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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this Document
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has prepared this Final Environmental
Impact Report (Final EIR) to document its analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the
Falcon Ridge Substation Project (Project) proposed by Southern California Edison (SCE, or
Applicant). The Final EIR consists of this Response to Comments document and the January 2012
Falcon Ridge Substation Project Draft EIR (SCH No. 2011041009). The CPUC will use this Final
EIR in conjunction with other information developed in its formal record when considering whether
to approve the application for a Permit to Construct Electrical Facilities with Voltages between
50 kV and 200 kV that the Applicant submitted on December 29, 2010.
The Draft EIR published in January 2012 detailed the Project, evaluated and described the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts associated with the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the Project, identified those impacts that could be significant, and
presented mitigation measures, which, if adopted by the CPUC or other responsible agencies,
could avoid or minimize these impacts. The Draft EIR also evaluated alternatives to the Project,
including the No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA. A digital copy of the Draft EIR is
included on a CD inside the front cover of this document. A digital copy of this Final EIR is
included on the same CD.

1.2 Project Overview
SCE proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 66/12 kV unattended, automated, 56 megavoltampere low-profile substation (the Falcon Ridge Substation) on an approximately 2.7 acres located
just south of Casa Grande Avenue, east of Sierra Avenue, north of Summit Avenue and adjacent to
SCE’s existing transmission right-of-way (ROW), in the City of Fontana, California. SCE would
establish vehicular access to the proposed substation site from Sierra Avenue. In addition to the
proposed substation, the Project would include the installation of two subtransmission source line
segments; construction of new underground vaults, which also are referred to as “distribution
getaways”; telecommunications (fiber-optic) infrastructure work; and upgrades to existing optical
communications equipment at Etiwanda, Alder, and Randall substations.
Two independent 66 kV subtransmission source line segments would be installed to connect the
proposed Falcon Ridge Substation to the existing Alder and Etiwanda substations. One segment
would be approximately 3 miles in length to form the new Alder 66 kV Subtransmission Source
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Line; the other would be approximately 9 miles in length to form the new Etiwanda 66 kV
Subtransmission Source Line.
Within the substation site, distribution circuits would be placed in an underground conduit
system. Outside the substation walls, three new underground 12 kV distribution “getaways”
would be constructed. The first getaway would exit the substation property boundary to the west
for approximately 600 feet where a new vault would be installed. It would continue
approximately 530 feet and then terminate in a new vault located within Sierra Avenue. The
second getaway would exit the substation property boundary to the west for approximately
600 feet where a new vault would be installed. It would continue for approximately 635 feet and
terminate by being capped for future use. The third getaway would exit north from the substation
approximately 200 feet where a new vault would be installed. It would continue approximately
540 feet and terminate in a new vault located within the future Casa Grande Avenue.
Telecommunications infrastructure work (overhead and underground) would connect the
proposed substation to nearby substations. One new fiber-optic cable route would connect the
Falcon Ridge Substation to the existing Alder Substation and one new fiber-optic cable route
would connect the Falcon Ridge Substation to the existing Etiwanda Substation. New fiber-optic
equipment would be installed at the proposed substation. Upgrades to existing fiber-optic
communications equipment would occur at the existing Etiwanda, Alder, and Randall substations.
All communications equipment installations and upgrades would occur within the proposed
Mechanical and Electrical Equipment Room at the Falcon Ridge Substation or within existing
structures at the existing Etiwanda, Alder, and Randall substations.
The purposes of the Project are to improve the reliability and system operational flexibility of the
existing electrical system serving the portions of the cities of Rancho Cucamonga, Fontana, and
Rialto, as well as adjacent areas of San Bernardino County (the “electrical needs area”) that are
shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-1 (page 2-2). Two existing substations (the Alder and Randall
substations) currently provide electrical service to approximately 46,000 metered customers and
are presently at or near their operating capacity. Therefore, SCE is proposing to construct a new
66/16 kV substation to meet the electrical needs and be operational by the Summer of 2014.

1.3 Organization of the Final EIR
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR consists of the following elements:
(a)

The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;

(b)

Comments received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary;

(c)

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR;

(d)

The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process; and

(e)

Any other information added by the lead agency.
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The Final EIR for the Project contains information in response to concerns that were raised
during the public comment period (January 26, 2012 through March 12, 2012). In addition to the
Draft EIR, which is contained on the CD located inside the front cover of hard copies of this
document, the Final EIR contains three chapters and several appendices:


Chapter 1 is an introductory chapter that describes the purpose as well as the organization
of the Final EIR, and provides a brief description of the Project.



Chapter 2 describes the organization of the comment letters and summary of the oral
comments made at the public meeting, as well as the coding system used to identify
individual comments. It also describes the organization of the responses to the comments
received on the Draft EIR, and includes a list of all agencies, organizations, and individuals
that submitted comments.



Chapter 3 contains all text changes to the Draft EIR which include both (1) changes to
correct errors or to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR, and (2) text changes as a
result of responding to comments.



Appendices that provide supporting documentation for information presented in the Final
EIR.
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CHAPTER 2
Comments and Responses
This chapter lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided comments on
the Draft EIR, provides copies of written comments received, and responds to those comments.
As required by CEQA, these responses to comments address significant environmental issues
raised (Pub. Res. Code §21091(d); CEQA Guidelines §§15088(a), 15132).

2.1 Opportunities for Public Comment on the Draft EIR
2.1.1 Notification
On January 26, 2012, the CPUC published and distributed the Notice of Availability (NOA) of a
Draft EIR to advise interested local, regional, and state agencies, and the public, that a Draft EIR
had been prepared and published for the Project. The NOA solicited both written and oral
comments on the Draft EIR during a 45-day comment period (January 26, 2012 through March 12,
2012), and provided information on a forthcoming public comment meeting. Additionally, the NOA
presented the background, purpose, description, and location of the Project, as well as the contact
name to request additional information about the Project.
In addition to the NOA, the CPUC notified the public about the public comment meeting through
multiple newspaper legal advertisements and the Project website. The CPUC published legal
advertisements in the Inland Valley Daily Bulletin on January 30, 2012 and February 6, 2012;
and in the Fontana Herald News on February 3, 2012. The Inland Valley Daily Bulletin and the
Fontana Herald News are daily newspapers of general circulation in San Bernardino County.
Additionally, an electronic copy of the NOA and the Draft EIR were posted on the CPUC’s
website at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/falconridge/index.html. The NOA,
newspaper legal advertisements, and the Project website are provided in Appendices A, B, and C,
respectively. Notifications provided basic Project information, the date, time, and location of the
public comment meeting, and a brief explanation of the public meeting process. The public was
encouraged to submit written comments and concerns regarding the Project and the adequacy of
the Draft EIR by mail, facsimile, or email to the CPUC.

2.1.2 Public Comment Meeting
The CPUC conducted a public comment meeting on February 16, 2012, at 6:00 p.m. at Summit
High School, 15551 Summit Avenue, Fontana, California. Members of the public and
representatives of the CPUC and its environmental consultant, ESA, attended the public comment
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meeting. Meeting attendees were encouraged to sign in, and materials including presentation
slides, a comment card, copies of the NOA, and a speaker card were made available.
A presentation was given at the meeting that included an overview of the CPUC’s decisionmaking process, including the environmental review process; the regional context, Project
background, Project objectives, Project description, Project alternatives, and role of the public
comments. Following the presentation, public comments were taken. All attendees were
encouraged to submit written comments.

