,. M 

n S1Xi&F.l'ow.".Poinl, T''''"",u$ion CcmlrainU '0 a.a,'..,"",alll,smrrc. ~,·.IOI"'W"', CEC 1(1'1l; W IlT"; ".., 
WCfkshop, April II. 2005. P 7 . 
.. )~I alumin!Jll1 ""ndiJ<lor composire rrinfCfCed (ACCR) wett<ite, Benofil< - Save />Ioney. 
ht1p:IISJ:>!uri<'!",. ~1tI romlwJ>0>ormll3 M 'et! US/I::"Orgy 
AdyvlW£4f1.1 ate" a! sIJ nway SciWQIlj/M~lCiAce W:len, fi ts/WI 
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V. 	 E[R!EI S Must E\'llluate the Em'ironmental Villbilit,· llnd Cod
Cumpctith'cncss uf Baja Califurnia Wind Powcr and Makc a 
Determination whether Significant Amounts of B:ljll Wind Power will 
Se rve the Califurnia Puwer Market 

1l1~ CEC is activciy sludying the poss ibil ity Ihat the Sempra·owned Costa Azul liquefied natural 
gas (LNG) import tenninaillear Ensenada could S~'r\"e "" a hub of natural gas-fired geueraliOll 10 
sen'e Somhem (;alifomia. Figu...: 3 shows lhe new transmission requirements Oflhis sc~nario. 
'1lc October 2008 CEC slUdy swtes: 

··E.~port of 8.500 /o.IW of generation from Baja to Ih~ U.S. would require substantial 
inve$tmcllt ill ~Icetric transmission infrastmcturc on both sides ol"the border. FlU1bcll11 0r~, 

since Ihe Soutbem California load centers immediately adjacent 10 Ihe border wilh M..:"ico 
(these are. San Diego and th..: Imperial Valley) do 1101 haw sufficient demand to absorb 8,500 
MW of e"ports from Baja, the electric transmiss ion plan of service mnst e),.1~"1ld 10 the greater 
Los Angeles load center. It is amicipated that ifsnch an infrastmcture wen: to be built. the 
r~sulting n..:w g~~Jeration would displace older. k'Ss efficicllt gencr;tlion "" well as snpport 
demand growth ;11 Califomia:' 

Scmprn 10 date has in\'Cs ted no money in 1l.1ja Califomia wind dewlopments. dcspiw the CFE 
stating it has 800 MW of available transmi~sion eap.1cit y on the 230 kV lines that pass through 
the ESJ wind ...:sonrcc area and conncct directl y to the SOO&E grid via Path 45. On the other 
hand. Scmpra ha~ in,,~sted somewher~ bdw~en SI.5 and 2 hillion in a LNG import lL"1lninal and 
m;sociated natura) g"" pipdin~'S in 1l.1ja Cal ifonl ia. The October 2008 CEC study cited above 
definitely implic""$ Ihat both Ihe state aud Sempra continoe 10 evaluate options available to lully 
utilize its LNG import capabilit y and powcr/naturJI gas transmiss ion capacity. Scmpra states in 
it ~ Presidential Pennit application to the OOE that if the ECO substation is built to accept wind 
power from Baja Califomia. then the 1.000 MW Sunrise Powerlink transmission line musl be 
builL to move power that will b~ displa~'Cd by the wind .. nergy. 

lllCS~ compeling objecti I'CS rai se the fundamcntal 'IuesliOH as to whether any signifi cant amount 
of wind energy will flow into the ECO sub~tation from Uaja California, for reasons unrelated to 
the availability of transmiss ion access. Unless the CPUC intends 10 requi...: only renewable 
cnergy on the generator·tk'S interconnecting to the EeO s ubstation, then the EIRIEIS must 
evaluate a s~nario wher~ relatcd projects include a substantial iucrcas~ in gas_fired generalion iH 
Baja Califonlia fl owing north owr horder trausmission lincs 10 Southern Califonlla load C(~ltCrs. 

Mexico has no investment ta."\; credit or prodll<."1ion ta" credit lOr renewable cnergy.J9 It is the 
invcstment ta.~ credit and the production ta" crcditthat have nmde wind energy cost ·competiti,·e 
in the US. Also. Baja wind project bids n.:ceived by Slxr&E indicate a wind n.:source with 
signifi cantly less intensity th.1n comp.~rabl c sites north of Ihe bord~r..f(l [t is not ,-,lear whdher 
~"port wind dewlopment is e\'en economically viahle in Baja Cal ifonlia due to th~ lack o fta.~ 

J9 California Energy lvtarkel•. ,\ lerico Could & Wind liolSpoIIfWjr~... Bordir 1 ...105 AI\' So/'.."d, June I 7. 1008. 
~In ad'hlion. MexIcan "mow.hl", Qrc iTl<'haible for U.S laX CKdi.... which for wmd «JUlIle lQ about 3 c.:nW>;lVh in 
IC'o·eh7.<:d ,·aluo. And in bid.! "",.i,·ro by San Otogo Gas & Ekctnc. La R"...oro.a do\"oI<lP<'" N"e quotod 
caf""'it)· factors of3Q porC<nt CQm(>afod to the 35 to 40 r><=:nt touled by U S wind CQmpani~~ 
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credits ;\\,:Iihblc 10 wind energy producers in ~k\ico and the lower" ind intensity. l11is calls 
imo (lu~""Slion the legilimacy of Sempnt" s claims that cross-border trans miss ion to the proposed 
ECO substmion is needed for wind .:nergy. 

Another CQmplieating factor is the diffienlty in detcrnlining whether wind cncrgy d<-vctopmcnt in 
Baja California can meC\ or will meet CEQA "'\juiremenlS. llle CECs Dee.:mber 2009 
lntcgrmed Energy Policy Repon states (p. 77): 

"Another eligibility issue is the deliwry of renewable generation from oUl-of-statc 
generato"l. G~'1teration from 8 re"cwable power pl3nt located outside of Cal ifornia is eligible 
for the stat~·SRPS ifthc r.~cilit)' began op.:rating after January 1. 2005. can dl~nonstr~te 
delivery of energy i" to California. and do~~ not cause Or co"tribute to any viobtin" of a 
California Cll\'ironmental <iuality struldaru or requirement within Califomia. As of September 
2009. the Energy Commission has certified only 24 olll-of-st~te renewable facilities as 
eligible for the RPS, compared to more than 576 el igible in-state facilities." 

It is thi s re<i'Lircment that resulted in SCE withdrawing the power purcha~e agre.:mClll with 
Scmpr~ for 250 1\ IW of Baja wind power. 

VI. EIRIEIS Must E"lIlulllc a Mkro-Grid Altcrnalh·c 10 Rcinforcement of 
Transmission Infrastructure in Mount:lin Empire 

·l1le Mountain Empire has a population of appro.~ima1c1y 7.000 people. in approximately 2,500 
households." The average electri.:ity d~1nand per household in California is 7.200 kilowalt-hours 
(kWh) per year:) This Icvel of average household demand can b.: CQmpktely met by a 4 kW 
rooflop I'V Syst~111 . The Dppro.~ imat c total P V capacity n~~essary to supply 100 percent ofth~ 
annual ek'Clricity needs oflhe Mountain Empir~ is : 4 kWlhousehold X 2.500 household!; '" 
10.000 kW (10 MW). ll1C n~t installed cost 01" a 10 MW I'V system would be less than 520 
million when the 30 percent in\"Cstment tax credit and accelerated depr.:ciation ~re taken imo 
consideration. The cost would be incrementally higher ifthc PV weru located on indi \'i du~l 
rooflops. Jlow~wr. ifthc PV were located on individual rooftops, it would completely eliminate 
th~ ne.>d for any reinforcement of the e:o;isting 69 kV system or distribution fc~d~rs currently 
serv ing I1"10untain Empire households and businesses. [t would al so conven Mountain Empire 
into a 100 perant elean energy region on a net basis. 

SDG&E i~ currently developing a micro-grid project for l3orrego Springs:) ·Illis CUlling-edge 
proj~~t has been lauded bv SIXJ&E's fonner CEO Debra Reed 11$ the wave of the future ....' 
SDG&E stat~""S thai "Borrego offers S!J(j&E an opporlllnJ/y /0 /Ie Ihe leader in Ihe micro-grId 
area. ".jlh Ihe poS$i/lilily of/leing able 10 island an enfl,·e subs/atlon with peak load ofOl'er 10 

" See' http ll"""w "l\·-dali oomiqll"iMQunU\lI'tEmUll( .Cahfom@htm! Mountaro F..mri« rqwlahM Jub· :;001 
6.793 Avcrng< household $i1.t. 2.8 ~ houoohok!. TO\.oI h().lS<:holcU· 6.97312.8 - 2,~90 households. 

" The CEC's X()7!nttgtatcd Energy PollCl· RepOI1 """'. thcr<' 11f~ 12.5 million houschold$ in o. lif<l<Tua (p. 36. 

Figure Z-l ). 1181'10 . tal<' the rcsidcnhal dccltic con=pIlM in 2006 W:lS 90.000 OWh (Fill"'" 2·3, p. 38). OJ,·,di,\! 

the =<Jnd by the fits! gi'·" a'·elllS" con.umptioo per hou.<chold of 7.200 ~\VhI)~ in Caliromw.. 

.. Tom BlOkk - SOOJ:E. SDOS:E Microgrid Projcc,," - EPR! Smart Ond Advl$OI)· Mmi'llo !'oworPoint 
~"""",~on. Octuber 13. 2009 

S>.n Dw:go UTUon Tnbun<. SmQrI poWUJiSt _$ isslluja';;ltg SJ)(;&/:" bo>S, January 4. 2010. ~ of the 
th~ wc·re OOUl& upartorthe ~"".griJ p,lot tMt. wc·re OOUl& is t... ml<rogrid out in Borrego nght now ~ 
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MW," and that the micro -gn d concept" " ~x/qndahk to (th~) s~rviu t€l7'il.ory.~ The M oumain 
Empire i' !n SDG&E .erv,ee te rritory," "olated like Borrego Spring" and has a population an d 
el eclnc load comparable to Ben ego Spnng, n The EIRIEIS mu.t evaluate the co,t and 
feasibility of a m,cro-grid al temative to the propo.ed conventional tran,mi.sion remf c.- cement 
approach for the M ountain Empire. 

Please feel fre e to call me at (619) 295-2072 or e -ma! l at bpow=@power.engtneeri n,s;: .[ om if 
you have any question. about this comment letter. 

Be<tregard" 

Bill Po~r"P.E 
Power. Eng, neering 
4452 Park Blvd., Suite 209 
San Diego, CA 92116 

tel: 619-295-2072 
fax : 619-295-2073 
cell : 619-9 17-2941 

" The yoor_fOUld p<Jdotion d B one go Spring, i, 'PP"oxim4l.eiy 3,0 00 . The ....oMl p<JlUlouon" roOf< !han 
1 0,000. See: http l lwonrbon. g0!!Ftjngsclgmber comIliWwvhlml 
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CPUCfDudek Reps. 

Please see the attached commenl letter regarding Ihe referenced East County 
Substation Project for which Dudek is handling the responses to public 
comments to the NOP. 

Thank you. 

William Vandivere , P.E. 
President. Rasayana 
& Principal: Clearwater Hydrology 
2974 Adeline SI. 
Berkeley, CA 94703 
(510)421·1756 
(510)841-1610 (fax) 

............ 

11';$ footnote confimlS th:u thi s email m~ssage has b~'¢n sc:mned hy 

Pine.'\pp Il"lail_SeCure for the presence of malidous co<k valldals & computa viruses. 
............ 




lVl4~So. 
.......,.. CA~703 

T 51G.A21.175.S 
f 51o.Ul .16]() 

Feb. 10.201 0 

lain Fisher 
California Public Utilities Commission 
do Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas. CA 92024 

RE: Rt'$ponse to NOP for Proposed SDGE EISI County SUbstation a nd 
Transmiss ion Line Projed 

Dear CPUC StalT and Dudek. 

I hold the omce ofPresidcnt and am a Dire<:Ior ofRasayana, a 501(c)(3) non-profit 
religious and educational organization. Rasayana' s principal office is located in 
Berkeley, CA. Our non-profit, corporate purpose is to O\\Tlland. buildings and 
supporting infrastructure for the religious and educational use of other non·profit 
organizations in furthering the teachings of schools of spi rilual ,,;sdom. including but nol 
exclusive to: Yoga. Kaishrnir Shavism. Taoism. Tantric Buddhism. Bon and Sufism. In 
so doing. RllSilyana·s supports lhe communities thaI pmctice and Ih-e the teachings of lhe 
various spiritual traditions of OUf planet. 

Rasayana holds contracts for sale or owns three parcels (#659 030 04, #659 030 II 00, 
and #612 1205300) comprising a lolal of 160 acres otT Je....el VaHey Road in Boulevard. 
Two residences and related struCtures o<:cupy Ihe parcels "ith street addresses of 1 585 
and 152 I Jewel Valley Road. The combined residences and the surrounding parcel lands 
also comprise a residential retreat and training center which olTers daily free yoga. free 
food. and free spiritual instruction to the pUblic. The residences house full-time 
residents/staff associated "ith long·time tenant . The New Scing Proj~t. an IRS· 
designated 501(c)(3) rtQn-profit church_ The New Scing Proj~1 (NBP) has leased these 
properties with the assistance of friend and eonununity member Luke Gordon since 1994. 
(Mr. Gordon has also submined a lener in response to the proj~1 NOP.) It has done so 
solely due to the land·s seo::lusion and the absence of urban influences. the natural beauty 
or the terrain. the availability ofpotable groundwater and arable land for the development 
of sustainable agriculmre, and ilS proximity 10 lhe coastal metropolitan areas of San 
Diego and Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 

http:51o.Ul.16


The proposed route for the 138kV transmission lines extending northv..'3.rd from the 
border to the ECO Substation would pass through and essentially disSttt our property. 
Since the three parcels together are utilized for a single undissectable purpose (spi ritual 
training. residential retreat and sustainable living). this massive physical and 
electromagnetic intrusion (i.e. electromagnetic field) would have a signilicant and 
adverse impact on both Rasayana's abili ty 10 maintain the properties for their intended 
function/purpose and the economic value of the property. should it be necessary to sell it 
at diminished market value. 

Environmenlallmpact ConcHns Relatfd 10 Transmission Line 
ConSlruclionlOpCnllion 

Based on the Significance Criteria cited in the Nap checklist. Rasa>'ana has the following 
concerns regarding the project 's environmental impacts on the subject property: 

I) Aesthetics/Visual Impact- The ISO ft-high transmission towers and electrical lines 
would dominate the landscape of the parcels and have a signiftcant and 
unavoidable impact on the e.~iSling. visual beauty of the terrain and on scenic 
vistas from the property 's granitic mountain outcrops. Given the use of the 
properties as a residential retreat and training cemer for sustainable living. the 
intpact would be doubly egregious. 

2) 	 Agricultural Resourtes· The construction ofimpro\"ed access road(s) to the tower 
sites and any impervious surfaces associated v..1 th the tower foundations would 
likel y convert arable land to non-agricultural use in perpetuity. The current 
lessee, NBP. cultivates some oftrn: property for onions. and additional land fo r 
vegetab les for conswnption by the NBP community as part orNBP's sustainable 
li ving program. Their objective. supported fully by Rasayana. is to expand the 
current acreage in cultivation to inc lude most of the partels forded by the 
proposed towers. The areal e:< tent of project-related conversion would depend on 
thc e:<tcnt and positioning of these impervious surfaces on thc land. 

3) 	 Hazardous Materials and Water Quality- The Nap indicated that some hazardous 
materials would be used in conjunction with tower construction. operation and 
maintenance. The alluvial aquifer that underlies the I 585 Jewel Va!!ey Road 
propeny supplies 95-99 percent of the potable water used by the retreat center. 
Introduction ofhazardous materials into surface soi ls. abened by infi ltration and 
percolation of rainfa!!. wi!! over time reach the Waler supply aquifer- as no 
impermeable strata overlie it. If such unintended contamination ofsurface soi ls 
were to occur as the result of tower and related facilities construction. operation or 
maintenancc, the impact on groundwatcr quality could be significant. 

4) 	 Hydrology- The construction of impervious surfaces associated with tower 
foundations and access roadwa ys would potentially decrease the area of 
groundwater recharge for the drinking water aquifer. The areal e:< tent of this 
impact would depend on the actU31 area occupied by such impervious surfaces. 
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During the recent drought. groundwater levels in the two on-site ....'ells thai supply 
potable water 10 the propeny"s storage tanks have receded seasonally to levels 
that have begun to affect well pumping capaci ties. Thus. small det:reases in 
re>:harge become more significant. 

Another potential hydrologic impact related to constOiction·related excavations 
(e.g. for foundation piers) and road reconstruction is the presence ofa relath'ely 
shallow potable water line that crosses the existing unimproved access rood and 
links the on-site water well s with the storage umksjusl east of the roadway. 
Damage to this water line during construction could cut-ofTw3ter ~"Upplies to both 
residences and cut-ofT the delivery of irrigation water to the cultivated portions of 
the parcels until repairs were completed. 

5) 	 Geology and Soils· The construction of the transmission towers and support 
infrastructure wi ll denude portions of the property. Subsequent winter rains could 
increase site erosion and downslope sedimentation. Regeneration of desert 
vegetation takes more time than does vegetation in wener climates. Thus, the 
period of susceptibility will be longer without appropriate measures to revegetate 
the s ite and control soil erosion. 

6) 	 Electromagnetic Field- The EMF impact of above-ground transmission towers 
and lines would be as significant and unavoidable as the visual impact to those 
involved in spirilUal residency/ training. studies and sustainable living 
pursuits(agricultural and animal husbandry). One of the benefits of medi tation 
and related spirilU31 practices is the resulting refinement of one's ability to 
sense/feel and perceive the natural world . The EMF created by high-voltage 
transmission would negate the benefits gained through these spiri tual practices for 
existing and prospective residents- and make it impossible for Rasayana to fulfill 
its non-profil purpose. 

POlent ia l Mitigation! for Identified En"ironmentallmpact! 

To reduce the significance of the impacts identified above_ Rasayarl3 recommends the 
following: 

Visual/Aesthetics: As indicated in the leiter from J. Freeburn. representing lessee 
NBP.1 conCllr thaI two possible mitigations are 3\'ailable for reducing this impact to a 
less than significant level: 

Mi/igt1lion 1a- Preferred Mitiglllioll: Raoll/e the tWllsmi$sioll towers and lilies to 
point$far enough remo\'edfram the RasaY(IIw/L. Gordan propt'rlies /0 eliminate 
them from Imy sight lines a"ai/uble on the properly. 

Miligation Ib- Lesser Preftrred Mitigation: Bllry the segment ofthe lines that wOllld 
pMJ' lhrollgh Ollr prapertie.l. While it would likely be more ell.\'lly 10 implementlhon 
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Ihe proposed aoow-grau/Jd alignm~nI, il wauid aI/ow Rusa),una and I~ssee, NBP, 10 
canlinllt 10 1I1i1i:e /he /andfar Iheir s!wredpurpost. (A!so, see re/UliQlt 10 EMF 
impact mitigmion'; 

Agriculmral Resources: 

MiligUlioll J: The impon on ugrieU/fIlml resources would he mi/igmed ill filII or ill 
purt by implemenlation ofMiligalion la or Miligallall lb. respecfi ...dy. 

Hazardous Materials and Water Quality: 

Miligarion J- Apply Best Manugemem Pmc/ices (CA. SlOrm"'ater Quality Malllla/
COlISlrllctian AClil'il)~ dllrillg callStruction for Oll-j'ife trlln,!porl, hamJ/ing lind SQ'.rce 
camrals oflw:ardalls mal"rillis. Pral'ide far impeClian ofcmmrtlclioll acl;"ilies by 
a COl/my illspec/or, waler qllality inspeClor/specialisl/rom Ihe RegiO/ml Water 
Qllulity Comrol Board, or alher o,-usiglu agellCY 10 ellSllre compliance. Pro"ide 
HidellCe ofposl-projecl sequesfratioll ofpolelllial hu:ardolls milleriuls leakage from 
lransmission lower f llcililies/rom !wrrollllllillg sai/j', This will "/SI) f llcililule possib le 
cleanup I)perllll,ms/mailllenaIlCe should lmllnlicipoll'd leaki'gdspi/ls aCCllr, 

Hydrology: GroulldWllter Ret:harge and Water Line Disturbance 

Mi/igalion 411- USIt porollS pm'emelll in place afregtllllr IIsphall pm'l'melllfor any 
segmellls ofaccess rood reinjorcemelll, ntis \O'ould allow/or infillratioll ofraill/all 
(lnd reduce Ihl! loml impact all gratlllll ....atu reclwrge /0 rhe potable "'Oler aqllifer 
t/JIderlyillg Ihe properly 10 a fe"el o/insigllificallce. 

Millgalion 4b- Golllaci RlIlII)'anil lind NOP reflreselllalll'U prior I,) Ihe Sill" ()f IIny 
cOlIs"'lc/loII so Ihal Ihe l;'xiSling waler /ine aligllmenl can be j/agge(1 and 
(It'Oidedlprolecll!d durillg co/ulmcrian. 

Geology and Soils: 

Miligalioll 5- Prl;'pare allt'rosiall call/ro/ and long Il;'rm ren'gnalion planfor all 
areas diswrbed by grading, /Ower collS/ruclinn alld line illslallariall. Thij' 1'11111 
shollld include plam species, specifications for illIw/fmian, short-term irrigation/or 
esrublishm.'111 IIlId (IllY physicill measures 10 prolecl soils prior to Ihe eswblishment of 
Ihe nellr-grnl/lld canllpy afdeurl \'egelalion. 

Electromagnet ic Field: 

MiligaliOIl 6- Impacls from EMF call ht fi ,lIy mitigaled hy implemcming Miligalion 
10 aoo\'e, or call be miligilled 10 IlIt accfpUlhle degree hy implemenling Miligatiall 
lb. 
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Rasayanajoins respondems Jim FreebU1'Il (NBP) and Luke Gordon in asking thal we 
coJle<:tively be conl8cted and enjoined in the process of mi tigating the impacts of the 
ECO Substat ion and Transmission Line proje<:t on our properties, 

William Vandivere, P.E. 
Presiden tlDirector. Rasayana 
& Princ ipal. Clearwater Hydrology 
2974 Adeline 51. 
Berkeley, CA 94703 
(5 10)421-1756 
(S 10)84 1-1610 (fax) 
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MI Michael Peevey 
President, Califolnia Public Utilities Commission 
50S Van Ness Ave, Room #5213 
San FIBIlCiS(:O, CA 94102 

MI Thomas laJc 
PlOjcet Manage] , EJ C<:nlJo Field Office 
U S Bweau of Land Management -
166154"'SI 
EI Centro, CA 92243 

De3i MI Peevey and MI lale: 

[ am Wliting tegalding the envitonmentalrcvkw eWlcn!!y taking place by the Califomia 

Public Utilities Commission (CPUe) and Bmeau of Land Management (BLM) on the impacts of 

the proposed rule:: wind ent'gy gCneJDlion Plojecl and the San Diego Gas and Electlic (SDG&E) 

Suruise Powedink ' Iansmission line project in East San Diego Count)' While the goal 10 clute 

lencwablc eneIgy projeeUi lo ,muce reliance on rOlcign fossil fuels is. WOlthy one. 'continue to 

have ,ignificalllieselvations legaJlling thc$c plojeclS, II wge poltion ofwhieh Ne located wilhin 

my conglC:ssional disukt 


As a whole, the cost ot Ihese plOjeell to tIlXpayel$ and the suitabili ty of the route sites lUe 
ofulmost impo!lance, especially taking into consideration IIlaI nOI all al(elnlllives have been 
tholOughly Icvicwed and consideted Concetns continue to be laised by local propetly OWIICI$ 
and indusny expel ts that these projecl!r lIC 100 expensive, environmentally destructive, pose 
public safely concerns and will $IIbstantially adver.,ly affcd!he qual ity of life and chaIaelet of 
~t San Diego Counly 

for example, the proposed lulc wind enefgy genelalion projecl is. $400 mil lion efforl, 
30 petcenl of which is being plOvided in fcdclal stimulus funds to lbeldlol. ReneWllbles, a 
Spanish corpolation Ifapproved, Ametienn taxpayel dolllUs that were \0 be specifically utili1.ed 
for the cItation ofAmel iCllnjobs will instead be used to plovide 0ppoltunities to II forcign
owned company to invest and build enelgy infllUIiIUCture that it will then use to charge and plofil 
o ff of AmeTican cuslorners UnfOltuI1lnely, this has !XCWled elsewhere throughout the eounuy 
1he Son Diego Union TllblUle lecently lepolled thaI of the S2 billion the fedetal govemment has 
provided thus fN to spur the: national economy and create govcmment-cnelgy jobs, mole than 7S 
pelcent has gone to fOlcip-owned companies While some may describe this as paft of the: 
effoltlo PUlsue a "green energy futUIc," I call it ill esponsible 
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Aside flom the cost, I am COncelned wilh the closwe of public lands Ihat will OCCUi as II 
result of these PIOjeclS II is my unde!Standina: thallhe Tule Wind Ptoject will require 15,000 
acres of public lands and the Swuise Po~!link will affect public lands all thlOUghoUI my 
district, including Ihe McCain Valley Nalional Land and Wildli fe Consclvation Alea, the 
Cleveland NatiOlUl1 FOlest, Lake Jennings, Larlt Canyon OHV Park, Cotlonwood Campground 
and various pruks and Iraib in the EI Montc Valley lIlea This replescnts thousands of acres in 
East San Diego Counly that are signifieaotly util i.ud by my constilUCfltll no longel bcing 
accessible, appealing. 01 safe foo a wide \'aliely of recreational uses 

Addilionally, these projects pose an incleasro tlueat of wildfile f!om lightning stl ikes, 
malfunctioning IUlbines, substations, undeIglound vaults, and related infra5UUClu!e As you 
know, this legion has been devastated by massive wildfi.es twice in the pasl six years whCle 
mandalory evacuations were implemented, many livcs wCle lost and millions of dollars in 
propelly were completely destloyed. Irsimply is not prudenl to intloduce new PlOjeclS into an 
mea tltat is already P'O/1C 10 wildfire and will also reduce the ability of fire fighting agencies and 
othel firsl-lespondel ernelgeney personnel to per fOlm Iheu responsibilitics_ Additionally. the 
Tule Wind and Sunrise PO\\'ellink plojeets will undoubted ly inereast the cos! of Ploperly 
il1SUlance 10 homcoWl\els who could be impacled by incleased file ducat and other lelaieci 
property damage flOm self-dest!ucting turbines and new poWCl lines and substations 

Again, J fully undersland and support the need 10 implement a1lclnative enelgy solutions 
fOI OUI nation, particulally in San Diego County which is highly leliant upon impOtloo energy 
lesowces I filmly believe becoming enCliY independent would substantially increase ow 
national set:urity, create American jobs and implOvc our environment and nlItwalresoulccs I 
also believe, however, that all opliollll must be fully reseaJcb and exbaust«l SO lilal we can ensure 
that the final decision is one that u; best both in meeting our goals and selving our community 

Studies indicate that the potential exists to gene rate 5,000 megawatts (MW) ofenergy 
lluougb solar by uti li:ting San Diego looftops and pa.!lcing 101$ Vlban Plojec!S can avoid the 
lengthy envilonmentaileview and legal delays that huge lemole projects fr«iuently entail 
Southem California Edison has a1lcady lecenlly approved large SOIPI loof PlOjects and, when 
you take inlO eonsidellltion the potential that exists thlOugh large sl!uctures such as ow local 
mililaly bases, univelsity and college campuses and hospital complexes, it is casy to see. how the 
developing of on-si te u:newable cnClgy projects will produce veat lesults, not just in leducing 
Icliance on the powe/ g.rid, but in keep our communi ty safc and prisline 

Anothcl wea that p.omises grcat potential and hal; yc:110 be fully expIaTed is nuclear, 
which I believe is a safe and effectivc way to produce elecl!ieity There we cUlIently 104 
nucleru rcactols opel1lting in the V S and they pfovide nearly 20 pe.eent of ou. Mtion's energy 
Nuclear POWCI is OUi leading source of emission·lice electricity, yet the U S has not buill a new 
nuclear poWC! plant in OVCI 12 yeafs Unlike fossil fuels. nuclear ruel is relatively inexpensive 
FUrlher, thele is plomising reseruch in recycling nuclcw waste so that it may be uso:! again 10 
produce even mole CflC/gy and, at the $IIIl1e time, leduce ilS toxicity Small nuclear rcacto,s fOT 
both fISSion and fusion energy production lie also being developed 10 piovide reliable 5· 50 MW 
of energy fOi 10-30 yea/S witbou\ refueling 
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As the CPUC and the BLM eootinue 10 considet me,c Ploje<:1S, I respectfully requC$t that 
these conccl l1S be taken into full considelation befole any final dedsion is leached I believe we 
have the oPpoltunity to make San Diego County the leader in urban altelnative enclgy 
piOduction by maximizina our potential tIuough availablc lesoutceS such as sol81 and nuclear 
Focusing ow cffollS on utiliring what v..e aheady have instead ofpwsuing piOje<:1S that lequire 
expensive oew tJansmission inftasliuctule and the acquisit ion and disluption ofpublic and 
plivate po-opetties will help move ow Icgion, and nation as a wholc, to_d energy independence 
and decleasing ow rel iance on fOle;gn energy SOIUCes 

Thank you fOi allowing me the oppoltunity to submit these comments leg81ding this vely 
impottanl issue " you have any questions, 01 requitc additional information, please do not 
hesitatc 10 contact me dire<:tiy, 01 havc yow staff contact Michael Hllllison in my office at 
(619)448-5201 

With best wishes 

DHllllJh 
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February 12, 2010 

lain Fisher 
Californ ia Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Comments for the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent for the East County 
Substation and Connected Actions (Tufe Wind, and ESJ U.S. Transmission) 

Mr. Fisher: 

The County of San Diego has reviewed the Public Notices for the projects referenced 
above. As a ResponsibleJCooperating Agency, the County concurs with the scope 01 
environmental issue areas and potential issues or impacts that were identified in the 
NOP/NOt for the projects. In addition to those environmental issue areas and potential 
issues referenced, the County would like the CPUC and the BLM to consider the 
following comments in preparation of the EIRlEIS: 

1. 	 The County concurs that a joint EIRIEIS is the appropriate document to be 
prepared under the Califomia Environmental Quality Act and National 
Environmentat Policy Act. 

2. 	 The County will act as a Responsible Agency under CEOA but will also review 
and comment on all aspects of the proposed project that may pose impacts to 
lands under the County's jurisdiction. 

3. 	 Project alternatives are vital to the evaluation, public review, and judicial 
decisions for the three projects ~Ing analyzed. The environmental documents 
provide the public and the various jurisdictions with the analysis needed to make 
Informed decisions. The projects are all located within unincorporated 
communities, therefore, the County requests that our agency be consulted during 
project alternative development. 
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4. 	 The County desires that potential environmental impacts to County jurisdictional 
areas be evaluated using the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining 
Significance, which are available online at the following web page: 
http://woNw.sdcountv.ca.gov/dplufprocguid.htm!#guide. 

5, 	 The Notice of Preparation states that no potential impacts to Agricultural 
Resources where identified. This may be true for the project as proposed; 
however, the A-3 Substation Site Alternative may potentially affect an area 
designated as Agricultura l Preserve by the County. All alternatives should be 
carefully reviewed for any potentia l impacts that differ from the proposed project. 

6. 	 Proposed project facilities should be evaluated for potential impacts from lighting 
using the County's signifICance guidelines for Dark Skies and Glare and 
conformance with the County's Light Pollution Code. 

7. 	 Potential impacts from operations. emergency generators, and blasting should 
be evaluated using the County's significance guidelines for Noise and 
conformance with the County's Noise Ordinance. 

S. 	 Attachment A of the NOP does not appear to indicate that an evaluation of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions I Climate Change will be conducted. This issue 
should be evaluated in light of recent amendments to the CEOA Guidelines 
pursuant 10 SB97. Related to this issue, the EIRIEIS should fully discuss how 
the ESJ Gen-Tie would be required to transmit only renewable energy, as stated 
in the project description. 

g. 	 The County intends for the area surrounding Boulevard and Jacumba where the 
project is proposed to remain rural in character. The proposed project must be 
reviewed for consistency with the County's General Plan goals and policies 
(including those of the General Plan Update, which is in process). In addition, 
adequate analysis must be conducted to allow the County to evaluate whether 
findings can be made for the issuance of Major Use Permits for the ESJ Geo-Tie 
and Tule Wind Projects. 

10. 	 The projects are located in rural communities, which are dependent upon 
groundwater resources. The EIRIEIS should analyze any potential groundwater 
usage for all three projects including construction. Water consumption must 
identify volumes and source. The groundwater demands for the project should 
be fu lly described and evaluated using the County's significance guidelines for 
Groundwater Resources. 

11. 	 Any increase in fire risk from the projects must be 'considered. Increases in 
direct ignition sources, maintenance activities, and impacts to the ability of 
firefighters to battle wildfires needs to be evaluated. 

http://woNw.sdcountv.ca.gov/dplufprocguid.htm!#guide
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12. 	 The EIRIEIS should evaluate the potential visual impact of facilities and 
infrastructure associated with the projects. Windmills, substation facilities, 
maintenance roads, and power lines could have potentially significant impacts to 
the scenic natural resources. In addition, this infrastructure may detract from the 
rural community character of the surrounding area and could alter panoramic 
views of ridge lines, the skyline, and the undeveloped natural landscape. 

13. 	 The EIRIEIS should analyze any permanent and or temporary impacts to the 
County maintained road network. Any proposed modification to a County 
maintained road should comply with the County of San Oiego Public Road 
Standards. 