2.2 Comments on the Draft EIR
2.2.1 Written Comments
Twelve (12) comment letters were received during and after the Draft EIR review period,
including one from the applicant, seven from public agencies, and four from organizations and
individuals. The comment letters received on the Draft EIR are listed below in Section 2.4. Each
comment letter has been assigned an alphabet letter and a comment number designating order of
receipt within each of the categories identified above. The letter from the applicant is designated
with a capital “A,” agency letters are designated with the letter “B,” and organizations’ and
individuals’ letters are designated by the letter “C.” For example, the third letter received from an
agency was from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and is identified as
letter B-3. Individual comments within letters are marked sequentially with numbers, such as
B-3.1, B-3.2, etc. Copies of all letters received are provided below.

2.2.2 Public Meeting Comments
As noted above, a public meeting was held on Thursday, February 16, 2012, at 6:00 p.m. at
Summit High School. Notes summarizing oral comments made by the four individuals who spoke
at the public meeting are provided below. Oral comments are designated by the letter “D.”
Comments of the first speaker are designated D-1, the second speaker’s comments are designated
D-2, and so on. Speakers were encouraged to submit follow-up written comments so that the full
text and intent of their comments could be documented and addressed. Written comments, if
submitted, were assigned separate letter designations as shown in the table below.

2.3 Responses to Comments
As required by CEQA, the responses to comments provided in this chapter address significant
environmental issues raised during the review period (Pub. Res. Code §21091(d); CEQA
Guidelines §§15088(a), 15132). They are intended to provide clarification and refinement of
information presented in the Draft EIR and, in some cases, to correct or update information in the
Draft EIR. In some instances, the text of the Draft EIR has been revised in response to a
comment, and the revised text is included as part of the response. Where responses have resulted
in changes to the text of the Draft EIR, these changes are shown within the Draft EIR text using
the following conventions:
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1)

Text added to the wording in the Draft EIR is shown in underline,

2)

Text deleted from the wording in the Draft EIR is shown in strikeout, and

3)

Text changes are shown in indented paragraphs.

These text changes also appear in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document.
Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR did not address the adequacy or accuracy of the
environmental analysis or did not identify any other significant environmental issue requiring a
response; rather, these comments were directed toward the perceived merits or demerits of the
Project, provided information, or expressed an opinion without specifying why the Draft EIR
analysis was inadequate. The CPUC, as the CEQA lead agency, acknowledges the receipt of
these types of comments; however, limited responses are provided to these comments as they do
not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise significant
environmental issues.
A number of written comments submitted on the Draft EIR raised the same or similar questions.
Rather than repeat responses to such comments, the CPUC is providing a comprehensive
discussion of the issues and related topics as Master Responses in Section 2.5. Individual
responses to each of the comments received are provided in Section 2.6 and refer to the Master
Responses for further detailed discussion and technical information as appropriate. The Master
Response topics are summarized briefly below:


Master Response 1 (MR1): Alternative 1/Environmentally Superior Alternative and the
Portion of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site Now Occupied by Rialto Concrete Products



MR2: Flood Control District ROW Alternative (New Alternative)



MR3: Underground vs. Overhead Lines



MR4: Project Design Change: New Staging Areas

2.4 List of Commenters
Table 2-1 lists all who provided written or oral comments on the Draft EIR.
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TABLE 2-1
COMMENTERS ON THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Comment
Letter

Commenter

Date

Applicant – Written Comments
A-1

Southern California Edison

February 29, 2012

Agencies – Written Comments
B-1

California Department of Transportation, Daniel Kopulsky, Office Chief,
Community Planning/IGR-CEQA

February 1, 2012

B-2

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Greg Holmes, Unit Chief,
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

February 15, 2012

B-3

California Department of Fish and Game, Jeff Brandt, Senior Environmental
Scientist

March 12, 2012

B-4

South Coast Air Quality Management District, Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor,
CEQA Inter-Governmental Review

March 9, 2012

B-5

City of Fontana, Charles D. Fahie, Senior Planner

March 9, 2012

B-6

City of Rialto, Gina M. Gibson, Senior Planner

March 12, 2012

B-7

Fontana Unified School District, Robert Copeland, Director-Facilities Planning,
Design, Construction, Maintenance and Operations

January 27, 2012

Organizations and Individuals – Written Comments
C-1

Lewis Operating Corporation, LLC, Garth Chambers

February 7, 2012

C-2

Hall & Foreman, Inc., John Hogan, CEO/Principal

February 24, 2012

C-3

Gresham, Savage, Nolan & Tilden, John. C. Nolan, on behalf of the J.W. Mitchell
Company, LLC

March 9, 2012

C-4

The KTI Group of Companies and Rialto Concrete Products, Jerry Cowden

March 9, 2012

Public Meeting Comments
D-1

Oswald Realegeno

February 16, 2012

D-2

John Hogan, CEO/Principal, Hall & Foreman, Inc.

February 16, 2012

D-3

Greg Lanz, City of Rialto

February 16, 2012

D-4

Charles Fahie, City of Fontana

February 16, 2012
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2.5 Master Responses
2.5.1 MR1: Alternative 1/Environmentally Superior Alternative
and the Portion of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site
Now Occupied by Rialto Concrete Products
Commenters and Comments Addressed by MR1
Commenter

Comments Addressed by MR1

SCE

A-1.1 through A-1.9, A-1.21, A-1.64 through A-1.67, A1.100, A-1.122, A-1.123, A-1.129, A-1.176 through A-1.180

City of Fontana

B-5.4

City of Rialto

B-6.3

KTI Pipe Group (Rialto Concrete Products)

C-4.1 through C-4.6

Greg Lanz, City of Rialto

D-3.1

Summary of Issues Raised
A.

Whether the fact that the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site underlies rather than is adjacent to
the Rialto Concrete Products site materially affects the Draft EIR’s analysis of the
environmental effects of Alternative 1.

B.

Whether the Environmentally Superior Alternative is feasible under CEQA

Response
A. The fact that the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site underlies the Rialto
Concrete Products site does not materially affect the Draft EIR’s analysis of
the environmental effects of Alternative 1.
The B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site (EPA ID. #: CAN000905945) (the “Goodrich site”) is
described in Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (p. 4.9-2 et seq.) as a 160acre area in an industrial area of Rialto that includes groundwater and soil contaminated primarily
with the perchlorate anion and the volatile organic compound (VOC) trichloroethene (TCE). The
perchlorate anion and TCE may cause adverse effects on human health (see, e.g., 76 FR 7762-01
relating to perchlorate; and EPA, 2007, relating to TCE).1 The Goodrich site is bound by West
Casa Grande Avenue to the north, Locust Avenue to the east, Alder Avenue to the west, and an
extension of Summit Avenue to the south. The Goodrich site also is located in the Rialto-Colton
Groundwater Basin, which in recent years has supplied more than 8 million gallons of drinking
water per day in and near the Project Area (EPA, 2012).2
1
2