14. 	 lands within the EI Centro BLM boundaries have contributed to the development 
and viability of the County's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). 
Future acquisitions, habitat management. and monitoring of sensitive species 
within the BlM will further contribute to the implementation of the County's 
MSCP by protecting sensitive plants, animals, and their habitats. In May 2007, 
the County and the BlM formally entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
10 coordinate conselVation planning efforts for the purpose of developing the 
preserve design for the MSCP Plan for East County (ECMSCP). The ECM$CP 
Plan is currently in the draft preserve design phase. The County would like to 
continue to coordinate with the BlM to protect and enhance habitat for Big Horn 
Sheep and Quino Checkerspot Butterflies as well as the 153 sensitive species 
thaI are proposed for coverage in the ECMSCP Plan. These 153 . can be 
viewed online at I The project 
should draft map 
can be found at: 

15. 	 The Tule Wind project is in the immediate vicinity of a Focused ConselVation 
Area, which Is important for connectivity and wildlife movement between public 
lands and preserve areas for ECMSCP. The Tule Wind project could threaten 
the County's ability to assemble a preserve and provide for linkages between 
core habitat conselVation areas for the proposed East County Plan. 

16. 	 Wildlife movement is a concern. particularly with respect to the draft East County 
Plan and its preselVe design. The preliminary preserve design for the East 
County Plan includes important habitat linkages that may be impacted by the 
Tule Wind project. Wildlife movement in the area of Tule Wind project should 
be studied. If proposed infrastructure andJor the alignment of the wind turbines 
are crossing wildlife corridors or linkages, alternatives should be examined such 
as clustering of towers, increased spacing between towers, reduced project 
footprint, andlor creating gaps between towers and infrastructure to allow for 
wildlife movement. 

17. Biology studies should address other sensitive species, in particular, the Arroyo 
Toad. 
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18. 	 Information about the Tule Wind project has referred to a radar program used in 
Texas for an Iberdrola wind farm that shuts down the turbines for birds. 
However, this technology is for migratory birds, and is not pertinent for resident 
birds, particularly golden eagles. If the Tule Wind project is relying on this 
technology, it would need to address how this technology will apply to other 
species of birds in this area. Delaying turbine start-up until wind speed reaches 
a certain threshold level which would reduce the duration of operation has been 
another method mentioned to reduce avian mortality which should be explored. 

19. 	 The environmental documents should assess whether new roads to turbines and 
infrastructure will increase trespass, including OHV use, which could adversely 
impact resources. 

20. 	 Biology studies need to include habitat assessments or surveys for Quino 
Checkerspot Butterfly in all areas where infrastructure, transmission lines, roads, 
construction staging areas, etc. are proposed, in addition to surveys for other 
sensitive species. Since the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly surveys can only be 
conducted during the adult butterflies' flight season and the number of butterflies 
each year is highly variable, surveys should be conducted over several years 
and must be conducted by biologists with appropriate U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service permits. 

21 . Research for the East County Plan has indicated thai Peninsular Big Hom Sheep 
are in the vicinity of the Tule Wind project. The environmental document needs 
to address potential impacts to Peninsular Big Horn Sheep. 

22. 	 Regarding avian surveys, golden eagle(s) may be nesting in area of McCain 
Valley and should be adequately addressed in the biology studies and 
environmental documents. The biology studies and the draft EIRlEJS should 
fully evaluate the potential adverse impacts to species such as raptors, bats, and 
avian species from wind turbines. 

23. 	 The Tule Wind project consultants have stated that it is estimated that less than 
1% of nocturnal birds passing by would be killed by the turbines but scientific 
evidence to support th is statement would need to be provided before such 
conclusions could be drawn in the document. II appears that all avian surveys 
were done during the day, none at nigh!. Night surveys should be conducted to 
determine which and how many nocturnal birds could be affected. 

24. 	 Biological technical studies and reports for some species, such as Tecate 
Tarplant, may nol be completed by the time the draft EIRIEIS is available for 
public comment. Disclosing the results of biological resources surveys after the 
draft EIRIEIS has finished public review does nol allow for lull review of potential 
impacts, including Ihose that could Impact East Counly Plan, by the County and 
the public. It is recommended that the draft EIRIEIS not be released for public 
review until all studies and analyses are available for review. 
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25. 	 Any proposed use of groundwater should also analyze the potential impacts to 
biologicsl resources, both plant and animal, that may rely on the local water 
source. 

26. The County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation oversees the 
County Trails Program and the Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP). The 
County Trails Program is developing a system of interconnected regional and 
community trails and pathways and communities participating in the CTMP are 
doing so because they have reached a consensus on the importance of 
recreational trails in their area and have expended considerable time and effort 
in formulating community trails plans. The Boulevard Community Trails and 
Pathways Plan identifies an existing community trail network and proposed 
trail/pathway corridors within the vicinity of the proposed projects. It is 
recommended that the EJRlEIS include an analysis of any potential conflicts with 
or impacts to the recreational use of these existing and proposed trails. For 
additional information regarding trail locations or to discuss any potentia l 
impacts, please contact the County Trails Program Coordinator, Maryanne 
Vancio at (858) 966-1372, marvanne.vancio@sdcountv.ca.gov. 

27. The County of San Diego owns and manages several properties near the 
proposed projecl alignments. The proposed project may potentially affect the 
following County Preserves: In-Ko-Pah Preserve and Mountain Springs 
Preserve. The EIRIEIS should fully disclose and analyze all potential impacts of 
the projects and project alternatives to these properties. 

28. 	 CECA requires the analysis of cumulative impacts. This cumulative analysis 
needs to include the existing and proposed turbines on Campo reservation, 

The County looks forward to working with the CPUC and BlM to adequately address 
the environmental impacts from these projects. If you have any questions please 
contact the County Project Manger Patrick. Brown at (858) 694-301, or by email at 
Patrick. Brown@sdcounty.ca.gov. 

, 

Sincerely, 


fokJk
4f/ ERIC GIBSON, Director 
f{ - Department of Planning and land Use 

EmaiJ cc: Donna Beddow, Planning Manager, Department of Planning and land Use 
Brian Bacs , Chief, Department of Planning and Land Use 
Patrick Brown, Project Manager, Department of Planning and land Use 
William Taylor, Senior Deputy County Counsel, Office of County Counsel 
LeAnn Carmichael, Department of Planning and Land Use 
Jessica Norton, Department of Parks and Recreation 

mailto:Brown@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:marvanne.vancio@sdcountv.ca.gov
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lain Fisher 
California Public Utililll!S Commission 
c/oOudcl< 
605 Third Streo!t 
Encinitas, California 92924 

Greg Thomsen 
BLM CaUfon1;" ~ DIstrict Ofr~ 
22815 CaIleS;mJuan de Los lagos 
Moreno Valley California 92553- 9046 

Re: Scope of F.nv/ronmo.!ntll Review of the Tule Wind ProjI.'CI 

[kaT Gentlemen. 

I submi t this lette. on bclull f of radfic Wind Development U-C a wholly-owned 
subsidiary of IberdroLa Renewable!!, Inc. (leR). IBR fl.."Iuesb that the tupic3 di!c11ll:lt!d 
herein be included within the K"<>pe of the joint Envitonrnentallmpild Statement and 
Environmentallmpacl Report being prepilred by the California Public Utilities 
Commission and the Bu~a\l of land Management for the Tul... Wind Pn:;cct proposed by 
PacifIC Wind Development U.c,.lhe Ea" County Substation pl'\Jjl'd pt'QpoeOO by San 
Diego Gus &: Electric. and lhe Gen-Tie project propolH!d by Eoorgia Sierra Juarez. u..c. 
'Ille 5COpeof thccombinl!d ElS/ElR mu.!lt be su fficient toallow review of the Tule project 
by aU permitting agenelell to rely upon sw;h rovit!w as a basis for thei r respective 
determinations. In /lddllion 10 the I~d CEQ" ugeocy (CPuq and the lead NEPA agency 
(BLM), some of the permitting agenciel1l\ilklng ded"ions ~ on the document include 
the Bureau mIndian AffalB, theCounty olSon Oil'gO and the California State Lands 
Cornmi5sion. It Is possible thai otheI'state or fl.'d~lagencie5 milY.bo be involved. 

' [be projo!ct map Includl.'d with the Notio:em PrepuaOOn did notllhow the 138 kV 
transmission HI\ll propo$-od 10 ronnect UIC Tule Wind Project with the Boulevard 
substation, Thllltransm ission line, along with its alternate proposed mutl'S should be 
eVillu~ted in the EIS/EER. The proposed projl'Ct features, and associatl.'d alternatives are 
depictl.'d in the l'l1Cioaed map labell.'d ~ rroject Alternatives,· 

[t u important that the ElS/EIR evaluate the potentia l impact of a rangeof turbines sU.ed 
from 1.5 MW 103,0 MW, Because the timeline for the regulatory process u uncertain, 
and many other factonrontribute 10 the purchaxol turbillCll, the choke of turbine will 
be limited to tho,e that can be economically available in the marketplaee lit the lim£! 01 
projcctconstruction , Aa:ordingly, the impactll should assume the largest turbines (3.0 
.~~t..,.w...!\. "'" 
_1110<<11 oIoII..-.:w.ol)lft .... 
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MW layout) would be installed in all potential locations (1.5 MW layout). Thill approach 
will I'(lp~nt maximum impact for pu rpo!lClll of evaluating environl11il!l'ltal t'ffeds in a 
COIUI'cvative manner. In addition toanalY1jng the dorementioncd range of turbine si~, 

the enclosed Project Alternatives map preaenl5 II reasonable range of alternatives tu be 
considered related to the Tule Wind I'lojoct. These alternatives relate to transmission 
uptions, substa tion locatiol1ll (whkh l'"ICO:SSilate alternate overhead and underground 
collector designs). and operations and maintenance (O&M) bui lding locations. 

An alternative to theexpa l1llion of the Boulevard Substation should be evaluated in the 
EIS/EIR in the location indicated on the enclo5ed project Alternatives map. This 
alternative 138-kV substation would reduce the IOtal miles of tral1llll'li5Sion lint.'S required 
to be builL This aito:!mate Ioclltlonoould aoo S<:!rve other TeneWilble energy projects 
thereby minimizing the additiQn 01 oew transll'li5Sion lines inclose proximity tQ the 
community oi Boulo:!vard. For ~mple, at Jeas! tWQenergy projects a'll in too early 
s"'ges 01 ~Iopmenl: I) a proposal by Invenergy to d<:!Velopll wind pro;ect on Jandt of 
too umpo Tribe, and 2) a propos;>l by Hamman Companies to develQP a solar 
gerl(!r;lting facility on private land. Both of thesedcvo:!lopments are in dOllf.! proximity to 
the Tulo:! site and to this alternative substation. In add ition to reducing totai lmpacts, 
de\ft!loping the interronnt'(1.ion faciHUl'!I on or near the Tule site ffi<-...>b SDC&E's PEA 
Objective 6 to maximiz.e tho:! use of existing utili ty ROWs because the alt;!mate route is 
partially paralleltu the SunriSll I'owerHnk I.ine. 

Finally, ibetdrola col1Ul\t!nds the decision of the CI'UC and BI.M tu evaluate thl...e 
p~ in a combined review, which addrt.'S$CS potential cumulative impacts of these 
projects to the extent they lire intcrn!lated. 

Thank you for your consideration of the fOt't'goIng. 

~v/.'JJd... .! 
Jeffrey Durocher 
Wind Pennitling Manager 
IberdroLu Renewabl~, Inc. 
1125 NW Couch S~. Suite 700 
Portland, Oregon 9720\1 

End. 



__ 

------•• 

® ~--'-" 

• 0:..... ,
ECOS_t-1> _, 

• • --~ 
•J --
-~-I 

• 

--~ _",• . _c

--~ 
"II~....I. 

T..... mlu lon 
Une I 

--
- -_. 
_2 "'-,-.........
---

~_ 

0 •• --,_' : 

- -
t: 

_' t o 

: , 

!illON6 COMPANY IM • • ,S. '. ,,,., -______________________________________________________________________________..:-: ":J','"::-:::":":'! 



--

--
--------

..... 
;;.;;;:;.;;.."-,

.~.....-
~,-, 
c_*"'" 

-~, -
~ 

-~,, -'~ 

a.-II... -

--
~ 

t...._C..... --
-'''''. 


--,~,,.--~~
~

_.
--.
-,-' 
£,.; 

'"'"-"--,-"'" 

DIANNE JACOB 

..... "'.GO0"""""",, or ' '''"'''00"' 
February 14, 20 10 

Attention: lain Fisher 
California Public Utilities Commission 
clo Dudek 
605 Third Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

RE; ErR/EIS Seoping Comments for SDG&E's East County (EeO) 
Substation Project (A.09-08-00l) includIng the Energia Sierra Juarez 
Generator Tie Line Projec t (ESJ) and the Tule Wind Project, proposed by 
Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 

As Supervisor of the Second District of the County of San Diego, I represent 
more than 2,000 square miles of the eastern portion of the County, including the 
communities of Boulevard, Campo, Jacumba, Tierra del Sol and the McCain 
Valley area, aU of which would be severely impacted by the three interrelated 
projects (and alternatives) now being addressed by the Commission. 

t agree that a joint Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact 
Statement (EIRIEIS) is the appropriate document to be prepared under the 
California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act. 
anticipate that the Commission will conduct a thorough environmental analysis 
with ample opportunity for public comment. I very strongly urge the Commission 
to place great emphasis on its obligation 10 notify property owners and residents 
in areas impacted by the projects. 

, have five overarching concerns about the impacts of the projects: 1. Fire 
danger: 2. Visual blight and damage to community character; 3. Impacts to 
groundwater; 4. Impacts to roads: and 5. Impacts 10 the County's award-winning 
open space program, including pub!ic trails. In addition. I respectfully request 
that the Commission address critical public policy questions surrounding the 
three projects. 

1. Fire Danger: As evidenced by the horrific 2003 Cedar Fire and fireslorms of 
2007, wildfire can have catastrophic impacts on lives and property. The risk of 
fire is significant in aU of San Diego County. but particularly Eastern San Diego 
County where unique wirnjs. brush and terrain combine with very little rainfall to 
create a fire threat which is rare on this earth. 

11100 __. "-lJ6 ' .... ~, c.o.- g2,O' -l<70 
~'i) ~3'·l62l • F"" 10'" _n"J . l ou ""'L..)c"'~N322 
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Energy infrastructure, especially malfunctioning wind turbines and downed power 
lines, present a significant new source of ignition in areas with rugged and 
inaccessible terrain. Cal Fire has classified the project areas as "Very High 
Hazard," the highest classifICation possible. Any increase in human activity, 
including construction, maintenance and operation of turbines, lines, substations 
and access roads will increase the potential for wildfire. For this reason, the 
EIRIEIS must carefully analyze the fire threat posed by the project. 

2. Visual Blight and Damage to Community Character: Turbines, substations, 
maintenance roads and power Unes have significant impacts to scenic natural 
resources, In addition, this infrastructure will detract from the rural character of 
the surrounding communities and alter panoramic views of ridgelines, the skyline, 
and the undeveloped natural landscape forever. The area proposed for the Tule 
Wind Project, McCain Valley, is of high scenic quality and among the most 
prtstine in the region. 

I strongly concur with comments submitted by the County of San Diego which 
request that the projecls be reviewed for consistency with the County's General 
Plan goals and policies. The Commission should be advised that the areas in 
question are proposed to remain rural In character. 

3. Groundwater: The proposed projects are located in areas dependent upon 
groundwater. As the CPUC is currently experiencing with the E1RiEIS for 
SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink, groundwater in these areas is limited. Securing 
alternative water sources can prove problematic. I very strongly urge the 
Commission 10 ensure that the EIRIEIS identify specific sources and volUmes for 
the projects. It is distressing that the Sunrise Poweriink EIRIEIS did not contain 
thorough Information about the project's water usage. This must not happen 
again. 

4. Roads: I agree with comments submitted by the County of San Diego that the 
EIRIEIS should analyze any permanent and Of temporary impacts to the County 
maintained road network. Any proposed modification to a County maintained 
road should comply with the County of San Diego Public Road Standards. 

5. Impacts to the County's Award-winning Open Space Program and public 
trails: San Diego County has been nationally-recognized for its Innovative open 
space program, which strikes a delicate balance between preserving precious 
natural resources while respecting the rights of property owners. The EIRIEIS 
must consider and respect the County's East County Multiple Species 
Conservation Plan which is now in draft form. 
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The plan can be found at: http://www.sdcounty.ca_gov/dplulmscpJec.html. 

Similarly, the Commission must respect the County Trails Program and 
Community Trails Master Plan. The County Trails Program has spent 
considerable time and effort working with communities to formulate a system of 
interconnected trails. The Boulevard Community Trails and Pathways Plan 
identifies an existing and proposed trail and pathway corridors in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. I concur with comments submitted by the County of San 
Diego that state the EIRIEIS should Include an analysis of any potential conflicts 
to the recreational use of these existing and proposed trails. 

Finally, I respectfully urge the Commission to address Important public policy 
considerations in the EIRIEIS. The Commission must ask whether rooftop 
photovoltaic systems are a safer, more cost effective alternative to the projects in 
question, Distributed generation- namely, rooftop PVon existing facilities close 
to demand centers-- is infinitely more desirable than costly and remote 
infrastructure that will profoundly mar rural landscapes and increase the risk of 
fire in areas already susceptible to catastrophic wildfire. Given the fire risks in 
the areas in question, the EIRIEIS must prove that the Tule Wind Project and 
ESJ are less expensive, more reliable and, above all, safer than installing 
commercial solar on urban rooftops, 

I appreciate the opportunity to address my concerns. I look forward to receiving 
future environmental documents related to the projects and being afforded the 
opportunity to express my thoughts again in order to preserve the rural 
backcountry and alleviate any significant impacts to OUf sensitive and protected 
lands. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please don't hesitate to 
contact me, 

() S;"",,,,~ , 

lJk'",g./-. 

\ DIANNE ~ COB 
Supervisor, Second District 

http://www.sdcounty.ca_gov/dplulmscpJec.html
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lian Fisher, 

CPUC Project Managcr 

Greg'111011lCScn. 

BU.l Project Manag~T 

10hn Rydzik. 

BlA Chief ofEuvirolllllc11lai arId Cullum! Rcsourc~'S 

Via: e<:O!<ub(!!;dud......COHl . c"lul~·... ind@ blm.cOln & john. Ryd~ik@;b;".go\' 

R":: ECO Substatioll . Tule Wind Aud Enrrgia Sicrr:• .Iual~~ joinl EI,RlEIS ...·oping 
COInml'l11 8 

lXar Idr, Fish~r. I'>-lr. llH)l1lscn and Mr, Rydzik. 

11lCS~ comments au submined on behalf of mys~lf "" an ;l1di\' idual arId 011 behalf of our non
profit grassroots group. BAD. that is based in lioulc"ard, CA 

BAD has b~'Cn actin:]y defending our rum! community and resources from cl1\'ironm~'ltally 

IIm::I1Cll;l1g projects for over 11"0 decades. We also do public outreach 10 educate local propcrtv 
owners and residents. and olher intCTllSloo panies. on the issu~"S and their opportunities to get 
inl'olwd in Ih~ d~'<:;s;on p~ss. We ha\'~ b,"'l1 ;n\'<Jh'ed in opposing Ihe Ihr~c 

"ncrgyllranS11lission proj~(1s not~d abow along with Ihe IU1d''fI}~l1g appml'als for Ihe related 
Sunrise Powedink and VR1I.1 downgrad~'S ;11 Ihe Easlem San Diego Counly Resource 
Mru13g"me1l1 Plan. 'nlc unwarranted VRM downgrades allowed for the induslrialization of and 
loss of much of our belowd East County wildlands, landseap.:s and recreation an.::as. BAD and 
me as an individual are appclla1l1slplaintifli; in Ihe federal complailllthal challenges the legality 
of Ihe BLl\l's ROD appro\'als ror Ihe Sunrise Powerlink 311d Ihe F..aslem San Diego Resour"c 
M:Ulagcnwnl ]' Jan :Uld Ihe Anwndnlell1 10 thaI plan. 

Bf\O Slrongly objects 10 Ihese Ihree pmjccts alld Ihose the y rely on. 111<' need for Ihem has nN 
b""n pm'·"n. &lI"r less d~"SIn1ctil"e distribl1\cd gcnCTIltion ahcmatiws al\! available. 

Our <:on"ems include the signifi"anl and ClllHUlalil'¢ impacts fmm Ihese projecL~. existing 
pmjcrts and pmposed projects in the genlTal an:a which has all\!ady been seie1l1ificall\' 
identified. in Ihe Las Califomias UiHalional Conser.ation Initiatil'c. as globally signilicrult and 
Tal\! transitional 1I.lcditcrran"an mosaic with abundant and dil"crse wildlife. habitat. and critical 
binat;onal wildlife <:onidon. 

mailto:Ryd~ik@;b;".go


We her"b), incorpor.lte by rd;'r~ncc th" cnrr~nt lU,d p~vious com1]l~nll> submillcd on these 
proj~'Cts and ~Iated projects by myself as an individual. by our own group. and th""e suhmill~>d 
by the Ilou!.:,·ard Planning Group. Bill I'owers. the Law Oflices of Stephan Volker and the 
County of Sun Diego 

Remove David Hayes from ded sion mak.ing and project infl uence: 

l1,ere ar" also major cone"'1"1'S with th" fac t that Deput)' Sec~t:lr)' of Interior. David Hay~s, IS a 
Ibmwr lobbyist for Sempra and SDG&E who rc'Port~dly worked on transmiss ion and other 
related projects aud issu~s for th"m. 'In" two l11ajor transmission projccll> pursued by Sempra and 
SDG&E arc the 500 kV Sunrise I'owcrlink and the 500 kV cross-border Energia Skrrn 11~1rez 
project. 

Mr. Hayes should be remov~>d from any dccision making posi tion. andl or position or innuencc 
over UL.M and other d.:dsion makers. ror any and atl decisions 011 these projects due to his 
previous ~mployment and potential bias towards his Ibm,er clients and their projects. An artid" 
that appeared in the San Diego Read~r. regarding !I-IT. Hayes :lnd his ronner lobbying activities. 
is allached. He is jusl too clQS~ 10 these projects to avoid having it intluencc his :I<'tions. This 
places our nlral communities and resources in a position to have our kgitimate eonccms and 
reqnests brushed off in ordcr to benefit rormer dients and projects. 

No Compromise. No mitigation acceptable. 

Wh~r" we differ from some orthe gTOups nOled above is our no compromise position. What is 
right is right and ",hat is wrong is wrong. l1'~'Te is no amount or type of mitigation tluU C:ln or 
will rcduce the number or, the significance of. 01" the cumulative dan'agc to our ntral community 
character. our ql~,lit y or life, our natuml, biological, historic, cullural , visual, sc~nic. recreation 
and other priceless r ...-sources. W.: will do wlmt we can 10 stop these wrongheaded projects and to 
rcdir~ct ctTorts towards less cxp"nsive and (kslntt1ive distributcd generation projC(1S at or near 
the poiut of use. 

Regards. ,. 
Donna Tisdale. I ......sident 
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Greg ThomJiCn, lain Fisher 
BLM California Desert Distriel Officc California l>Ublie Utilities Commission clo Dudek 
22835 Calle San Juan de Los Lagos 60S Third Street 
Mormo Valiey. California 92S53-9046 EneinilaS, California 92024. 
ca!u],;wjnd@blm KOY tcQsub@dudek.eorn 
Fax: (951) 697·5299 Fax: (800) 371-8854 

Re: 	 Seeping Comments of Backoountl}' Against Dump!!, 11le I'rotoet Our Communities 
Foundation, Easl County Community AetiOfl Coalition and Donna Tl5dale on the East 
COtmty (ECO) Substation Project, the Energia 5ierJII JU/lrez Gcnemtor lie-Lino.: Pro~t, 
and the Tule Wirw! Project 

Dear OfIieiab: 

In accotdance with the: public nolic:.ci provided by the California Public Utilities Cornmi$sion 
("CPUC") and the Bu=au of Land Management (" BLM") (ooLlectivdy ~icwing agencies"), 
Backcountry Against Dumps. 'Ole Protect Our Communiti~ Foundation, East Counl)' Community 
Action Coalition and Donna Tisdale (hereinafter "COI\$Cr"VlItion Groups") submit the following 
Sroping Comments on the East County (" ECO") Substation Project, the I!nergia Sierra Juarez 
Generator Tie-Line Project t'ESJ Project"), and the Tule Wind Project (collectively, "ECOIf:,SJn'u!e 
I'roject" or the "project"). 

Out the outset, ConscrvlItion Groups wish 10 eltpl\'$S theicoppnsition 10 thil! project II! an 
unrlCCeSSal}' irw!ustrializ.ation ofpristine desert wildeme5.ll an:as. Echoing II growing chorus of 
opinions on this subject, Con~rvation Groups suggest as an alternative to the pmposed pmject wide
$pread non-fossil fuel distributed generation ("DO") projects near demand centers in alrclKly-disturbed 
am\S,' Tbe Environmental Impact ReportfEnvironmcnta! impacts Statement ("EIR/EIS") should 

, Distributed generation has been feeenlly referred 10 by the CPUC as electricity provided by 

"non-cenlnlli7.ed electricily po~r production facili ties le$S!han 20 MW interconnected at the 

di stribution side oflhe eltttrieity system, DO technologies include solpr, wind and water· 

powered energy systems; IlfId tcnello1lble and fossil·fueled internal combustion (lC) C11gines, 

small gas turbines. miero-tw-btncs and fuel ecILs.'" lmpaetsofDislribuled Generation, FiMl 

Report, California Public Utilities Commission, January 2010, p. 3-3. available at: 

hllp:lIwww.cpoc.ca.govlNRJrdonlyrcsl7S0F07!O·91!2B-4S37-A81A.(. I46A994CD62IOIlmp&elS 

oIDistributedOenemtionReport _2010,pdf 


http:non-cenlnlli7.ed
http:wildeme5.ll
http:nolic:.ci
mailto:tcQsub@dudek.eorn
mailto:svolker@volkerlaw.com
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provide a robust analysis of 00 alternatives that would obviate the need for allthrec componwlS of 
the project 

Additionally, Conservation Groups believe that this environmental review process will not 
adequately address impacts because it ha., been improperly segmented from the enviroruncntll.\ reviews 
of Olher energy development and transmission projc:clS, including, most /lOlIIbly, the: Swuisc: Powcrlink 
Transmission Line ("Powerl ink,,) EJRlEJS, which was approved by 1M C PUC on OoccmbeT 1&,2008 
and by BLM on January 20, 2009. The projects here are intimately linked to the I'o~rlink project and 
othcl" 1lIl'ge-scak: energy development projects in the works. and thus all of these should be addn::<;.sc:d 
together in a single ElRJElS process. Conservation Groups therefore ask the: reviewing agencies to 
prepare a comprehensive, programmatic-level ElR/EIS that will reveal all of the intensc, wide.spread 
impacts o f the ncar-future industrial development ofdcsc:rI areas ofEastcrn San Diego Counl)' and 
Imperial County. In further expression ofthesc two major concerns, Conservation Groups offer the 
following scoping comments. 

I. Proj« t Purpose ~nd Need 

The reviewing agencies must discuss and take a hard look at the purpose ofand need for the 
ECOIESJn'ule project in the EIRIEIS. 40 C.F.R.. § 1502. 1]; see also Colorado Erwironmfnlo/ 
Coalition v. Dombeck., 185 F.]d 1162, 1175 ( 10th Cir. 1999) (!be permitting agency retains the 
ultimate " responsibility for defining the objectives offand ncc:d for the) action"). Among other things., 
the CPUC and BI..M must analy~ where the electricity transported by !he project would be used and 
whether there is in fact an existing 01" projected capacity shortfall OI"other condition in that area thai 
necessitates importation o f tneTg)'. 

A discussion of supply and demand should address the gmwing consell.'iUS that tntl]O' 

production facilities must be located ne-v urban centel"S - not in remote, sparsely populated, and 
f..'CQ logically valuable areas like Eastern San Diego COWlI)'. Large-scale, urban, photovoltaie projcclS 
are being proposed and approved in SDG&E's and Soulhern California Edison's territorics. The 
increasing importance oflllese l~lly distributcd generation projects should be thoroUghly reviewed 
and analyzed in the environmental review of the project. 

TIlt EIRJE1S must also fully addtess thc reliabi lity issues with wind energy production and 
fully analya: recent evenlS at the Campo Indian Reservation, which caused operalOl'3 to shut dov.n 2S 
turbines for the past two months because ofweathcl--rclatcd damage,1 A comprehensive re1iabilil)' 
analysis should be conducted oomparing these large-scale energy production facilities and DG 
alternatives prior 10 approval ofdJe project. 

1 hnp://www.eastCOWitymagazine.orgfnode/27]4 
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In addition, in regard to the ESJ component of the project, n..-viewing agencies must explain 
why there is a need for additional transmission infrdStructure when it is eminently feasible to traosmit 
electricity produeed in the La Rumorosa area alnng eXisting transmission lincs tbat are already 
intCTCOnnected directly to the SDG&c electrical grid and have at least 800 MW of spare transmission 
capaeity" - a number that could likely be doubled if the lines were reconduetorcd with composite 
conductors.' These transmission lines are jointly owned and operated by SDG&E and the Comisi6n 
Fcdcnd de Electricidad ("CFE'') and comprise onc tie connecting CFE's Tijuana Uno Substation to 
SDG&E' s Miguel Substation and one joining CFE' s La Rosita Substation with SDG&E's Imperial 
Valley Substation. TogcthCT, the ties are called We~tem Electricity Coordinating Cuuncil ("WECCH) 
Path 45. The EIRIEIS mu.~t fully analyze current tranSmission capacity and analyze whether and to 
what c.xtcnt the ESJ projed it necessary. 

Finally, the reviewing agencies mll'it clarify whether the pwpose oftbe ESJ project is to 
facilitate the importation into tbe United Slales of solely wind energy andlor other renewable eDergy. 
The EIRIEIS must make clear whether the eross--border transmission line could and potentially would 
be used to transmit energy produced from narural gas, coal or other fossil fuel·based resources. 
Comprehensive coordination with all Mexican governmental agencies witbjurisdietion over tbe 
project, related developmenTs, and their environmental effects should be conducted as early as feasible 
ill the planning process to assure thaT The project' s stated purpose and need are accurate and realistic, 
and are accepted llli such by the relevant Mexican regulatory bodies. 

fl . SUQri~e Powediok 

As di scussed above, the project is intimately linked to the Powerlink project and other energy 
development and transmission projects in the area. Environmental review of all of the proposed 
projects should have been conducted on a programmatic level prior 10 more focused reviews of the 
individual projects. In light of the fact that no programmatic review has taken place, Conservation 
Groups ask that the present review process iDclude a compreh.ensive treatment ofcumulati..-.: impacts, 
which would include discl15siun of the Powerlink impacts in combination with the impacts from the 
present project on the desert n:S(lurccs ofEnstem San Diego CoUilty and Imperial County. 

J See California Energy Commission Report No. CEC-600·200&·004, June 2008, "Challenges 
and Opportunities to Deliver Renewable Energy from Baja California Norte to California" (CEC 
Report). prepared by KEMA Inc. and Bates·White, LLC, available a/ 
http://www.cncrgy.ea.govf200&publications/CEC-60Q.2Q08-004/CEc..6()O..2008..{)04.PDF. 
'See Bill Powers, October 2007, '·San Diego Smm Energy 2020: The 2 1" Century Alternative,'" 
available at hltp:llv.ww.etechinternational.orglnewydfslsmartenergy/52008_ SmE2020_ 2nd.pdf, 
pp. 54-55. 

http://www.cncrgy.ea.govf200&publications/CEC-60Q.2Q08-004/CEc..6()O..2008..{)04.PDF
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III . Pmied and Allernatins Ilnerintions 

The project description must Ix: clear, conciSO!, and accurate from the ~\.IIrt. l.>escriptioru; of 
complex, multifaceted projects such as the pl"C5ent project often fail 10 meet this standard. Further, 
descriptions ofaJtcmativ~ similarly should be complete and comprehensive or the comparative 
analysis can easily become excessively confusing and incomplete, as exemplified by the alternatives 
analysis in the EIRIEIS for the Powerlinl: project. Thus, Conservation Group' urge the reviewing 
agencies 10 clearly describe the proposed project and alternatives ihemo in the EJ.RIEIS. 

I V. A llerpalin! 

'The F.IRIEIS must address a reasonable range ofalternatives. CjtyofC(Umel·b~lhe-&a v. 
u.s. Depol'lmem ofTrollSportation. 123 F.3d 1142, IIS5 (9th Cir. 1997). The reasonable range o f 
alternatives required by NEPA should include a "rcasonable number ofexamples covering the full 
range of alternatives." CEQ Forty QUClltions, No. lb. Furthermore, an agency may not limit its 
consideration to only those alternatives it believes it has the authority to implement. Rather, the 
altcmatives should be wide·ranging and include options that may require additional approvals or 
participation by others. Sin-ra Club v. Lynn, 502 F.2d 43, 62 (5th Cir. 1974); see also A/osro 
Wilderness RecreaJion and TO/ll'ism AJs 'n \>. Morrison, 67 . '.3d 723. 729 (9th Cit. 1995). The 
reviewing agmciC$' analysis of the ful l range ofaltcmatives to the proposed pmj~ should include, 
among others, the alternatives diSO!u,\.\Cd below, 

First, the CPUC and Bl M $hould consider the alternative of providing and promoting 
increased di stributed generation and increasing conservation measures in the urban load CCDtcn thai 
would be served by the pmjeo::t. Ex):*llding distributed generation would serve the same purposes as 
the project, including increased eleo::trieity gcmeralion and supply of renewable energy. Increasing 
conservation deo::reases demand to further close any forecast gaps between supply and demand. This 
alternative is eminently feasible, as the California Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative ("RJ:.11'') 
has determined that there is up to 27,500 MW of potential distributed gencrdlion in small-scale (1-20 
MW projccts on less than 160 acres) photovoltaic facilities alone (in California).' 