EPA, 2007. Trichloroethylene (TCE) TEACH Chemical Summary. Available online:
http://www.epa.gov/teach/chem_summ/TCE_summary.pdf (September 20, 2007).
EPA, 2012. U.S. EPA Pacific Southwest, Region 9: Superfund, 2012. B.F. Goodrich. Available online:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/7919062634654eee8825757
400661412!OpenDocument (Jan. 24, 2012).
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A portion of the Goodrich site now is occupied by Rialto Concrete Products, whose property
would be crossed by Alternative 1. To clarify the location of the Goodrich site relative to
Alternative 1, three changes have been made to the text of the Draft EIR. First, the second
sentence of the second paragraph on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
It also has the potential to cross areas of higher fire hazard classification than the Project
alignment and would cross the Rialto Concrete Products site, which occupies a portion of
the area that is the subject of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site cleanup plan be adjacent
to three sites listed on the USEPA’s CERCLIS database of contaminated sites.
Second, the last sentence of the bullet point at the bottom of page 4.9-2 in Draft EIR Section 4.9.1
has been revised as follows:
This site is located approximately 0.75 mile east of the proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation, 0.9 mile north of the proposed Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route, and
would be crossed by adjacent to the Alternative Source Line Route.
Third, the second sentence under the subheading “Alternative 1: Lowell Street Realignment
Alternative” at the top of page 4.9-27 in Draft EIR Section 4.9.5 has been revised as follows:
The alternative alignment of the Alder Subtransmission Source Line and Fiber Optic
Cable Route would cross the Rialto Concrete Products site, which occupies a portion of
border on three sides the 160-acre contaminated area that is the subject of the B.F.
Goodrich Superfund Site cleanup plan (Figure 4.9-1).
Since 2002, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board, EPA, and the Department of
Toxic Substances Control have been involved in efforts toward remediation of the Goodrich site.
EPA added the site to the Superfund National Priorities List in September 2009 and, in September
2010, adopted a plan (an “Interim Record of Decision”) to begin cleanup of contaminated
groundwater (EPA, 2010).3
The EPA’s Interim Record of Decision is focused solely on the remediation of contaminated
groundwater, which is the initial priority for the cleanup of the Goodrich site. Nonetheless, as
discussed below, soil and soil gas testing has occurred on the portion of the Goodrich site that
would be crossed by Alternative 1. For example, ENVIRON International Corporation (Environ)
completed a Final Remedial Investigation Report for the Goodrich site in February 2010
(Environ, 2010) that documents investigations of study areas where perchlorate and/or TCE use
was known or suspected to have occurred. Environ’s report is included in this Final EIR as
Appendix F, B.F. Final Remedial Investigative Report, B.F. Goodrich Site.

3

U.S. EPA (EPA), 2010. USEPA Superfund Interim Action Record of Decision [for] Source Area Operable Unit
B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site San Bernardino County, CA EPA ID: CAN000905945. Available online:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dc283e6c5d6056f88257426007417a2/f03db7a027c1e568882577b4
006a02fc/$FILE/EPA_BF%20Goodrich%20Superfund%20Site%20Record%20of%20Decison.pdf (Sept. 30,
2010).
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Two Goodrich Site Study Areas would be crossed by Alternative 1.

As shown on Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1 (p. 4.9-3), Rialto Concrete Products currently occupies a
portion of the Goodrich site. As clarified in Final EIR Figure 2-1, B.F. Goodrich Superfund 160acre Site Boundary, Alternative 1’s subtransmission line would cross the portion of the Rialto
Concrete Products property that is referred to in the Final Remedial Investigation Report prepared
for the Goodrich site (Environ, 2010)4 as Study Areas 47 and 48 (the “Southwest Disposal Pits”).
The Southwest Disposal Pits are believed to have been used for waste disposal. Study Area 47,
the northern-most pit, was sampled in 2004 and again in 2006. In 2004, no perchlorate or TCE
was detected in soil samples collected from four boring locations, and no TCE was detected in
soil gas analyzed at 17 locations (Environ, 2010, Table 1). Most of these soil and soil gas samples
were collected outside the footprint of the disposal pit (Environ, 2010). In 2006, samples were
collected from a trench within the footprint of the disposal pit. Perchlorate was detected in all 12
samples at depths ranging between 3.5 and 15 feet below ground surface and at concentrations
ranging between 1,700 and 9,000 ppb (Environ, 2010, Table 1; Environ, 2010). Although four of
those samples also were tested for TCE, no TCE was detected (Environ, 2010).
Fireworks manufacturers previously disposed of waste in Study Area 48, which is located in the
middle and southern end of the Southwest Disposal Pits. In 2006, 27 soil samples were collected
from three trenches and two borings; perchlorate was detected in 22 of the samples at depths
ranging between 5 and 25 feet below ground surface and at concentrations ranging between 22
and 3,900 ppb (Environ, 2010, Table 1; Environ, 2010). Of the 27 soil samples, 17 were analyzed
for TCE; no TCE was detected (Environ, 2010). In sum, perchlorate (but no TCE) has been
detected in the Southwest Disposal Pits.
Existing perchlorate contamination underlying the Rialto Concrete Products site does not
materially affect the Draft EIR’s analysis of the environmental effects of Alternative 1
related to hydrology and water quality.

There are no surface waters, such as perennial streams, rivers, or natural wetlands within the
Goodrich site (EPA, 2010). The depth to contaminated groundwater in the area is approximately
400 to 450 feet below the surface of the ground (EPA, 2010). As explained in Draft EIR
Section 4.9.4 (p. 4.9-19), “because local groundwater is more than 400 feet deep, the potential to
encounter contaminants migrating in groundwater during the near-surface Project excavations
would be low.” Because of the absence of surface waters and significant depth to groundwater in
the area that would be affected by Alternative 1, no incremental increase in the potential for
hydrology and water quality impacts would occur as a result of encountering contaminated soils
during construction.

4

ENVIRON International Corporation (Environ), 2010. Final Remedial Investigation Report, B.F. Goodrich Site,
Rialto, California. Available online:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dc283e6c5d6056f88257426007417a2/1d0cb63e1db6b233882576fe
005e4cf9/$FILE/2009%20RI%20(Unsecured).pdf (February 2010).
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As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.10.2 (p. 4.10-15), the evaluation of significance criterion a)
would determine that a significant hydrology- or water quality-related environmental effect
would occur if the Project or an alternative (such as Alternative 1) would “violate any water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements.” As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.10.5
(p. 4.10-21), the implementation of Alternative 1, prior to the implementation of mitigation
measures, could result in increased potential hydrology and water quality impacts; however,
following the implementation of mitigation measures and regulatory controls independently
required of Alternative 1 by the existing, equally applicable regulatory framework described in
Section 4.10.1, the residual impacts of Alternative 1 to hydrology and water quality would be the
same as the Project.5 The presence of existing groundwater contamination at 400 to 450 feet
below ground surface would not substantially affect Alternative 1’s potential to violate water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Existing perchlorate contamination underlying the Rialto Concrete Products site does not
materially affect the Draft EIR’s analysis of the environmental effects of Alternative 1
related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Investigation prepared by the EPA for the Goodrich site
that was cited and relied upon in the Draft EIR (see, e.g., p. 4.9-19) suggests that residual soil
contamination caused by historical use of the area by the U.S. Army could be encountered during
construction of the proposed substation and Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route. The
potential to encounter contaminated soil during Project construction excavation and grading was
determined to be “relatively low” (Draft EIR Section 4.9.4, p. 4.9-19). In any event, construction
workers would be instructed as part of the Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)
described in Draft EIR Section 2.8.3 (p. 2-17) about the procedures to follow in the event
unanticipated soil contamination is encountered. Suspect soil would need to be segregated,
sampled, and disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations. Further, Mitigation
Measure 4.9-1 would require that a site-specific Health and Safety Plan be prepared and
implemented that addresses the potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil. With
implementation of this measure, the Draft EIR concluded that the potential impact of the Project
to public health or the environment would be less than significant (Draft EIR Section 4.9.4,
p. 4.9-19).
Alternative 1 is the same as the proposed Project except for the alignment of the Alder
Subtransmission Source Line route (see, Draft EIR Section 3.4.1, p. 3-11). Unlike the proposed
Project, the Alternative 1 subtransmission source line route would cross Goodrich site Study
Areas 47 and 48, which are located within the Rialto Concrete Products property boundary. The
Goodrich site, including the portion now occupied by Rialto Concrete Products, is listed pursuant
to Government Code section 65962.5.