Furtherrnorc, dC\>Cloping d istributed genention fllCililies would have fewer environmental 
impacts and be far less expensive than constructing and operating the project' s new wind farms, 
transmission lines, and substations. As CPUC Commissioner John Boho lw acknowledged, ~Iulnlike 
other gl.'IlCration $OW'CCS, [distributed generation) projects can get built quickly and without the need 
for expensive new transmission lines. And .. , these projects are extremely benign from an 

J CaJifomia RET!, January 2009, " Phal;c I H Final Report,~ avoilable al 

hUp;lIwww coer2Y.ca.gov/re1i1dQCumeO!stindc)( hIm!, p. 1-12. 
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environmenlal standpoint, with neither land use, water, or ,.ir emission impacts:" Funher, theeost for 
most DO installations continues to plurmnel , making DO the economically preferably option. 
Moreover, distributed generation facilities pose a significantly lower risk of shut-olTs and damage from 
wildfire and thus would improve electrical re liability. 

Second, the EIRlEIS should aMly.-.e the alternative o f undergrounding all or portions of the 
proposed transmission lines. The benefits of this . he mative include taluced fi re danger, risk to 
aiTCnlfi, avian mortality and other biological impacts, and improved acsthctics. 

Third, specifically related 10 the ESJ component ofttle project, CPUC and Bl..M must examilX: 
the alternative oftnllWllitting the wind power from the La Rwnorosa area along existing CFE and 
SDG&E lines (the WECC Path 45) instead o flhrough a newly constructed gcnera.lion tic and 
substation <tlte ECO SubstaiiOfl and expanded Boulevard Substation). As di$Cusscd in the Purpose and 
Need section ofthesc $Coping comments, the CFE lines ~ already direcdy connected to the SDG&E 
electrical grid and have at least 800 MW ofspClre transmission capacity. furthermore, the amount of 
spare capacity could likely be doubled if the lines were reconduclored with eOlnpo$ite conductors. 
While CFE would charge a smaU wheeling fee for Ul>e of its lincs, the charge could be reduced in 
CJtcbange for Energia Sitml Ju= U.S. Tl1ln'lmission, lLC ("ESl" - formerly Baja Wind U.S. 
TllIDSmission, LLC, and a subsidilll)' ofSempra Energy) roc:onductoring lite lines. 10 addition, by 
using the existing lines ESJ would be saving substantially 00 construction costs. Overan, th is 
alternative is eminently feasible and would likely have fewefellviron.mcntal impacts and OO$t less than 
the proposed projc:ct. 

Fourth, the reviewing agencies should evaluate the possibilily of limiting the U$C of the 
project's transmission infrastructure to only allow transmission ofpowa from renewable energy 
projects, particularly wind and solar, and not from fossil fuel-based generation. Placing such a 
condition in the project approvals would not only be feasible and environmentally beneficial, it bas 
already been supported, at least in part, by ESJ w1d its parent corpnrotioo, Sempra Energy.' 

V. E ovjroomcntaIJrn [lllc!$ 

'The ElRJEIS must take a "hmIlook" at the CDvirolUDCIltal impactS o f proposed major fede.al 
actions and provide a ~full and fair discussion" of those impacts. 40 C.F.R. § 1502. 1; !u also 
NolioMI Parks &: COIl$en'Cllion Ass 'n v. Babbill, 24 1 F.3d 722, 733 (9th Cir. 200 1). From a CEQA 

• CPUC, 6/1812009, ~CPUC ApprovC!J Edison Solar Roof Program," Press Release, (J1Iaiiable al 

bttp;1/does cnuc.ca.gov/pphlishedtNtws Nicest/] 02SSQ,btm. 

7See U.S. Department ofEncrgy, 912212009. ~ Encrgia Sierra luarez Transmission LillC Project: 

Scoping Report" (Scopiog Report), availabll al hUD;/(www.Csjprojectejs,orgfdocument:l ,blm,p. 

5. 
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point of view, the E1R must inform the public nnd ageocy decisionrnakcrs of nil potentially significant 
environmental impacts prior to project approvill. As thc California Supreme Court has prt.'Viously 
explnirn!d, "[tJhe environmental impact report is the heart ofCEQA and the environmental alarm bell 
whose purpose it is 10 alert the puhlic and its responsible officials 10 environmen1lll changes before 
thcy IuIve reached coologic:a1 points ofno return ." Sie"o Club v. Stale Board ofFurwry (1994) 1 
CaI.4th 1215, 1229, qnotalions and citations omitted. Here, the reviewing agencies must fullyanaly.t.C 
all oftbe envirorunental impacts o f the project. Ao;;ordingly, the CPUC and BI.M must evaluate the 
effects of the projea in both the United Slates and Mexico. &e., e.g.. HiT! Y. RI(Iwrdson. 121 F. Supp. 
2d 8)) (W.O. Mich. 1999); Notio1lllf Orguniwtionfur Ref orM ofMarijlllltID Lows v. Unitrd States 
DtpartMt nt ofSta/t, 452 F. Supp. 1226, 1232·3) (D.D.C. 1978); (/ Exec. Order No. 12114,44 Fed. 
Rtg. 1951 ( 1919), reprinted in 42 U.S.C.A. § 4)2 1 app. Among others, the EIRffiIS mUS( thoroughly 
llIlalyzc the impact'l discussed below. 

A. fi~ 

lronical!y, SDG&E recently sought permission from the CPUC to tum ofT electrical power io 
the area of the ECO and Boulevard substations when (ire dangers are high - a drastic measure from 
lIny perspective - yel it claims in its August 10, 2009 ProporteJlt's Environmental Assessment ("PEA" 
or "ECO PEA") for the fCO project that CQfIStruction of exlensive, addit ional electricity infrastructure 
in thc exact $8fTIC area will not prese:nl a signirlCant (i re hazard. Ifexisting li l!e$ are dangerous enough 
that SDG&£ wants to shut offlhe power 10 thousands of people 00 windy days (potentially causing 
school shutdowns, di$lUpting emergency aim systems, and disabling hospiml operations). how can the 
construction ofeven mor~ substatiOIl$ and transmission lines be properly categorized as having an 
ituignificQnl impact? Clearly, the fire dangCf3 pusenled by this projtct arc significant and must be 
subjected 10 a full and acc:Uflue analysis in an EISIEIR. 

[n thcir review offire ha7.aros, the reviewing agencies must irtCOrporate all relevanl wildfire 
oceurrence information, including historic fire frequency, duration, and magnitude data The agencies 
should ensure that a complete lUlderslanding of the fire hazards in light of the region'S fire hiBlory is 
produ<:ed in the EISIElR. 

In addition 10 the dim:1 impaets o f the described components of the projeel, the EIRIEIS will 
also have 10 address the indirect fue haurd impaclS of the multiple ....ind fann or other energy 
production projects that the ECO subsmtion will aooommodatc. The indim:t (ire halard impacts could 
potentially devaswc the area and therefore must be categ0ri7.ed as significanL 

'The fire risk analysis must also include thorough discussion of tile cumulati ve impacts ofthc 
project with 311 other relevant projects in the area, including the Powcrlink projecl and related energy 
development projects dependent on that transmission line. The cumulative impacts oftlle 
industrinlization orthe East County ~a have the potcntialto permanently alter the frolSile desen 
e<:osystcm through a process called type conversion, described below: 

http:categ0ri7.ed


Re; Seopin& Comments for the F.cOlESlffulc: Project ElRJElS 
February 15,20 10 
Page 1 

Plant invasions arc widely recognize:d as significant threats to biodive~ity collSCTVation 
worldwide. One way invasions can affcct nativc ecosystems is by changing fuel 
properties, which can in tum affcct fire behavior and, ultimately, alter fire regime 
characteristics such as frequency, intensity, eJl tcnt, type, and seasonality of fire. If the 
regime changes subsequently promote the dominance of the in\'aden, then an invasive 
plant-fire regime cycle can be established. As more ecosystem components and 
intcmctions art: altcn:d, restOllllion ofpreinv8$iQII conditions becomes InQfe difIieulLI 

In short, ooce the fire-resistant native c.IIapanaJ is converted 10 invasive annual grasses and other 
highly flammable plants thai. become tindcr-dry each.summer, the fire regime shifts - irre\'OCably - to 
a much shorter li re recurrence intcrval, potentially as short as every)"l2l". Once established, a short fire 
recurrence regime effectivety dcstro)'$ wildlife habitat and creates such an extreme annual fire daIlger 
as to preclude safe human habitatiQIL The EIRIEIS mlJ.'it therefore present a comprehensive analysis of 
the effects of past and future fires on the vitality of the remaining acreage ofMtive ehapamil and other 
disappearing mountain and desert ecosystems in light of the ewnulative impacts of the project and 
other energy development and transmission projects thai are planned in Eastern San Diego County and 
Imperial COWlty. 

Additionally. the project could prescnt significant obstacles 10 firefighten responding to 
wi ldfires. For example, the proposed transbordcr transmission line for the ESI component of the 
project would creatc a substantial bwtrd for low-flying sponcc and bomber aircraft thaI apply aerial 
retardant or water. II would be impo$'lible to see those power lines in smoke lilled canyons, and either 
pilots would be forced to risk their lives by flying when tbe lines are no! clearly visible II( aerial lire 
supprwion would be s.tym..ied. furthcnnDnl, in some ease$ the transborder line and other project
related transmission lines would need to be de-e1JCriizcd before firefightCD could enter certain areas. 
8iving the fire more time to spread. 

In light of the many fire-related impacts, reviewing agencies should give scriOIJ.'i consideration 
to an altenlativc that avoids these impacts, such a.~ the undcrgrounding of the new transmission lines or 
the preferably, pursuit ofDG alternatives as discussed more thoroughly above. 

F,ffects o/Imoosive .Alien Plonts an Fire Regimes, Brooks. M.I~ . C.M. D'Antonio, D.M. 
Richardson, I.M. DiTomaso, J.B. Grace, RJ. Hobbs, J.E. Keeley, M. Pellant, O. Pyke. 2004, 
Bioscicm:c 54:611-688, available at: 
http://www.califomiachaparral.comlimagcsfBrooks_et_al_Effects _ oClnvas;vCll_on]ire_Rcgim 
cs.pdf 

I 
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8 , Bioiogicallmpacls 

There are many potential biological impaets of the project that the reviewing agencies must 
address in the EIRIElS. In all of their biological analyses, the CPUC and BLM should develop and 
utilize current population and habitat surveys and up-to..(\ate scientific studies. Similarly, all required 
surveys of the proposed projeet areas must be completed before: preparation of the EIRlEIS, not 
afterward lIS oecum:d with the majorityoflhe biological surveys for the Powerlink project. The 
ErRlElS must analyze the impacts of the project on threatened.. endangered or special status species, 
including the Quino checkerspot bUl1erfly and the Peninsular bighorn 5heep, both of which have 
proposo;! , suitable, inhabited, andIordc:signated critical habitat that overlaps with or is adjacent to the 
proposed project siles. Tragically for the Peninsular bighorn sheep. the pruposed La Rumorosa wind 
projects and ESJ projeet transmission rou'e would be located directly adjac:enllO (and perhaps overlap 
with) the PeninSlilar Ranges o f Mexico, WI area which the U.s, Fish and Wildlife Service views lIS " the 
only possible route for a natuml connection with other bighorn sheep populations for the (distinct 
population segment ofsheep] in the U.S." 74 Fed. Reg. 17288, 17311 (2009) (emphasis added). 

Additionally and relatedly, the ElRIEIS must also evaluate the elfccl5 of the project on avian 
injury and mortali ty, including impacts on both special status birds (such as the California condor) and 
others (such as the golden eagle, which is protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act). In 
its disc:ussioo ofavian impactS, the ElRlEIS must address risks associated with wind turbines and 
power lines (e.g. electrocution). II mU$t abo assess bow the light and noise pollution associated with 
the project would impact birds and other species. 

Specific to the Tule Wind Project , COnlltruclion and opemtion o r the project will adversely 
affect nwnerous endangered or thuatened species in the McCain Valley, including bul notlimitoo to 
the Arroyo toad. Quino checkerspot butlerOy, Peninsular bighorn sheep, least Bell's Vireo, barefoot 
banded gecko, Swainson's hawk, and southwestern willow flycatcb...-r. There is also additional 
sensi tive and locally important wildlife in the IIrea thnt must be evaluated. Funhcrrnore, there arc 
endangered, rnrc, and sensitive plant species in the area thai must be protcctl-d as well. 

The ElRlEIS must nol only identify the species that may be affected, but it must abo analyze 
the potential impaclS and provide for mi ligation where feasible. First and foremost, highly trained and 
experienced biologists should be involved in the entire process to survey ror and mitigate damage to all 
biological resources in the area. It is extremely important tbat those SUfVeying ror these resources be 
blowledgeable and have up-to-dllle information on the speci~ being surveyed. For example, there 
have been recenl scienti fic discoveri~ regarding the distribution and habitat needs orthe Quinn 
eheckerspot butterfly. New host plants for the Quino chockCJ$pOl bunerfly have just been discovered. 
74 FR 28775, 28n6. The hIlnerlly has been doewnented at higher elevatioD$ than ever before, lIS well 
8.$ ncar granitic mther than clay soils. Jd. Most binlog.ists do not have experience surveying under the 
newly developed sUfVey guidelines. ld. 1besc factors must be taken into llCCOuot as the reviewing 
agencies prepare the ElRlEIS. 
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C, I.bbitat Fragnltnt~tion and Related Edge Efftd~ 

Habitat fragmentation is the breaking up conliguous natural habitats inlo smllJl ~tchcs that are 
isolated from in\ltCt areas ofhabitat ·lbc projecl"s plans for constOICtion, staging, and building of 
IIC¢CSS roads and structures will result in din..'Clloss ofhabilat. division oflhe remaining habital inlo 
isolated patche!.. and reduced size of habitat patches. Thcse fragmentation impacts, when spread 
across II large area, are almost invariably lIOCOfllpanied by locali:r.ed extirpation ofspecics. Hen:, the 
project will fragment scrub and chaparral Mbillits. I..ocal sp:cies semitive!O the dtw:1opcd or altered 
edge and species that have large area requirernems an: wnong the first!O disappear from habitat 
fragments, triggering cascading impactS to ooologicaJ communities. The fragmentation ofhabitats 
inhibits movement ofspecies and disrupts oecc:ssary interactio$ among species. 110esc adVCTllC 
impacts decrease the viability of spcciC!! in the area and degrade habitat vtolue 115 species become more 
isolated in contained areas. The project will fragment habitat within the project area, particularly 
through the construction ofacccS!! roads, mId will potentially cause signi ficant impact.ol to may species 
within the area. These impacts must be fully discussed in the ElRIEIS. 

Further, fragmentation causcs edge effects tIuot also degrade the local habillit near power lines 
and maintenance roads. An edge mark!; where natural habitat conditions transition to II human-altered 
condition. Edge effects decrease the net, biologically functional area of habitats left undeveloped 
within hmdscaprs fragmented by roads, cleared areas. or development structures. These edge effects 
further reduce ItVllilable habilat for native species, .....hile crea.ting new habitats for non-native, human
tolcnmt species. Thc construction of the project will cut dircctly through acres or important habitat 
currently undisturbed by buman activity. The EIRIE1S must therefore thoroughly discuss the 
rragmentation and edge effect impacts of the project. 

D. Soil a nd Invasive Species 

An cstimated 140,000 cubic ytmls ofilOiJ may be imported to fill the ECO project site alone. 
The EIRIEIS must WlII.Iy-LC the project's likely importation of invasive plant species within the fill soil. 
Further, invasive species may be tran.~ported through construction and maintenance vehicle use and 
increased public access. Thc reviewing agencies must identify, anal)'7.L\, and, ifnc«ssary, develop 
mitigation InCll.SUl'CS for these impacts in their environmcnlal study o f !he project. 

~:. Visual and AClilhclic Impaets 

TIiC project will severely diminish the sen:ne aesthetics aDd expansive unobstructed vistas in 
the region. 1bc ElR/EIS must consider the$c impacts, including the sheer height and ovcral l size of 
the racilities, !he wide geogrnphic scope and vuual incongruity of the project, IIIld the obtrusive effects 
o f the facilities ' nighnime lighting fixtures. The reviewing agencies should analYl.e these vicwsbcd 
impacts from multiple vantage points, including popuh.r scenic vistas as well as the plllCe$ (homes, 
roads, etc.) frequcnted by residents of the region, such as the citizcos of Boulevard, California. 

http:impact.ol
http:locali:r.ed
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further, lIS discussed above, the EIR/EIS should give scrious consideration to all altemative that 
undergrounds any lIew transmission lines or preferably to a DO ahemalive, which would obviate the 
n<.'Cd for this project !lhogether. 

F. Noise 

The introduction of indU:Strial llOise levels during eonstruetion, opemtion, and maintenance of 
the project will be significant. 'Ibcse significant noise impacts will disturb adjacent property owners 
and the endangered and sensiti~'e species that occupy and pass throogh the area. These noise impacts 
!Ire even ~ signiflClUlt given Eastem San Diego County's quiet, rum! selling. 

In addition to the immediate noise impacts of the proje<:1 itself, the EIRIEIS mustlllkltess Ibe 
noise impacl.'l oflbe collSlniCtion of the multiple Hddi tional energy generation facilities that will 
connect to the ECO. ESJ and Tule cQmponenl.'l of the pmje<:1. 'IlK: cumulative construction impacts of 
the project with the Powerlink project and other area projects will be significant and should be fully 
analyzed in lID EIRlEIS. 

G. Visual & Night Sky Re\lourcts 

The EIRIEIS should address the significant impacts of the project on visual and night sky 
resources. First, the project will significantly affloetlbe area' s visual resot.II'CCS by introducing massive 
new industrial projects - including most prominently the enormous wind turbines planned for the ESJ 
and Tule components Qfthe project - with industrial -scale lighting. new roads, graded pads, ....mer 
tanks, and la-fOOl-high barbed wi~ fenting inlO a scenic, rum! area.. The $ClII'1illg o flbe landxape 
will be visible from many locatiQRS lIS graded portiQns of the desert never reswne their natural 
appearance once cleared. The proje<:t will atTcct scenic and historic roadways and will detract from 
IQCIlI , small businesses that rely on a tourist- and recreation-based eeonQmy, including the nearby 
Desert View Tower and the lacwnba Hot Springs Spa. 

Additionally, the ElRIEIS mUSl fully address the combined aesthetic clTcclll of the project with 
the Powerlink proje<:t and other pro~ energy production facilities in the area. MQp$ nnd photo 
simulntions must fully reveal the intensive visual impacts orthe proposed PowerHnk infraslruct~ and 
relnted wind farms, including the industrial-scale wind turbines that will be located directly behind the 
ECO Substati()fl. When added tQgcthcr, the Po .....crlink, the various new wind and solar facilities, the 
existing Southwest Po.....e~ l.ink f'SWPL"'). and the proposed project will drastically degrade Ibe visual 
context of the area's rum! communities and vast undeveloped public lands. These cwnuJativc visual 
impllClS must be thoroughly evaluated by the reviewing agencies. 

Further, the EIR/EIS must fully acoount for the significant impaclll of the project on night skies. 
The fi~. 300-watt tungsten.quartzlamp$ proposcd for the ECO substation will significantly impair 
the night skies in one of the last dark sky areas len in Southem California. As with visual rcSOurce.~, 
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the ElR/EIS should address all of the other indirect night sky impacts from the other planned cnergy 
production faeilities that will eonntd to the SWPL through the ECO and Boulevard ~ubstations. 
These light pollution impacts will likely be individually and cumulatively significanL 

II. Geology 

11Ie ELRIElS should fully review and evaluate the geological impacts o fplaciq wind turbines 
in the project amL Despite having small footpnnl5 relative to other types ofcoergydevelopmctllS, 
wind turbines lajuire high levels ofslope stability and a solid foundation to preY'C1U safety disasleQ. 
In order to safely sile wind turbines, a significant amount ofdrilling is often required. The ElRlEIS 
must evaluale the impact ofsuch drilling on scismie, slope, and soil stability, as well as groundwater 
contamination that may be caused by deep penctmtion drilling. 

The EiRIEIS must diI'!Cuss thc project's negative impacts on the region 's t'OrtServation 
initiatives. 'Ine construction of the projt(:t and all of the other energy production facilities depcndCJ1t 
-on the ECO and Boulevard substations will impair the ecological value of the project sites themselves 
as well as miles ofsurrounding Il1OIlnlWl\$ and high desert. This degradation of the mOU/1\l1in and 
desert ecosystems in the region will likely affe.;:t collSCJ'Vlltion deeisiorunaking, turning money and 
prol«lion away from the area as colUCrvationisl5 look fOl" less-devclopcd lands to preserve. Some of 
the oonscrvation initiatives that could be alTected by the project ioclude 'The Nature Conservancy's 
purchase ofthc Jacumba·Eadc property in January 2008 for ioclusion into the Anu lJorngo State 
Park, preservation programs in the County of San Diego's East County Multiplc Species Conservation 
Plan, the las Califomias Binational Conservation Initiative, and the Parquc 10 I'ark proposal, whieh 
seeks to COIlIleCt ArIza Borrego Slate Pllrk (and the Jacwnba propeny pl,ll'Chased for tllC Park 
mentioned llbovc) with Oaja Mexioo'~ Parque Naeional Conslitucion de 18S7 and tlK: Parque Nacional 
Sanl'odro Martir. 

J . Economic Con:seqUCDCes .nd R ura l Blight 

LoeallOurism and recreation are a major SOlm>e of income fOl" the region's local busincssc:t;. 
The project's threatened tmnsfontl3tion ofme area from an open-space. recreational rnccea 10 an 
industriallaodscapc will cause tbe elosure ofmany small businesses that provide recreation-based 
services. These empty storeJronl5 and deserted commercial areas pre3Cllt significant impacts in the 
fonn of rural blighl The fall in propeny values in the area due 10 the degraded rural landscape may 
cause hol11t!l and neighborhoods to become abandoDCd, fw1ber exacerbating rural blight. These 
impacts should be discUSSl'd in the reviewing agencies' ElRJEIS. 

• 
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K . W iltlerneu Experience 

The EIRlEIS must also evaluate the project's effects on tbe region's wilderncss areas. Of 
plUIieular concern arc impacts to the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness area, which is located north of both the 
proposed ECO Substation and Boulevard Substation expansion. Other potentially impacted wilderness 
and environmcutally sensitive area~ includc the Jacumba Wilderness Area, the Table Mountain Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, and the Anza Borrego Desert State P!II"k. 

L. Recrea tiona l Resou rcc! and Pu blic Acce!ls 

Recause the project will involve the cutting ofnew roads into previously inaccessible areas, 
public use oflhese areas, whether authorized or unauthorlzOO, may increase dramatically. This 
increase in use is likely to result in increased fire danger, invasive species distribution, vandalism, and 
disruption ofhabitat in remote, eurrently unaltered natural resource areas. l bcsc impacts due to 
increased public access should be fully addressed in the EIR!EIS. 

Related!y, the EIRJEIS must clearly and consistently describe the public'S recreational access to 
the project sites ani! accurately analyze the impacts of that dcsignated level of aCCe!ls. For example, 
the Tule Wind Project proponent asserts that a mere 2% of the land in thc project area will be occupied 
by wind power production equipment and the rest will remain open for existing recreational uses. But 
access for rt:creational ~rs may in fact be limited. In the Powerlink approval, mitigation measures 
require that current and new access roads are to be closed 10 the public due to safety, invasive species, 
and fire hazard concerns. Ifrcviewing agencies follow the Powcrlink example, then large portions of 
the project area will be closed to recreational activities, I imiting the a.bility ofrecre.ationists 10 legally 
w;c and enjoy the area. On the other hand, if these newly conSlIUeted access roods are not closed to the 
public, Ihe additional public access will increase fire hazards, thc risk of introducing i,wa~ive species, 
and the like ly degradation of the SUlTounding environment. as discussctl above. Furthcnnorc, thcre is 
no guarantee chat thc public will remain on the a.ccess roads; resulting off-road velticle use will in tWll 
cause further habitat destruction in and around the project area. 

M. Cultunl Re,wurcet: 

lbc project location is rich with significant cultural resOW"CCS, including Native American 
sacred sites, burial/cremation areas, and traditional cultural properties. For example, there are at lealo"1 
40 previously recorded archeological sites with in the right ofway proposed for the Tule Wind Project. 
Furthcnoorc, there are more than 30 archaeological investigations that have previously taken place 
within that proposcd right of way. Disruption oftbese areas will result in significant impacts that must 
be fully cxplained in the E1RJEIS, and ana lYI.ed in an appropriate National Ilistoric Preservation Act 
review process. The reviewing agencies must evaluate and set fnrth mitigation measures to address 
these significant impacts to cultural and archaeological resources. 

http:analYI.ed
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N. Runtl Ch"r:tttcr and QualilYof I, ife of BlIckcouotry Commuuities 

The EIRIEIS must tlJoroughly discuss the effects of the projl:d on the rum! ehornctcr and 
quality of life of badcountry communities. The induruialization of Eastern San Diego CoWlty will 
adversely affett the lives of the re:sidenl$ who have chosen to live in rurnl communities in part because 
of lheir close connection to nature. The reviewing agencies should therefore address this important 
issue. 

O . Eovironmeot l lJuJ'ice 

The reviewing agencies should as.seM the environmental justice issues rlIi~ by the 
construction ofrnassivc, industrial faci lit ies and infrastruclUfe for the provision of power to urban 
consumers within and surrounding low·income, rural commWlities. TlIese important and often
overlooked issues are eritical hert, where urban electrici ty users seek to export the environmental costs 
of their electricity usage to poor ruml communities. 

... Climate Change Imp!ltU 

1. Use of Euen Capadty hi TnlOJport F05Jil· fucllJasw Electricity 

The ElR/FJS mUSl a1so address the likel ihood that the new substation and transmission lines 
will cause more fO$Sil·fuel·based generating facilities to be built in Mexico or neat the substation in 
the United SIaIc:S. Notably. Scmpra's BajllOOrte Gasducto LNG linc and a newly constructed water 
line nm through Sempra's leased land directly south of the new ECO substation. Wi th the 
construction of the project's new erou·border ESJ tie·line, Semprn will have all the necessary 
ingredicnlll for a !leW gas-fired power plant on the Mexican side ofLhe international border: gas, 
WItter, and transmission. Sempra has previously indicated that LNG will serve as its primary fue! for 
decades to come and has invested billions in its LNG infrastructure in lliIja.. including the construction 
oCthe Encrgia Costa Azul LNG tenninal ncar Ensenada, Mexico. The reviewing agencies should fully 
investigate the potential for the project to increase f05siJ fuel consumption and analyze the consequent 
effects on greenhouse gas emissions, global warming, and air quality in the project area. 

2. Additto n:d C limate Change hnp,."" 

In addition to the potential increase in fossil · fucl based energy production, the EIRJElS must 
also address other climllle change impactS. For example, SDO&E's ECO pr~ admits that " fugitive 
emi$$ions o f SF6 - a potenl [grttnhou$c: gas!with a (global warming potentiall o f 23,9OO-will 
resul t from the operation oftransmission-linc equipmenl that will be insta lled at the ECO and 
Boulevard substations." ECO PEA, p. 4.3-24. SOG&.E plans to implctm:nt a SF6 mooitoring and 
reduction plan, but the plan wi ll only "reduce eTT1i!$ions ofSF6 by ~pproximately 5 percent." Jd. The 
ECO PEA concludes that the plan will mitigate the impact ofSF6 emissions (0 lcss·than·sig.nifiealll 
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levels, but a reduction by 5 pen:ent does not mitigate this significant impact to a leSiS-than-significanl 
level. A full discus ..~ion ofSF6 emi~sions by all components of the project must be prescnl in the 
EI.RIEIS. Further the env ironmenta l review should discuss the cumulative impact~ ofthesc emission 
on climate change. 

Additionally, studies have begun to show that undisturbed alkaline desert areas, such as the 
Mojave Desert, eastern San Diego County and western Imperial County, sequester eatbon-dioxide in 
surpri sing q\IaIJtitieso.' This new understanding of~ as important carbon sinh should be 
discussed in the reviewing ageociC$' anal)'$is of this project 's impacts on greenhouse gas emissions. 
1be project will disturb and open up vast stretches o f ctlm':ntly untrammeled desert lancb 10 Large-stale 
induruial development. These huge desert areas may do more good in reveni ng global warming ifleH 
alone than if they arc fully developed into rmcWtlble energy generation facilitiC$. This is particularly 
true when:, lIS here, distributed phutovoltaic cnergy production near the energy demand centers could 
eliminate or substantially reduce the need for the project. A complete analysis of thi s indi rect adverse 
impact of the project should be conducted prior to the reviewing agencies' decision. 

Q. Air Quality 

In addi tion to greenhousc gases, the EUVEIS mIlS! also evaluate the impacts of the project on 
local air quality and public health. Most specifically, the reviewing agencies must analyze the 
particulate matter emissions thaI wou ld occur during construction of the project from. among other 
things, excavation, grading and off-road vehicle usc. 

R. Groulld a nd Surfatt Water 

The EIRIEIS must contain an adequate analysis of the impacts of the projcct on groWid and 
surface water resources. As for groundwllter, the project's short- and long-leon demanlb on the 
region 's groundwater resources will be a key part of the analysis. If the project dnlws down 
growldWtlter levels to a significant degree, nc ighboT$' wells will be nCg<!tively affected . Such a drop in 
groundWater could also adversely impact any local springs OT SCf:pS connecled to tht: uqui fer, which 
could, in twn, affect desert animals rel iant on those springs and seeps. These impacts must be 
thoroughly srudicd. 

Funber, the E1RJEIS must adequately anaJyv; the potential for contamination of the underlying 
aquifers from the 569,800 gallons ofoil that will be used at the ECO substation and the 25,660 gallons 
at tbe Boulevard substation due to openItor error, equipment malfunction. lire, earthquake, windstorm, 
landslide, vandalism, sabotage, or other causes. Contamirwion oftbc fractured rock aquifcr!l in 
Eastern San Diego County is notoriously difficul t, ifoot impossible, to remediate. Contamination can 

, http://www.ecostudies.orgipresslSehlesingcr_ Seience_ 13_June_200S.pdf 

http://www.ecostudies.orgipresslSehlesingcr_Seience_13_June_200S.pdf
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be transported olTsite via high-flow fractures at unknown rates and in unknown diroctiol1.'l. 'The 
reviewing agencies must analyze these potentially ~ignificanl impacts in the EIRIEIS prior to making a 
decision on the project. 

Turning to mace wateT. the project's impacll on local watCt" courses should be fully 
evaluated. Construction of the ECO Sl'bslalion component of the projoct alone willlUjuire 30 million 
gallol1.'lofwattt. Even if this wateT is to be pwnped out of the aquifer, purthased from nearby water 
districts, or trucked in from the Ciry ofE! Centro, surface water suppliC$ affected by these sources may 
be compromised. The ECO PEA does not analy£e the availabili ty of water for construction or the 
project's impacts on surface water supplies . .. ·wther, apart from short-term construction water nuds, it 
is nOI eJear to what cxlcntlong·tenn opera/ion ofthe facil ity will require s urface waler supplies. In an 
area as dry as the proposed project site, waler supply and demand must be very carefully evaluated 
prior to approval of any new projecL 

Also, construction of thc project has the potential to affect surface runoff. By altering the slope 
and changing the topography where the project's wind turbines are to be pla<.:cd, the traditional path 
that water follows in the 3I'eII may be obstructed. Th is will not only cause changes in the quanlity of 
runoff that reaches do....1l$lope streams and watercourses, bot it will certainly affect tbe quality of such 
waler 11$ well . Runoff follo....ing construction activities will pick up hUle amounts ofsediment, 
subsequently degrading the dO ....lIslopc streams. The ElRIEIS must address all oflhese hydrologic 
impacts. 

S, Impa~u on Boulevard 

The Boulevard Sub$talion will inc~asc in si7.t by approximately 600 percent See, e.g., ECO 
PEA, Figure 3-17. This increase in size is particularly signi fiCl\llI since the property is located in a 
residentially zoned a~a. 'The reviewing agencies muS! conduct a complete study of the impacts of the 
much larger substation on the community of Boulevard. 

Vl . Qther Pro jests lbat Sbould Be Considcrtd in this EmtEl S 

The ECO PEA states that it wi ll be designed 10 "aceommndale additional renewable generation 
in the future, beyond what is currently in the CAISO Queue." fCO PEA, p.2-7. To the extent that the 
impacts from these projects and thei r gellCration tie- lines are "reasonably foreseeable," they must be 
addressed in the ElR/EIS as indireo:t impacts. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064, 15 126.2, 151 30. I\Js noted 
above, the Jarge-scale projects (in additioli lo the ESJ and TuJe Wind Projects) thai: are dependent 011 
the construction of the F.cO substation wi ll have significant impacts on the reginn 's environment, 
prompting the need fortborough and com~ive environrnenlal review ofall soch related projects, 
soch as lnvencrgy's plans to COIlliIruCt a 160 MW wind energy project on the Campo Indian 
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Reservation.'O Massive wind fanns such as this have the proven capacity to kill thousands of birds 
each year, Simil1l11y, large scale solar-thermal projects that may tie in to the ECO sub$tation can create 
superheated ~.ones around the colkctor towers tMt can reach ambient temperatures of800 degrees, hot 
enough to literally cook birds in mid-flighL Endangered species, such as the Peninsular bighorn sheep 
and the Quina cb<:ckmpot buttcrlly, inhabit the area and will be adversely affected by the construction 
and operation of these typeS of I'CIlCWlIble energy projects. The ElRlEIS mll5t accordingly address 
lbcseand many other significant indirect impacts. 

VII . Cymul!ltive Impa£11 

As discussed Ihrougboullhese commenls, the cumulaJjve impacts of this project, along witb 
the Powerlink and the multiple other planned energy production facilities thai will rely on illl new 
infrastructure. will be significant. The EIRIEIS must fully address these cumulative impactS. Previous 
attempts 10 address the cumulative impactS of the energy developments proposed in this remote rel!,ion 
have failed. MOM notably, the Powerlink EtRlElS did not discuss and analyze the substantial 
environmental changes that the proposed development of eastern San Diego County and Imperial 
County for energy production will cause. 

One of the most important impacts 10 address is the increased cumulative firo danger. Southern 
California is already struggling 10 develop solutions to its rapidly growing fire vulnerability. Eacb 
year. massive wildfires devastate vast areas of Southern California. Many of these fires hay{.' bttn 
caused by electricity generntion and Il'llll$ffiission facilitics. SDG&B's recent proposal to tum off the 
power to Eastem SDII Diego residents during high lire dlUlger periods is further proof of the depth of 
the fire ha%ard problem. /uJ explosion of new energy faci lities in this fire-prone area presents an 
exln:IDC danger to the health IIDd welfare of the area's citi7.CllS and threatens the very e)listcncc of 
small, rural communities such as Boulevard and lacumba. These impacts arc signi ficant and should be 
addressed appropriately. 