5

See Draft EIR page 4.10-18 for a summary of how the existing regulatory regime would minimize or eliminate the
potential water quality impacts associated with construction activities in the context of the proposed Project. The
rationale applies equally in the context of Alternative 1.
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2. Comments and Responses

Draft EIR Section 4.9.5 (p. 4.9-27) analyzes whether the construction, operation, and
maintenance of Alternative 1 would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
because of its listing status pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5. It would not. The
construction and maintenance of Alternative 1 would result in a low risk of worker exposure to
perchlorate. Workers in contaminated areas generally may be exposed to, and thereby affected by,
the contamination in three primary ways, depending on the nature of the contamination: by
ingestion (eating or drinking), inhalation (breathing), or adsorption through the skin. For
perchlorate, exposure to contaminated potable water is the primary concern. As explained by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, perchlorate is not volatile, meaning that it
does not become a gas, and so is not considered an inhalation hazard (ATSDR, 2009).6 Also,
because it is an inorganic ion, perchlorate is not readily absorbed by the skin (Id.). As disclosed in
Draft EIR Section 2.9.15 (p. 2-38), water to be used during construction for drinking, hand
washing, and clean up would be brought to the site. There are no surface waters within the
Goodrich site that possibly could be used for domestic purposes (EPA, 2010), and drinking water
would not be supplied by contaminated wells. No other pathways of exposure are likely given the
nature of perchlorate. Consequently, the potential risk of worker exposure to perchlorate
contamination during the construction or maintenance of Alternative 1 would be low.
The construction and maintenance of Alternative 1 also would result in very low risk of worker
exposure to TCE. No TCE has been detected within the footprint of Alternative 1, work would
occur within the Goodrich site segment of Alternative 1 for a relatively short portion of the
overall 12-month construction schedule, and the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1
would reduce the potential effect to exposure to existing contamination to a less-than-significant
level. No data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert
opinion supported by facts is offered to refute the EIR’s conclusion that the implementation of the
Health and Safety Plan that would be required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 would reduce the
potential effect of exposure to contaminated soil to a less-than-significant level whether
Alternative 1 crosses over or is adjacent to the Government Code section 65962.5-listed site. As
detailed in Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, the Health and Safety Plan would have to be prepared in
accordance with applicable regulations before the Applicant and/or its contractors could be
authorized to proceed with construction: “The health and safety plan shall identify the chemicals
potentially present in soil, health and safety hazards associated with those chemicals, monitoring
to be performed during site activities, soil handling methods required to minimize the potential
for harmful exposures, appropriate personnel protective equipment, and emergency response
procedures.” Any plan that meets these basic requirements would be sufficiently protective of
human health and the environment. Consequently, no substantially greater impact would result
from the implementation of Alternative 1 within, rather than adjacent to, the Goodrich site.

6

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), 2009. Public Health Assessments & Health
Consultation: Perchlorate Contamination in the Citizens Utilities' Suburban and Security Park Water Service Areas,
Aerojet-General Corporation Rancho Cordova, Sacramento County, California. Available online:
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/hac/pha/PHA.asp?pg=2&docid=4. (September 23, 2009).
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Existing contamination underlying the Rialto Concrete Products site does not materially
affect the Draft EIR’s analysis of the environmental effects of Alternative 1 related to Air
Quality.

Volatile organic compounds volatilize (e.g., evaporate or sublimate) from groundwater and soils
and enter the surrounding air where they can affect human health and air quality. The specific
VOCs at issue within the Goodrich site as a whole include TCE and tetrachloroethene, which
have been identified by the State of California as carcinogenic TACs. Recent soil vapor remedial
investigations at the site have focused on TCE because it is the VOC that has been detected most
frequently and at the highest concentrations in groundwater at the site (Environ, 2010). As noted
above, TCE has not been detected in the area of the Goodrich site that would be crossed by
Alternative 1. However, as disclosed in the Draft EIR Section 4.9.5 (p. 4.9-27), there is a greater
likelihood of encountering soil contamination during construction activities of Alternative 1
compared to the Project. Any effects that could result from the volatilization of contaminants
present in Goodrich site soils would be addressed by appropriate management of the soils.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 also would address potential air quality-related
impacts of soil disturbance associated with Alternative 1 because it would require a site-specific
Health and Safety Plan to be prepared and implemented that addresses the potential to encounter
hazardous materials in soil.
The Draft EIR analyzes potential effects to air quality of the Project and alternatives, including
Alternative 1, in Section 4.3 (p. 4.3-1 et seq.). As described in Draft EIR Section 4.3.1 (p. 4.3-6),
the sensitive receptors identified for purposes of analyzing impacts of the Alder Subtransmission
Source Line Route of Alternative 1 include a residence south of West Bohnert Avenue that would
be approximately 100 feet from the route, residences north of West Bohnert Avenue and south of
Persimmon Avenue that would range between 350 to 650 feet from the route, and a residential
development along Locust Avenue north of Persimmon Avenue would be approximately 650 feet
from the route. However, it should be noted that the closest sensitive receptors to the portion of
Alternative 1 that would cross the Goodrich site are approximately 0.5 mile to the east, just west
of Maple Avenue. At this distance, any short-term exposure to volatilized contaminants during
construction activities at the Goodrich site would be negligible.
Remediation of the Goodrich site is ongoing.