Also importal'lt, the cumulative construction impacts of the projccllogc\her with all oflhe Olher 
rclalcd infias\ruclure and energy development arc likely to disturb sensitive desert animals, including 
tbe Pcninsulllr bighorn sheep, which require the areas conlempwed for development for their 
continued survivnl. Similarly. the Quioo chcckerspot butterfly's critical habitat will be di~y 
impacted by the construction ofboth the new transmission lines for lhis project and the Powerlink as 
well as other potential new C1ICTlP' development facilities in the area. These impacts should be avoidc:d 
by relocating or disapproving these faci lities. 

"The project's cumulative impacts 10 visual, water, soil. biological, air quali ty. noise, and 
\;ultural resources ... ill be significanl The EIRIEIS must nol i~ thc:sc cumulative impactS - as the 

10 hllp:/lwww.signonsandicgo.COm/newY2009/junll l/wind-fann-pmject-set-campo-rcservationJ 
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Powerl ink ElRIEIS did - or otherwise attempt 10 trivializc the proposed eOl.'I'gy developmenls' 
potential to lransfonn much ofeastern San Diego County and western Imperial County into a 
pcrmanmtly ~ ecologically degraded., indUMrial zone. 

VIII. Growth IDducinl! Impactl 

'lbe EIRIElS must address the industrial growth that the project will spur. The reviewing 
ogencies must C()n.~ider the impacts of all fulure projects that may oonnect lo Of depend upon the Tule 
Wioo and ESJ projects, or with \he increased capacity of the ECO and Boulcvard 5ubstations. If the 
reviewing agencies dctc:rmine that the impacts o f lhcse projects are not indirect impacts. then they 
must consider these impacts in a separate ehapter on growth-inducing impacts. 1be effects of the new 
energy deve10pment projects w ill be significant and pervasive and must be addressed in an EISJEIR 
prior to approval of the projecL 

In particular, the reviewing agencies must e)(am;ne the ESJ project's capacity to induce 
increased population, as well as the industrial growth the project would spur, including an evaluation 
of the likelihood ofand impacts from the future use of the project's transboundary transmission line 10 

eanyelectrieity generated from fossil fuels. As discussed above, unless the CPUC or BLM places a 
wndition in the pennit prohibiting the tnln$mission OVCT the new line offos.sil·fuel·bascd electricity, 
thefe is a distinct possibility lilat a new gru.Jired po\\'et plant would be built in the vicinity o f the La 
Rumorosa area and transport elcctrica.1 output to the U.S. via the ESJ project Ir.Insmission line and 
feO and Boulevard Substations. Thesc potentiAl growth inducing impacts of the new lranSIllissioti 
capacity provided by thb projecl must be full described and B11aI)'l:oo by the reviewing agencies. 

IX. Mitigation 

Should this projoct be approved notwithstanding its potentially calaStrophie effccts on the 
natural ecosystems of a vast area of eastern San Diego County, every economically IlJld legally feasible 
mitigation measure that might reduce ~ impactS should be givcnlhomug.h consideration and, if 
round effective, implemcmted fully. Such mi tigations would include, but not be limited to, requi ring 
lhe complete decommissioning or these projects, nnd rutoration ofthc surrounding environment to its 
preexisting, IUltural condition. once the projects have roaehed the end or their useful life. Given the 
rapid emergence ofoew and improved technologies for the generation 1IJ1d conservati on of energy, 
including DO alternatives such as the installation of thin· film photovoltnie rooftop solar systems, early 
retirement ofthcse projects due 10 their obsolete technology and excessive wst should be anticipated. 
Substantial bonds should be required of all project prnpollCtll$ in onk:r 10 sccnre complete removal of 
the projects and restoralion of the nalural environment promptly after these projects are retired. 
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Additional mitigations required during the opel'lltion of the proje<:1 should include acquisition 
of tile rcplacc:mcrtl habitat on at \c.ast a 3-to-l ratio for wildlife habilat disturbed by the projccl Under 
110 ci~umstIlIlOOS should habiw for any thn:atened or endangered species be reduced or degraded for 
the project, however. 

x. eonsultation 

The ElRIEIS must list and di.$cu$S a1I"Federal pcrmits.1i<:en$C$, and othermtitlemcnu which 
must be obtained in implementing the proposal" (40 C.F.It § lS02.2S(b», and analyze the consistency 
of the project with Slllte and local1aws pnd conduct joint environm~ntal review with state and local 
agencies to the ~fullcst extent possible." 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2. Fonnal consultation under ESA will be 
required. The proje<:t's proposed transmission line wi ll cut directly through Quino chcckel"Spoi 
butterfly critical habitat. AJso,lhe project location overlaps with or is immediately adjacent 10 critical 
habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep. !u noted in the ECO PEA, the effects ofthc $Ilbstation on the 
contini.lCd survival ofthesc endangered species mU$t be fully analyzed in coordination with the 
California Department ofFish and Game ("DFG"), BLM, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
("FWSj. Con!ICI"Vation Groups request thaI such consulllll.ion take place at the earliest point possible 
in the plannillg process so that the views ofDr G and FWS on the projcc1 ' s effects on endangered 
species can be fully integrated into the CEQA and NEPA ra-iew for this project. Similarly, 
oonsultation with local Nlttive American tribes should commence early in the review process given the 
importance or the cultural resources in the a.rca. 

11te project will med to obtain multiple additiooal permiLS or other entitlements before il can 
proceed. For example, approvals will be necessary from San Diego County, the U.S. AorIy Corps of 
Engineers, and the San Diego or Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board under the 
federal Clean Wllter Act lind the California Portcr-Cologrn: Water Quality Control Act. The reviewing 
agencies must describe these and other required permilllllud ClCplicate the anticipated interagency 
review of the projccl 

XI. Conclusion 

Conservation Groups again emphasizc thcirconccm that the environmental impllCtS of the 
projects that threaten to indLlStrialize ea.<itern San Diego County and western Imperial County must be 
comprehensively reviewed in a programmatic E R/EIS. The combined effects ofall o(thc projects 
proposed., including the prestnt project, the Powcrl ink project. and all other reasonably foreseeable 
energy developments in the 1IIC8 will fundamentally alter tbe region in wnys that have not been fully 
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revealed or analyzed 10 dale . The best way to provide for the future energy needs of Southem 
Californians is not through destructive devdopmcnt o fthcir irreplllCc:ablc wildlands, but rather through 
the deployment of di stributed geoeration facilities al already disturbed locatioDS within or ncar the 
urban demand centers. 

Sin rely, 

Stephan . Volker 
Attorney fOT Backcountry Against Dumps, 
The I'rotect OUT Communities Foundat ion. East 
County Community Action Coalition and Donna 
Tisdale 

SCV:laf 



@lM:ML 
OFF-ROAD BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, Inc. 

www·grba.b jz 

February 15, 2010 

Attn: Greg Thomsen, 
6LM california Desert District orfice 
22635 calle San Juan de los lagos 
Moreno Valley, California 92553-9046 

RE: 	 Comments for Consideration and Inclusion in the Scapng Process of the 
Tuk Wind Project. 

Dear Greg: 

Thank 	yoo for the opporb.mity to ~ovlde sco~ng comments on Tule Wind project I ilm writ ing 
on behalf of the Off-Road Business A=c.iation (ORElA) a nat ional non' fXofit trade assoc~tion 
representing all aspects of the motorized recreation industry - from OEM manufacturers to 
aftermarket suppliers and distributors, and Ioc.al reta ilers acr05S the United States. 

According to irtormation found on the BLM's website Paci fIC Wind Development has 5ubmitted 
an app ication to construct, operate, and maintain an energy generation facility that would 
generate 200 megawatts of rene.vable p:lWE!r. The project, known as the Tule Wird Project, 
would include the construction of new roads, turbines, a transmission line, and other f<ICi lit ies. 

The profXIsed p--oject would be constructed on awoximately 15,500 acres, cOITlp--ised of lands 
administered by the BLM ar.d the CSLC, lands of the Ewiiilapaayp Il'dian Reservation, and 
privatejy-owned pro fE ty under the jurisdiction of San Dieg:. County. The BLM lands oomprise 
12,124.9 acres. The proposed project is Iocat€d In unincorporat€d San Diego COunty, 
approximately 60 miles east of San Olego, California. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

ORBA lJ'lderstands and accepts the need for this country to develop energy from renewable 
SOU-Ce5. At the same time, it is Important to rea lize that many of these projects are proposed 
for land where OHV recreation oo;urs, as this one is. S<Jn Diego County has very feN OHV 
recreation opp::>rtuniUe5 therefore It is important we 00 not lose even one inch or trail in this 
particular area. We believe that wi th the proper 5iting of the towers and other various 
mitigation measures this ..-ojec:t (XJuld co-e.xist with OHV rec:reation. We request the BlM work 
with the project ..-oponent so It Is designed in a manner that avoids any reduction In the land 
available for recreationa l use by off-highway vehicles. 

32383 PerigCld Rd • 'Mnchester, CA 92595 • Ph.,., .. ; 951 .925,1953 



SPECIfIC COMMENTS 

The Draft EIS/EIR must evaluate many impact categorie5 in order to meet the goals specified in 
NEPA, CEQA and their re5pective implementing regulations , The5e include the fOllowing: 

Recreational Activities - The Draft EIS/E1R must evaluate the project's potential impacts on 
the recreational USe5 in the area including, but not limited to, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, 
camping, lfJotography, hiking, wildlife viewing and rockhounding , 

Cumulative loss of OHV Recreational Areas - The Draft EIS/ EIR must evaluate the 
cumulative 105se5 of land available for OHV recreation, including, but not limited to, the 
cumulative closures or limitations on de5ert lands managed by BLM and on forest lands 
managed by the U,S, Forest Service, 

local Economic Impact - The Draft EIS/EIR must evaluate the economic impacts caused by 
the project's construction, implementation, and operation, This evaluation must address (1) the 
economic impacts on the local community caused by the loss of commerce created by 
recreational users to the a rea including gasoline, grocery and equipment purchases; (2) the 
economic impacts on businesses that sell OHV's and OHV· related equipment - such as 
motorcycles, AlV's, UTV's, dune buggies, motomomes, tra ilers and their associated tow 
vehicles. 

Reclamation Plan - The Draft EIS/ EIR must include a -reclamation plan ~ for the eventual 
return of these lands to public use. This pla n needs to ensure that if the applicant, for a ny 
reason, chooses to abandon the project that the Iil nd will be returned to public use in as close 
to its original condition as possi ble . The ~reclamation plan" should also i",lude provisions for 
returning the land to public use afte r the term of the right-of-way has expired. 

Water Supply - The Draft EIS/ E1R must evaluate the project's Im pact on ava ilable water 
supplie5. Such a n evaluation must take into account water required for dust control, fire 
prevention and conta inme nt, vegetation management, sanitation, equipment ma intenance, 
biological preserve land, construction, human consumption, and any other project uses . 

Biological Impacts - The Draft E1S/El R must eva luate the project's potential to create direct, 
indirect, a nd cumulative biological impacts, including, but not limited to impacts on endangered 
and threatened species. 

Consistency with Land Use Plans - The Draft EIS/E1R must eva luate the project's 
consistency with existing land use and regulatory plans, including examination of impacts of on 
those plans . This indudes reviewing the project's consistency with the regulations set forth in 
Executive Order U644, signed on February 8, 1972, which allows for use of off-road vehicle5 
on the public lands. 

Environmental Justice - The Draft ElS/EiR must evaluate whethe r the project's 
environmental burdens (including diminiShed recreational access) are being placed 
disproportionate ly on individuals and/ or groups who, due to the ir socia-economic status, have 
insufficient resources to challenge the proposed project. 



Archeological, Cultural and Historic Impacts · The Draft ElSj EIR must evaluate potential 
impacts on a rcheological, cultural, and historical resources in the vicinity of the project, 
including, but not limited to: (1) Native American resources, burial sites, and artifacts; and (2) 
historical mining operations and related artifacts. 

CQNCWSION 

In order to provide the public with an adequate understanding of the projecfs impacts, the 
Draft EISj EIR must address the issues described in this letter. We thank you for this opportunity 
to comment on the scope of the Draft EIS/EIR 

Please consider this our formal request for indusion on the ElSj EIR mailing list. Send all 
documents and updates to: Meg Grossglass 32383 Perigord Rd, Winchester, Ca 92596. 

Sincerely, 

Meg Grossglass 



Den is Trafecanty 

PO Box 305 


Santa Ysabel, CA 02070 

760-703-1149 

February 15, 2010 

Greg Tho m ...n 
BlM Cali fornia Desert District Office 
lain fisher 
Cali fornia Publi~ Uti litJu Comml$slon 

Re: Scoplng Com ments on the East County (ECO) Substation Project, the Energia Sierra 
JUilrel Generator Tie -Line Pr(ljert (ESJ) a nd the T ule Wind Project 

Dear Sirs, 

This is to inform you that I am opposing a ll three of these projects. I ~on~ur with t he 
comme nts submitted by the law Offices o f Stephan Volker, Bill Powers of Powers 
Enginee ri ng. the San Diego Sie rra Club, t he County 01 s.. n Diego and the Boulevard 
Planning Group. This Is dearly an unnecessary indust rializat ion of prist ine wilderness 
areas. 

In t he unlike ly event that these projects are approved and bypass all types of legill 
ilppeals, it Is necessilry to Implement mlt lgilt lon meilsures which m ust be put In plilce 
at the out ...t lo r when t hese proJPcts beco me technolog ically obsolete (probably In 20 
yeilrs or less). Tho ... who develop projects m ust be req uired to d lsmilnt le 
t ra nsmiuion lin~ on the . ite s, and remove all towers, blades and concrete pilin"s a nd 
restore the wilderness to its original ~ondltion. We just can' t rely on t h .. word of th.. 
developers as t hey may very well be out of business in th.. future. Th.. "restoration 
bond- must b .. sufficient in .. mount to compl..te t h .. r~toratlon of th.. wild..rn .. s~ 
b..fore any const ruction be"ln" Th .. bond will n .. eeI to b .. r .. view.. d biannually lor 
.. nt lcipated cost of living .. djust ments .. nd the amount 01 the bond will need to be 
Incr ..ased accordingly. 

Agilln In the unlikely event t hat these projects are approved and bypass all types o f 
I..gal appeals, it Is absolut..ly mandatory t hat no construction or preparation fo r 
construct ion begin until it I. det .. rmlned that t he proper Mexica n Government 
agencies give final approval for the ESJ project. 

Sincerely, 

D .. nis Trafecanty 



Date: feb , 15,20 10 


To 

lam fish..
California Publi c Utiliti es COnllll1S,. on, 

60S Third Stree~ 


Encinitas, CA92024 


And to 

BLM California Desert D:strict Offi ce, 

Atten' Greg Thomsen, 

22835 Calle San juan de Los Lagos, 

Moreno Vall '"Y, California 92 SS 3·9 046 


Subj eel JOint ElRiEIS fo r East County Substation, Tule Wind. and Energla Sierra JUi<"ez 

Gen-tie Projects Comments, 


Dei<" Sirs, 

We i<"e a Mounlam Empire ",de orgarnza; on and have an mleresl in the proJ ecls no led 

above, Our comments will concentr<te pnm<ril y on the ful l analy!Os of altem<te opl!ons 

in the ElRiEIS over a long time peno d, The following lI'e lOme 0 f the more Imp ortanl 

point! m& we want to stress 


o 	 The co mp ,",s on betwe.n "distributed m-hasm" renewable power gen..-ation <rid 
remole power generation sho uld b e ..,alyzed for tOlal COSI and benefit. 

e We bdleve that the "distrIbuted In-badn" COl1C~t will: 
• 	 Coose many mOre long-tenn 10 cal Job s to be gen..-ated and the 

whole local m-basm economy will benefi~ 
• 	 Reqillre much les, "new" mfrastructure to be billlt to ,upp ort the 

transport 0 f remote renewwle p ow..-, 
• 	 Me!lllhat existing infrastructure can be upgraded!lld made 10 

handle more pOw..- Without adding totally new Ime~ 
• 	 Allow the ezistmg netwotk to be modernized and made to use the 

""'l".-f' teelmol0gy which will Improve .efV1Ce, effi C1ency and 
reliability, 

• 	 Greatly enc~urage homeowners and businenes to install sol II' !Ild 
wind renewaille systems aid tie into the grid. 

• 	 Make adv<rlces m teelm olo gy such as Dr. Darnel Nocera's new 
hydro genloxygen separator system a househol d item ro on..-, 

1'.'" Bo.'32 _ ~.o, ell 9.<0; _ '£'iB~r"""''''''" 



• 	 Mak~ advanc~s in tethnology such as th~ '"Tn::s Amigas Super 
S[a[ion" project in N~w l\ le)(ico involving about 20 miles of giga
wall $~ale superconductor underground cables more cost elTe~[iw, 
installed in mOT\: places and help [he US keep the lead in this 
importalll field, 

• 	 Make i[ ulUlee!:SSary 10 disrupllowns by pUlling large buried 
~abk"S in Ih~ middle ofthem. 