Since the adoption of the Interim Record of Decision, additional cleanup work has occurred.
More recently, the EPA installed two 900-foot multi-level groundwater monitoring wells. Initial
results were expected in February or March 2012 (EPA, 2012).
Comments suggest that the development, adoption, and implementation of a final Record of
Decision for the Goodrich site at some point in the future could include new or modified
Remedial Action Objectives relative to those presented in the interim decision. However, none of
the comments received on the Draft EIR provides any evidence that the construction, operation
and maintenance of a subtransmission source line segment across a portion of the Goodrich site
would cause additional impacts associated with a final decision about remediation of the
superfund site, and CEQA precludes the CPUC from speculating in this regard.
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B. Information learned subsequent to issuance of the Draft EIR may raise
feasibility concerns regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative 1
identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on the analysis in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 was determined to be the Environmentally
Superior Alternative (see, Draft EIR Section ES.1, p. ES-1; Section ES.5, p. ES-7 et seq.;
Section 5.3, p. 5-3 et seq.; and Section 5.4, p. 5-5 et seq.). The route that would be taken by
Alternative 1 is described in Draft EIR Table 3-2 (p. 3-6) as extending north from the Alder
Substation, spanning I-210 and paralleling Locust Avenue until Lowell Street. At that point, the
route would extend west along Lowell Street and continue past the end of Lowell Street to N. Alder
Avenue. From there, it would extend south along N. Alder Avenue to Summit Avenue, west along
Summit Avenue to Mango Avenue, and then north along the future Mango Avenue ROW until it
reaches the proposed substation site. This route is shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-1 (p. 3-14).
Comments and concerns have been raised about whether the Lowell Street portion of the route is
feasible. Although Alternative 1 (including the Lowell Street portion of the route) was determined
in the Draft EIR to be potentially feasible, broader considerations come into play when a
decision-making body is considering actual feasibility. For example, in California Native Plant
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1000, the court held that the City was
legally justified in rejecting environmentally superior alternatives identified in a Draft EIR as
infeasible based on its determination that they were undesirable from a policy perspective.
“Feasible” is defined for purposes of CEQA as “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social,
and technological factors” (Pub. Res. Code §21061.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15364). A
determination of infeasibility may be based on specific technological, social, economic,
environmental, or legal considerations. Other considerations, such as practicality, policy, or the
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, also may provide a basis to
find that an alternative is infeasible (Pub. Res. Code §21081(a)(3); 14 Cal. Code Regs.
§15091(a)(3)). Further, the courts have explained that the CEQA concept of feasibility
encompasses “‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of
the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors” (California Native Plant
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 998).
As noted above, the Lowell Street portion of Alternative 1 would cross a portion of the Goodrich
site now privately owned, operated, and controlled by Rialto Concrete Products and the KTI Pipe
Group of Companies (collectively, “Rialto Concrete Products” or “Company”). The CPUC
consulted with Rialto Concrete Products regarding potential impacts of Alternative 1 on its
business on May 1, 2012. Information learned from the Company and other sources subsequent to
the publication of the Draft EIR may raise issues for CPUC consideration outside of this CEQA
document.
Before 2008, there were approximately five suppliers of precast pipe products in Southern
California. Following the economic downturn, only two remain: Rialto Concrete Products and
Rinker Materials Corporation in Corona. The next closest supplier of the types of highly
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specialized precast pipe products manufactured and sold by Rialto Concrete Products is in Las
Vegas, Nevada. Approximately 90 percent of Rialto Concrete Products’ current customers are
branches of the government, including the state, counties, cities, and flood control districts;
commercial entities make up the remaining approximately 10 percent. If Rialto Concrete Products
ceased to operate, it may be difficult for its government agency customers to locally source
necessary building materials without having to go through the additional procedural requirements
necessary to contract sole source. Any resulting delays could affect the duration of infrastructure
projects and local employment. Any increase in the transport distance of such materials (e.g.,
from Nevada) could result in substantial increased fuel use, air emissions, noise, and traffic
impacts within California that could be avoided by maintaining local competitive sourcing
options.
In order to accommodate existing demands for its specialized pipe products, the Company needs
to have access to and use of its entire site at ground level and overhead. See, e.g.,
Comment C-4.1, which states: “Our operations require every inch of land currently in use.”
Construction, operation, and maintenance of an overhead subtransmission line that, under
Alternative 1, would bisect the property with 9.5 acres on one side of the line and 12 acres on the
other effectively would remove some portion of Rialto Concrete Products’ site from active
business use. Forklifts, mobile cranes, and other equipment would have to maneuver around
obstacles (poles) and negotiate clearance from overhead wires. Having to maintain the necessary
clear area around poles would reduce the area that otherwise would be used for materials storage.
As stated in Comment C-4.3, mobile cranes essential to Rialto Concrete Products’ business
require 40 to 60 feet of overhead clearance. Alternative 1’s subtransmission source line would be
in the way. Construction underground of the Lowell Street segment also would not be a viable
option (see MR3 regarding undergrounding, and Comment C-4.5 regarding the weight-bearing
load requirements to place the line underground beneath Rialto Concrete Products’ operations).
If it is found that Rialto Concrete Products provides a substantial contribution to the local
economy, and that a contribution that could be put at risk if Alternative 1 were implemented, this
could provide a basis to determine that Alternative 1 is infeasible (Pub. Res. Code §21081(a)(3);
14 Cal. Code Regs. §15091(a)(3)). Rialto Concrete Products has been listed one of the City of
Rialto’s “25 largest sales tax generators” (City of Rialto, 2011)7 and as one of the City’s “top
employers” (City of Rialto, 2008)8. Rialto Concrete Products generates between 1 and 2.5 million
dollars of revenue for the city annually, and employs approximately 100 people. Based on data
from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the unemployment rate in the City of Rialto was
15.2 percent in May 2012 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012)9. By comparison, the
unemployment rate statewide that month was 10.4 percent (California Employment Development

7
8
9

City of Rialto, 2011. 25 Largest Sales Tax Generators. Available online: http://www.rialtoca.gov/finance_608.php
(rev. May 10, 2011).
City of Rialto, 2008. Top Employers in the City of Rialto. Available online:
http://www.rialtoca.gov/redevelopment_794.php (rev. December 10, 2008).
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012. Unemployment Rate – Not Seasonally Adjusted [sorted for City of Rialto].
Provided by Google Public Data Explorer. Available online:
http://www.google.com/publicdata/explore?ds=z1ebjpgk2654c1_&met_y=unemployment_rate&idim=city:CT0649
00&fdim_y=seasonality:U&dl=en&hl=en&q=unemployment+rate+in+city+of+rialto,+ca (July 11, 2012)
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Department, 2012)10. The mortgage crisis being felt nationwide is particularly acute in San
Bernardino County, where 43.4 percent of homeowners have a mortgage that is underwater; the
City of Fontana is particularly hard hit (Wall Street Journal, 2012)11. A loss of jobs at Rialto
Concrete Products’ manufacturing plant and storage facility could take a serious toll on the
already struggling economy in the Project Area. Because it is appropriate to consider “social and
economic realities in the region” in evaluating whether to reject a project alternative as infeasible,
the Commission could conclude that Alternative 1 is infeasible. See City of Del Mar v. City of
San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417, where the court found that San Diego properly
considered and reasonably rejected as infeasible Del Mar’s proposed project alternatives based on
regional social and economic realities.
Rialto Concrete Products provides employment opportunities for highly trained workers, the
potential loss of which could provide a basis to determine that Alternative 1 is infeasible (Pub.
Res. Code §21081(a)(3); 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15091(a)(3)). Positions at Rialto Concrete Products
require specialized training and particular expertise. For example, it requires years of in-house
training to become an appropriately skilled pipe machine operator or fork lift operator. Technical
schools and similar positions in other industries do not prepare such equipment operators to
address the Company’s typical load demands. Forklift operators at Rialto Concrete Products
typically move loads that weigh up to 80,000 lbs. By comparison, forklift operators who move
pallets of bricks transfer loads weighing closer to 2,000 lbs. (532 bricks to a pallet multiplied by
approximately 4.5 lbs per brick equals 2,394 lbs). A pallet of concrete blocks weighs
approximately 3,600 lbs (assuming 90 8x8x16 blocks at 40 lbs each). Crane operators in other
industrial situations typically operate 3- to 5-ton cranes; by comparison, crane operators at Rialto
Concrete Products operate 25- to 50- ton cranes and frequently do so to accomplish very heavy
overhead carries. The specialized training required to work at Rialto Concrete Products makes
this segment of the workforce particularly valuable to the region as well as the Company.
As a practical matter, implementation of Alternative 1 could be enough to put Rialto Concrete
Products out of business.
In summary, comments and concerns raised since the Draft EIR was issued call into question the
feasibility of Alternative 1 for a variety of socioeconomic and policy reasons. The Commission
could rely on these reasons separately or collectively to determine that Alternative 1 is not
feasible. Such a decision would leave an equally environmentally superior alternative (the Flood
Control District ROW Alternative), the Project, and the No Project alternatives available for
consideration and decision.