• 	 NOl cause the land values ofmau)' local residents in Ihe 
backcountry 10 go down for the benefit ofjust a few non-resi&nt 
project owners. 

• 	 Help preserve the backCQUlllry'S I'isua I b~alny for the bcncfit of all 
eiliz,",'ls. 

• 	 Help prcs~rl'e th~ quality :md quantity of grouudwater in Ih~ 
backcountry . 

• 	 Help ke.:p the citizens mor~ infornled and dir"ctly in,'oll'ed in the 
eftic1cnt usc of eleclricily and stress conservalion 10 a much greater 
degree, mid. 

• 	 Help m"ellhe goals ofCalifornia S13-375 and A(3-32. 

We bdiew 1hat there ar" bellC!" \\'a)'1; to plan and me~1 the goals ofth~ nell" legislation. 
the long tell11 needs of the public an d industry. aud a1 th~ same tim~. protect the ar~as we 
liw in to a much higher degree. 

We ref~'TC1lee letlers by Dennis & Connie Berglund (dated Feb. 12. 2010) and Billie 10 
Janucn (dated Feb. 15, 2010); both letters gil'c gr~ater scoping details on man y ofthe 
topic~ thai hal'c beeu commented on above. 

We thank yon for considering Ihis inpul mId hope thai it has a posit;'-c elTcet on your 
fCl'iew and decisions. 

Siuc~rdy. 

LaI'T)' 10hnson. 

Chair. RUT"JI ECQnomic Action League. 

Tel #: (619) 478-5566 
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Mount:ain Health & 
Community Services, Inc. 

Froruary 17, 2010 

lain Asher 
C3liforn~ Public UtI lities COmmission 
C/o Doclek 
ecosub@dudek.CQID 

RE: East COooty Substatloo Project 

Dear Mr. fisher: 

I appredate the opportunity to sulmit my commeuls Iegllnling the smpe iIIId Impact 
of the East COunty Substiltion Projed. 

As CEO of Moulltaln Health a COmmunlly 5eM:l5, Inc. (MHCS), I would Ulte I'iIst to 
tell you about the demographics and unique area we 5eIVe. The 9SO $qUilll! mile 
ruml portion of the 5efV\Q! ~IH Is the geographically /sOOted bordtr I1!gIon directly 
i!djacef1t on the south to 100 miles of U.S./Mexic:o border, on the e.!Jst by IUral 
Imperial COunty, and on the north by the CJeveland National Forest. To reach the 
closest emergency room, laboratory, or specialist requires a ulp of lit least SO, 90 
miles 0Yef a mountain piI55, which Is sub}ect to periodic WUI'\!! due to SIlOW, Ice, rag, 
Ill'\!! lind high wI!'Ids. The only phannac.y Is (n Alpine, lIS Is the only X'Ray unit. Which Is 
operated by MHCS. 

There Is extIl!llidy limited public: transport<otion, lind II "trip to town" for health care 
or ethel servIc.es may require an ~t stay. The lIIealndudes few paved 0"0ads, 
~ Imted bitsIc 5e'VIces, and faces itO of the Issues reIotted to the porous 
border with MexIco. The tombInation of weather, dl!;tara, poyerty, lind Iadr. of job 
5kiIIs also perpetUlltl!S II multl-gene.-atlonal cycle d unernploy'ment lind I~ 
health risIc I'ac.tors within the target papulation, on both sides of the bon:Ier. 

The popI.ilatloo Is medically undefse<ved • OYer 90% of patients 5e1ved meet the 
federal delinlUon of "poor" 01' "working poor", and 29% are st'tf.pay patients who do 
not qualify for Medl<.al or other prog rams, and who ale charged fees based upon 
their abl.llty to pay. None lire refused service. 

MHCS Pf(WIdes pmtary lind rxevenUve care, behaYionll health and community 
services to this vulnerllble rul<1Ll populatlon, whlch faces many balriL!f$ln aa:e5sLng 
health can:! and community servIc:es. The neediest pop\.IIiitlons within our rural ~ 
are serbs. people with disabilities and 'fOllng families who hiIYe limited 
tr/lnsportatlon or llnandal means to tr.JVeI outside of the iII\IiI to QiQIn seMa!s, or to 
lJIidei stand the resowces that ~re available to them, MHCS Is known as II leader In 
prOYkIng I\Jr.!II heaIlIl can:! and partldpates lit the COunty, State lind FederillIeYel5In 
ensuring that access to care addresses the needs of vulnerable, I\Iral populations. 
MOlS 15 one of the only local organlzMlons In the rural badoICO' .nUy with the 
Infrastructure to COilopelie for prlvilte and public: fUl'ldlng, boingh'IQ Pf09f8ITI5 to meet 
the area needs. 

MHCS was lnstrumentlliin organillng The Mountain Empire BIo-Terrortsm and 
Dl!;aster Oefense T~m (MEBTDD) In November, 2001, whkh IS stlllllctlve today. 
Through the lIusplces of the MEBTDO committee, MHCS ~laborllted lind 

http:Medl<.al
http:servIc.es
mailto:ecosub@dudek.CQID
http:Hip.w.oy
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ensured thilt the rural communities deslgnall:d Community Disaster Centers and helped design the 
broc;hure that was sent to f!!'IerY home In the Mountain Empire area informing the residents where their 
community Diwster Centers are wted and emergency contact Information. 

The MEB1l>D tMm de<.el>ped the San DIego County Community Protection/ EVKuation PIIIn Template 
for lake Morena /Campo, and it was the first to Ill! formally accepted IIfld recognized by the San Diego 
COunty Board of Supervisors. several MHCS staff members have partldpated In CERT training and are 
active In promotlng CERT In the rural communltles so that "II residents understand the Importance of 
emergency p(eparedness. 

The Mountain Empire was heavily affected during the flrestorms of October 2000 and 2001. Hundreds of 
homes were lost, and thousands of people, alons! with their pets "nd tIvestock, were completely cut off 
by fire from the b.lsk: necessities d life, Indodlng food, water, shelter, and health care. During "nd after 
both fItestorms, MHCS Wit'> a IMder In ensuring thOlIt the rural populiHlon and the displaced resIdI!nts 
from the eYKUated communitles had access to these necessities. The Mountain EmpIn! community 
center became the local evacu/ltion shelter for the _ threatened ardjor destroved by fire. For 
weeks, the center functioned as the focal point for shelter, health care, menllli health care, food, and 
assIsQnce to people who had either lost their homes. 

With this Information In mind, please take Into aa;:ount the unique needs and ImpllCtS on these rural 
communities when considering the Community Enhancement Plan and potentl3l millgOlltion for the ECO 
Substation Project: 

• 	 Development of wily generated distributed energy resources on public buildings, Ir'ldudlng 
community cente<s, health centers, fire stations, lib<arles and schools. 

• 	 Emergency generators for rural fire $lations, schools and community/health centers. 
• 	 Ass\stll00!! with funding a new health a!f1ter In Campo. 
• 	 hPiJnsion of Campo Community Center by refurbishing adjacent "lheatre" lHJlldlng to better 

$(ONe Ihl! community In a dlsaner, e.g. fjreslonn, I!IC. 
• 	 Development d new or expanded rural par1cs and recreational opportunities for youth and 

families due III impactli on recreation. ammunity char.Jcter and visuals Impacts. 
• 	 Support of new community center In Boulevard for e"leigellcy shelter, ~Ing and commlWlity 
~ and £V!!nIS. 

• 	 Funding of new fire station In BouIeYard due to plojects In high lire rtsk areas. 
• 	 Funding of new community a!f1ter In Boulevard or refurbl5hment of curret'lt fire stallon when and 

If a new fire station Is secured. 
• 	 Preservation of Camp Lockett and the Gaskill Brothers Stone store asilistorlc s.Ites. 
• 	 Funding to form a Mountain Empire He~11h Olstrlct. 
• 	 Additional fire fighting equipment for rural fill!! stlltlons due III projects In high fire risk areas. 

Thank you for your mnsideration. 



San Diego Chapler Si&m:l Club 

RESOLUT ION ON WIN!> FARM TEST SITES IN SAN DIEGO CO UNT\, 

WI'I EREAS the U.S. B\U'aU orland Management has permitted wind o;nergy testing on 
approlC imDtel)' 17.600 IICrt'lI in San Diego Count)' in tile vietnit)' orc.mpo, Jacumba. and 
McCain V~lIey, and is «msi~leril'\g another testing "ppliCAtiOfl in the vieinity ofJulian; 

WBI:'REAS the pwpo5Coftcsting wi lld ClICfJ!.Y is 10 OC1tnnine suitable locations for fUlure wi nd 
CIleIlP' gCllClllling facililies; 

WHEREAS wind generated eleclrieity is II. fast·8Jllwing, ref\eWableencrgy 5OtJl"Ce and may be 
importanl in delivering huger supplicsof~8m'n~ ~Slil: power. 

WHeREAS wind energy gtncrtltion also ea rriC$ a silPli neAIH potentinl lOr h9rm 10 the 
cnvirurunent that must be l:8rcfully considered bc:f~ accepting it lIS "1;I',:en" energy, including. 
among ocher.!;: 

bird and MI dealhs due III collision with wind twtine l'OIorf and to ..·cl"f 
5e\'Q"C: visual di$ruption of the landscape 
fragmentation ofbabil8t &.lid resulting di spi!l(:\"1l1Cll1ofsp«:iCII 
impacts on cuhur-JI Hnd llIW.:rcd sites 
unDV()idable low· fn:qll\lucy noise 
conflicts whh olher uses of the land.: 

WHEREAS the Wmd SjtiDII Advisory' oflhc nalianal Sicml Club asks local chaptcn to C\'lIluutc 
SUflf1'OI1 or opposition to wind cnergy gCf1Cnlling sltC1i on. easc·by-case basis in order thDI lhc 
Club ltlIIy speak wilh II. unified voice; 

\Vl-l EREAS the SiCl'l1l Club's Wind Si tinG Adwjwry guidelines may be summari7.ed II! follows: 
The: Sierra Club usually suppol'U the Most AppruprilUc Sites: 

agricultural and gt'87Jng hwd 

- land lhal has already been $ignificanlly disturtJcd or has IllIn$lllission lillC5, 

The Sierrn Club should sUPllOn Ihe More Appropri~te sites (wilh appropriate mitigalion): 
SitCil near populmion nod electricity consul11p1ion center! 
Sitd what credible CIlvironmcntal ","jew concludes lhere will be acceptable 
,,'ildli rdhabilat impaclS 

Siles with C!un:mcIy Good wind po":ntill.lwi\h(MJt strong Ae\lmtive concerns 

The Sierra Club may oppose Less Appropriate siles unles~ mi1illnlion can adl'quately 
minimi~.e cnvimnment~1 inlpacts: 

- NaturalllreaS whcre drunaging road andlor tl"/UlSmission capaci ty must be ;nsudled 

, hllrrJIw.......oMmocluh.or&-'pollcykon_M:.Iwind_"I"'a--P 

http:summari7.ed


- Projects that will significantly impair important scenic \ 'a!U<!$ 

The SierT1l Club will usually 0fIp0IIC Not Appropriate sites: 
National parks 

Marioe pl'l:'SCrVes Of l)arks 

State parks 
National monuments 
Wildemess areas 
WildJ ifercfuges 
Federally designated r'OIIdless areas 
Critical habitat and designat~-d rteOvtf)' areas fOf Rare, Threatened, or Endangemf 
Species Of' habiull for indigmous speciescril icallo 11 ~ion or state's biodiversity 
Areas ofcul1\lJ1l1 signiftcaoee and sacred lands; 

WBEREAS lhe U.S, Bureau of Land MMA&C"tcnt'slnteriOJ Wind Enemy [XulQI'1Urnl Poliq"! 
cmphasizc:s minimi7..8.tion of"". negative impact$ 10 the nalural, cultural, and vi$llal resourees on 
Ihe ptJblic lands "," ar>d specifies that ne[;8tive impacts CIIn ~ minimized as foliowl: 

"by avoiding special management SftRS with land use ftslrictions" 
"avoiding major avian (b ird ) migration mutts and areas ofcritical habital for speciCll of 
co""cm" 
"cSlablishing siting criteria \Q minimi7.e soil disturhan<:e and erosion on sttep slOJX's" 
"uti li:ting visual rt'SO\Jltt management guidclines 10 assiSt in proper siling or fllCilil lcS" 
"a\'oiding sign ifteant hiSlOfic and cultural !l!$Q\ltee sitc:s" 
"and mitigating conniC\5 with 0Ihc:. uses of the public lands" 

In addition. the Bureau of Land MRMgcment'S Intc:rim Wi"" f.nergy [)cvslormcul Poljcy also 
Wltes, "Biological and cultural Te50Ufte sur...c)'li and studies may also ~ required during tOO 
tcnn of the site tt:Sling and monitoring IUlhorilAtion 10 collect infonnation for future ttOOUree 

DssessmcnlS"; 

W'I EREAS lhe U.S. I' ish and WildliR' Service's .mcrim Guideljne:! \Q Avoid D,Ki Mjnimize 
Wjldlife lnmacls .rom Wjnd TurbjocW stresses careful sludy ofpotcrllial wind energy l(C11crnting 
sites. for the folluwing reaS(lnS, IlrI'IOng others: 

"the wind industry is rapidly expanding inlo habitats and regiorts thaI have noI been well 
studicd" 
'"tile cumulative efTects of this rapidly iJ'Owing indl1$tJY may initiatc Of ..onlributc 10 tOO 
declioe ofsomc wildlife populalions" 

'"the poiential harm to these populalions from an additionalliOW'CC ormonalilY Of adverse 
habitat impacts makes c8ftfUl evaluat ion of proJl'05ed facilities esKntial-; 

, hllp:!Iwindc;...nl.(IOYfcloc:lnncm....dpei~icalAppendi._A.pdf 
I htlp:!"".......f_aovll9dhcbfal",ind.pdf 



WHEREAS the 10000tion ofwiOO energy gellC11ll;OIl siles in Ihe McC~in Valley National 
Cooperntive LaOO ftl'od Wildlife Managcmelil Area will likely result in significMt environmenlal 
illl]'aC1S inc1urling Ihe following. among olhers: 

impacts 10 dcsignal~-d critical habiull for the ellrlangered P~'lillSulor bighorn· 
lmpaclll to the designated Southeast San Diego Recovery Unit for Ihc endangered Quino 
chcckerspol bullcrfly 
lmpacl!lto other suitable habitat for lhe cndang~,.m Quino choc:kerspoc bunerfly 
Impacl!lto bird aOO hat populaliollS 
Fragrm:nllltiOil oriall:e natural habit~tiand!Capc 
Impact 10 so::enic vicws aOO wild~TIIC!IS CJ(pericncc in IWO adjacent wilderness Brear 

Impact 10 signi ficllnl COilCcnlratiOll of Native American culluml silt$ 
COIIv~'TSion ofou1StaOOing rural scenic \'alues to iOOustrial use 

ImpiICtlO cxpcriellCe ofquiet aOO n:nlOlencss from the urban environment 
COIIfliclS with use by rock climbers. hikCl'S, campers, hunters. and o!T·road<:rs; 

WHEREAS the pendins Banner Grade .... ind testinllsite near Julian wiUlikeJy rtluh in 
significant ~'lwironmcnlal impacts including the fonowing. among otheR: 

Unmitigablc impacts on birds usinj; Ihe Banner Canyon mi8l1ltion conidor" 
Fragnlcntntion of habitRt 
Impacts to bini and bat populotiOlll 
Com't.'I'Sion ofoulSlanding rural scenic values to industrial usc: 
Impact 10 outstanding!CCllic ,-alues or. nllIjor gateway inlO AIIta·Borrego State Park 

WHEREAS Ihc Jacumba wind Idting site will likely result in signirlCant CIlvil1)ltlTlef1tai impaclS 
including Ihe following. among Olhers: 

ImpaclS \0 the designated Southeut San Di~1I0 Recovery Unil for the endangered Quill() 
chcckerSIIOt blll1erfly 
Impacts 10 Goldcn e~j;l es using ncarby nesting sites 
Impacts to bird and bat populations 

ImpaclS 10 NaliV1: American cultullIl si les 
lrnpaClS 10 scenic views in the adjllCtnl dcsigNItod Table Mountain Area orCritical 
Environmenlal Concern 


Fragmentat ion of habitat 


WliEREAS Ihe Sh(lckey Ti\lck Trail wind tcSling si lt ncar Campo is still undCly,oing ~'udy by 
lhe San Dic~o chapler of the Si~'Tnl Club bUI hIIli the fi.llowing known faults: 

- ImpaclS to Nntivc American cuituralsi lcs 

• I'<nxW _ .....ion ";111 I.ynda K2:itoII. Rnhy Special",- U.s. Bumo" 0( Land Maut
• Sooubouo I'nI; W,kIeme>oo..-d SaIO'lOOlh M.,......".. W;~ 
• .........., communicllion ";110 I.ynda KaOlOlI. Reali)- SpecIal.... U.s. 8.,.,.., of l.and ~~, 




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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