10 California Employment Development Department, 2012. Historical Civilian Labor Force, California (June 15,

2012). Report generated via link from the Department’s website:
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/Content.asp?pageid=164.
11 Wall Street Journal, 2012. California Mortgage Seizures Could Affect $7 Billion in Bonds, Fitch Says. (July 9,
2012).
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2.5.2 MR2: Flood Control District ROW Alternative
(New Alternative)
Commenters and Comments Addressed by MR2
Commenter

Comments Addressed by MR2

Hall & Foreman, Inc., John Hogan, CEO/Principal

C-2.1

Hall & Foreman, Inc., John Hogan, CEO/Principal

D-2.1

Summary of Issues Raised
A.

Whether a new alternative could be feasible that would reduce potential environmental
effects relative to the Project.

B.

If so, what environmental effects could result from the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the new alternative?

C.

How would the potential environmental effects of the new alternative compare to those of
the proposed Project?

D.

Would consideration of the new alternative require circulation for agency and public
comment?

Response
A. A new alternative – the Flood Control District ROW Alternative – has been
identified and could be feasible.
Introduction

The CEQA Guidelines recognize that comments on a Draft EIR are “most helpful when they
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to
avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects” (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15204(a)). In its
oral and written comments on the Draft EIR, Hall & Foreman Inc. and Intex Properties Inland
Empire Corporation (collectively, “Intex”) proposed a variation of the alignment for the proposed
66 kV subtransmission line in the vicinity of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road in
Fontana. The suggested variation, referred to as “Alternative 15” or the “Flood Control District
ROW Alternative” in this Final EIR, is described in more detail in Section 2.5.2(B) and shown in
Final EIR Figure 2-2, Flood Control District ROW Alternative.
Briefly, as proposed by the Applicant, the new 66 kV subtransmission source line and fiber optic
cable route 2 would exit the Etiwanda Substation and extend northeast within SCE’s existing
500 kV transmission ROW until it intersects with the north side of South Highland Avenue. At
this point, the route would deviate from the existing ROW in order to cross I-210 perpendicularly.
From the point of demarcation from the existing ROW, the proposed 66 kV subtransmission line
would continue east, paralleling South Highland Avenue until it intersects San Sevaine Road,
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Final EIR Figure 2-2
Flood Control District ROW Alternative

2. Comments and Responses

where it would turn north and eventually re-join the existing 500 kV ROW north of the I-210
Freeway. The Applicant-proposed route is shown in the Draft EIR Figure 2-2.
By contrast, the variation suggested by Intex (the “Alternative Route”) would have the 66 kV
subtransmission line continue within the existing 500 kV ROW until it reaches a right-of-way
owned and maintained by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District (SBFCD) for flood
control purposes (the “SBFCD ROW”). From there, the Alternative Route would continue
eastward, parallel to and within the SBFCD ROW to the intersection of San Sevaine Road, where
it would reconnect with the Applicant-proposed route before crossing I-210 in the perpendicular
configuration preferred by Caltrans. In so doing, the Alternative Route would cross the back of
the Intex property near the existing flood control channel and freeway rather than along South
Highland Avenue in an area that is proposed for business park use as part of the West Gate
Specific Plan. The Flood Control District ROW Alternative otherwise would be the same as the
Project described in Draft EIR Chapter 2.
The Alternative Route described in Section 2.5.2(B) would result in reduced environmental
impacts relative to the Project. Based on discussions with SBFCD and Caltrans, and Intex’s offer
to grant SCE an easement for purposes of developing an alternative to the Applicant-proposed
route, development of the Flood Control District ROW Alternative also could be feasible.
Accordingly, the CPUC has evaluated the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the
Flood Control District ROW Alternative on a resource-by-resource basis and has documented its
conclusions below in Section 2.5.2(C). For the reasons summarized in Section 2.5.2(D), CEQA
does not require circulation of the Flood Control District ROW Alternative for separate agency
and public review.
Description of the Flood Control District ROW Alternative

The Alternative Route would be the same as the Project described in Draft EIR Chapter 2 except,
as described in more detail below, it would:


Be approximately 380 feet shorter than the Applicant-proposed route;



Require one fewer TSP and one fewer LWS pole compared to the Applicant-proposed
route;



Result in approximately 31,250 square feet less temporary land disturbance and
approximately 3,060 square feet less permanent disturbance than the Applicant-proposed
route;



Require the construction and maintenance of approximately 2,000 feet less new access road
than the Applicant-proposed route; and



Necessitate that SCE obtain new easement rights from the SBFCD and Intex.

The Alternative Route would be shorter than the Applicant-proposed route. The total length
of the Alternative Route would be approximately 380 feet shorter than the Applicant-proposed
route (2,520 feet for the alternative compared to the Project’s approximately 2,900 feet). Under
the Flood Control District ROW Alternative, the 66 kV subtransmission line required to serve the
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Project would exit the Etiwanda Substation and continue northeastwardly within (and along the
western portion of) the Applicant’s existing 500 kV transmission line ROW for approximately
660 feet until reaching the point of intersection with the SBFCD ROW.
Once within the SBFCD ROW, the Alternative Route would turn to the east and be placed
underground within the SBFCD ROW for approximately 300 feet to maintain clearance with the
existing 500 kV transmission line.12 The Alternative Route then would rise to an overhead
position within the SBFCD ROW and continue east parallel to the flood control channel for
approximately 1,560 feet to the intersection of San Sevaine Road. Within the SBFCD ROW, the
Alternative Route would be constructed in the vacant area between an existing access road on the
southern side of the flood control channel and the southern boundary of the SBFCD ROW that is
delineated by a chain link fence.
The last approximately 500 feet of the Alternative Route prior to the intersection with San
Sevaine Road would be located outside the SBFCD ROW on property owned by Intex and within
the proposed Westgate Specific Plan area.13 The Alternative Route would rejoin the Applicantproposed route approximately 80 feet east of the point where the flood control channel is
undergrounded to cross beneath the I-210 Freeway to the north.
The Alternative Route would require two fewer subtransmission line poles than the
Applicant-proposed route. The Alternative Route would require one fewer TSP and one fewer
LWS pole compared to the Applicant-proposed route, for a total of 13 new poles compared to the
Project’s approximately 15 new poles in this area. While specific locations of new
subtransmission poles are not available for either the Applicant-proposed route or the Alternative
Route, the total number and types of poles can be estimated for each based on the distances and
alignments. The Applicant-proposed route would require one TSP on the north side of South
Highland Avenue where the subtransmission line turns to the east and transitions from an
overhead line to an underground line to cross beneath the existing 500 kV transmission line. A
second TSP would be located approximately 300 feet east as the line transitions from
underground to overhead. The Applicant-proposed route would require another TSP at the
intersection of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road where the line turns to the north. A
fourth TSP would be constructed just south of the I-210 Freeway in order to span the freeway to
the north. Approximately 11 LWS poles would be required for the Applicant-proposed alignment
in this area: 9 along South Highland Avenue and 2 along San Sevaine Road. The Alternative
Route would require one TSP where the subtransmission line intersects the SBFCD ROW. This is
where the line turns to the east and transitions underground beneath the 500 kV transmission line.
A second TSP would be located approximately 300 feet east as the line transitions from
underground to overhead. A third TSP would be constructed just south of the I-210 Freeway in
12 This underground segment would be of a similar length as for the Applicant-proposed alignment, just in a different

location.

13 The City of Fontana describes the West Gate Specific Plan as a proposed approximately 954-acre master-planned

community that would integrate business park, commercial retail, office, and residential uses at the juncture of the
Interstate 15/I-210 (City of Fontana, 2012. West Gate Specific Plan. Available online:
http://www.fontana.org/index.aspx?NID=1304 (visited May 30, 2012)). As shown in the figure provided with
Comment C-2.1, a major portion of the West Gate Specific Plan would be developed north of Baseline Avenue and
west of San Sevaine Road and Highland Avenue.
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order to span the freeway to the north. Approximately 10 LWS poles would be required for the
Alternative Route: 3 along the segment extending northeast from South Highland Avenue and 7
adjacent to the Highland Channel and extending to San Sevaine Road.
The Alternative Route would require less disturbance (temporary and permanent) than the
proposed route. The Alternative Route would require approximately 31,250 square feet
(0.7 acre) less temporary land disturbance and approximately 3,060 square feet (0.07 acre) less
permanent disturbance than the Applicant-proposed route. As described in Draft EIR
Section 2.6.3 (p. 2-12), the estimated land disturbance for construction of new poles is 200 feet by
100 feet (20,000 square feet) per TSP and 150 feet by 75 feet (11,250 square feet) per LWS pole.
Areas temporarily disturbed during construction would be restored to within 25 feet of a TSP
foundation or 10 feet of a LWS pole, resulting in approximately 2,642 square feet or 0.06 acre of
permanent disturbance per TSP and 416 square feet or 0.01 acre of permanent disturbance per
LWS pole. The permanently disturbed areas would be maintained in a condition cleared of
vegetation. During construction of the Alternative Route, it would be necessary to remove
temporarily the existing chain link fence demarcating the southern boundary of the SBFCD ROW
for purposes of pole installation and line stringing.
The Alternative Route would require less road construction and maintenance than the
Applicant-proposed route. The Alternative Route would require the construction and
maintenance of approximately 2,000 feet less of new access road than the Applicant-proposed
route. Access to the Alternative Route would occur via existing access roads within SCE’s
500 kV transmission ROW and the SBFCD ROW. The existing SBFCD access road is located
adjacent to the southern side of the flood control channel. Approximately 500 feet of new access
road would be required to maintain the portion of the Alternative Route that would be developed
between the SBFCD ROW and San Sevaine Road. The new access road would be substantially
similar to other proposed access roads along the subtransmission corridor. The road would have a
minimum drivable width of 14 feet with 2 feet of shoulder on each side. The gradient would be
leveled so that any sustained grade does not exceed 14 percent. By contrast, the Applicant has
proposed to construct approximately 2,500 feet of new access road along South Highland Avenue
(Draft EIR Section 2.9.1, p. 2-20).
The Alternative Route would require new easement rights to be obtained. New easement
rights would be required to construct the Alternative Route that would not be required for the
Applicant-proposed route. That portion of the Alternative Route located within the SBFCD ROW
would require a utility easement from the SBFCD for a parallel alignment. The SBFCD also
would require submission of plans and a permit application so that a Letter of Non-Objection
(LON) could be issued upon determination that a minimum clearance of 35 feet is maintained
over SBFCD ROW for any electrical line and 25 feet for all other types of lines. (County of San
Bernardino Department of Public Works, 2012).
New easement rights also would be required to construct, operate, and maintain the Alternative
Route to span the approximately 500 feet between the end of the SBFCD ROW and San Sevaine
Road. The property owner of that portion of the route (Intex) has offered to grant SCE a 10-foot
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easement to facilitate the construction and operation of an alternative 66 kV subtransmission line
alignment. Intex’s proposed easement would parallel the SBFCD ROW from the existing SCE
transmission ROW until the terminus of the SBFCD ROW, where it curves slightly to the north
and proceeds along the property boundary to San Sevaine Road.
The Alternative Route differs slightly from the one proposed by Intex in that the Alternative
Route avoids bending the 66 kV line between the end of the SBFCD ROW and San Sevaine
Road. By straightening this curve, the Alternative Route not only avoids requiring an additional
TSP in this location (which could be required by the Intex proposal to make the turn) but also
would be slightly shorter in length. As a result, the Alternative Route would require an
adjustment in both the location and width of the proposed Intex easement in order to provide
access to the subtransmission line in this area.

B. Analysis of Potential Impacts Created by the Flood Control District ROW
Alternative
Aesthetics

As described above, the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would be the same as the
Project described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, with the exception of the portion of the Etiwanda
Subtransmission Source Line Route in the vicinity of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine
Road. Therefore, impacts from the construction, operation, and maintenance of all other portions
of the Alternative would be the same as the Project; adverse visual impacts to scenic vistas would
be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation for Baseline, Beech, Cherry,
Citrus, Etiwanda, Sierra, and Wilson avenues; Foothill Boulevard; and Interstate 15. The Flood
Control District ROW Alternative would not be located in the vicinity of any state-designated or
eligible scenic highways in the study area (no impact), would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings (less than significant), nor
would this Alternative introduce new sources of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area (less than significant).
Compared to the Project, the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would result in reduced
impacts to viewers on South Highland Avenue, a roadway with moderate to high visual
sensitivity that provides views of scenic vistas to the north. While the Project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to viewers on South Highland Avenue, this Alternative
would not be located along South Highland Avenue: instead, it would cross South Highland
Avenue to extend northeast within the existing 500 kV ROW until it reached SBFCD ROW. As
described above in Section 2.5.2 (A), from there, the Alternative Route would continue eastward,
parallel to and within the SBFCD ROW to the intersection of San Sevaine Road, where it would
reconnect with the Applicant-proposed route before crossing I-210. In so doing, the Alternative
Route would be located on property near the existing flood control channel and freeway rather
than along South Highland Avenue in an area that is proposed for business park use. To viewers
on South Highland Avenue the Alternative would appear to the north, against a backdrop of open
space and SR 210 in the foreground, and distant mountains in the background. Motorists would

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-21

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

pass under the subtransmission line as it crossed the roadway in existing SCE ROW. The addition
of new subtransmission poles and conductor would cause a perceptible increase in structure
prominence and industrial character within the landscape. However, motorists already traverse
SCE ROW east of the Cherry Avenue, and for the portion of the Alternative that parallels South
Highland Avenue, the increased distance between the viewer and the subtransmission line would
be enough that project components would not demand attention, and would be co-dominant with
other features in the viewshed including existing utility infrastructure and mountains in the
background. Visual contrast would be low to moderate. The new features would not block views
of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains in the background to the north, and the overall
visual change would be low to moderate. Per Draft EIR Table 4.1-2, given South Highland
Avenue’s moderate to high visual sensitivity, the resulting visual impact would be adverse but not
significant.
Compared to the Project, the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would result in minor
increased impacts to viewers on SR 210, a roadway with high visual sensitivity that provides
views of scenic vistas to the north; the portion of the Alternative in the SBFCD ROW and in the
Intex property would be located closer to SR 210 than the commensurate portion of the Project,
by approximately 0.1 mile. However, the Alternative alignment would be located to the south of
SR 210, and therefore would not impact scenic views of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel
Mountains to the north. This alternative would traverse SR 210 at the same location as the
Project. For viewers looking north towards the mountains (i.e., the scenic views), the visual
change would be experienced only very briefly, while approaching and crossing under the
subtransmission source line. Like the Project, under this Alternative, actual impacts at this KOP
would be adverse but less than significant.
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The Applicant-proposed route would result in the temporary disturbance of approximately 1.6
acres and the permanent conversion of approximately 3.39 acres of Unique Farmland to nonagricultural use. The Alternative Route also would be partially located on land that is designated
as Unique Farmland. However, the amount of temporary disturbance and permanent conversion
would be slightly less with the Alternative Route due to the shorter route; reduced access road
construction; and placement of part of the subtransmission line within the SBFCD ROW, which
is outside the area designated as Unique Farmland. Similar to the Project, this farmland
conversion previously was analyzed in the City of Fontana General Plan Update EIR, which
concluded that the conversion was a significant and unavoidable impact, and so required the
adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the loss of agricultural land. The
Alternate Route is not zoned for agricultural use nor is it subject to a Williamson Act contract. It
is not located on land zoned as forest land or timberland. Therefore, construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Alternative Route would result in the same impact conclusions as the Project
(see Draft EIR Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources) for significance criteria a)
through e), but would have a slightly reduced impact related to the conversation of Unique
Farmland.
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Air Quality

The construction of the Alternative Route would not require additional construction equipment
beyond that already included in the air quality analysis (see Draft EIR Appendix C);
consequently, there would be no new or different criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants
emitted during the construction of the Alternative Route than already were analyzed in the Draft
EIR. Although the Alternative Route would result in slightly lower annual emissions compared to
the Applicant-proposed route due to the construction of approximately 380 fewer feet of
subtransmission source line and approximately 2,000 fewer feet of new access road, on a daily
basis, the construction emissions associated with the Alternative Route would be expected to be
the same as those identified in Draft EIR Table 4.3-6 for the Project. Therefore, although the
impact conclusions relating to regional air quality associated with NOx and PM10 would remain
the same as the Project (i.e., temporarily significant and unavoidable), implementation of the
Alternative Route would cause a slightly reduced impact relative to the Project in this regard.
Implementation of the Alternative Route would increase the distance from the route to the closest
sensitive receptors (i.e., the condominium complex at the corner of South Highland Avenue and
San Sevaine Road) by approximately 500 feet compared to the Applicant-proposed route. This
would result in additional dilution of construction equipment diesel exhaust emissions at the
condominium complex. Therefore, the air quality and odor-related impacts on sensitive receptors
under the Alternative Route would be slightly reduced compared to the Project, although the
impact conclusions would be the same (i.e., less than significant).
Finally, operations associated with the Alternative Route would not result in the release of any air
emissions, and any vehicle trips required for periodic maintenance would be indistinguishable
from the infrequent trips that would be required for maintenance of the Applicant-proposed route.
Therefore, operations and maintenance-related impacts associated with the Alternative Route
would be the same as the Project’s impacts in these respects (i.e., less than significant).
Biological Resources

The Alternative Route would traverse disturbed habitat that is similar to the comparable portions
of the Applicant-proposed route. The Alternative Route is within the ruderal (disturbed) fringe
surrounding vineyard lands, and appears to support several small, remnant stands of undisturbed
grassland habitat, though no evidence of Riversidean sage scrub, a CDFG sensitive vegetation
community, is noted in the alignment. Habitat types in the alignment appear to include ruderal
habitat, disturbed annual grassland, vineyard, and disturbed habitat. It is noteworthy that the
defunct vineyard located adjacent to the Alternative Route is gradually being recolonized by
non-native grasses and native herbaceous species.
CEQA Guidelines biological resource-related significance criterion a) relates to potential impacts
to species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS. Portions of the Alternative Route could
potentially support special-status plants or wildlife species; however, given the level of
disturbance, the overall likelihood is considered low. Focused, USFWS protocol-level biological
surveys were performed for the Applicant-proposed route and comparable survey data is not
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available for the Alternative Route; therefore, this estimate of potential biological resources that
may be encountered on the Alternative Route would require separate surveys to confirm impact
conclusions. The route is within the occupied range of the coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed
snake, burrowing owl, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit,
San Diego desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, American badger, and Los Angeles
pocket mouse. Thus, these species would be presumed present similar to the comparable portion
of the Applicant-proposed route. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 identified for the
Applicant-proposed route also would be required for Alternative 15. In the absence of focused
surveys of the Alternative Route to demonstrate absence of burrowing owl (a California species
of special concern) and San Bernardino kangaroo rat (federally listed endangered), it is possible
that these species could occur within the alignment. The Applicant-proposed route is not within
designated critical habitat for San Bernardino kangaroo rat, which occurs north of I-210.
Plummer’s mariposa lily and Parry’s spineflower were identified in portions of the Alternative
Route (though not near the modified alignment) and in the absence of focused surveys, there is a
low likelihood that these or other special-status plant species may occur in the Alternative Route.
Because protocol-level surveys demonstrated the absence of San Bernardino kangaroo rat in the
Applicant-proposed route, additional kangaroo rat surveys were not required to mitigate project
impacts. Additional surveys would be required for the Alternative Route to identify the potential
presence or absence of San Bernardino kangaroo rat and special-status plants in the alignment
(see Mitigation Measure Alternative 15-BIO-1 and BIO-2, respectively, below). If the San
Bernardino kangaroo rat were identified during surveys, additional protective measures would be
required, such as avoiding occupied habitat by siting towers to avoid occupied habitat or using an
alternate route such as the Applicant-proposed route. Due to the high degree of ground
disturbance of habitat within the Alternative Route and surrounding intensive land uses (I-210 to
the north and vineyards to the south), the likelihood of encountering San Bernardino kangaroo rat
and/or special-status plants in the alignment is considered low.
Similar to the Applicant-proposed route, the Alternative Route would have comparable potential
impacts to common or protected nesting migratory birds, and similar hazards to raptors as a result
of electrocution or collision. Therefore, APMs identified for the Applicant-proposed route, and
Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 identified for the Applicant-proposed route would also be required for
the Alternative Route.
Mitigation Measure Alternative 15-BIO-1: A habitat assessment for San Bernardino
kangaroo rat shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within the Flood Control District
ROW Alternative if this route is approved. If no potential occupied habitat is found during
this assessment, then no further action would be necessary. If potential or occupied habitat
is identified, USFWS protocol-level trapping surveys shall be performed. Based on survey
findings, two potential outcomes are possible:


If San Bernardino kangaroo rats are not identified during trapping, no impact would
occur and no further action would be required.



If San Bernardino kangaroo rats are detected during surveys, an alternate alignment
could be selected or the route altered to completely avoid all potential or occupied

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-24

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

habitat for this species. If complete avoidance is not feasible, minimization measures
shall be implemented to reduce potential project impacts within occupied habitat to
the maximum extent feasible. Such measures could include minimizing that portion
of the project footprint that could encroach on an occupied habitat area, surveying
and establishing exclusionary perimeter fencing around such areas, and staging
materials and work so as not to encroach into them. The presence of a Biological
Monitor during Project construction shall be required to further ensure that any
potential impacts to special-status wildlife species are avoided and minimized. For
those impacts that cannot feasibly be avoided or further minimized, SCE shall
purchase mitigation credits from the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a
CDFG-approved conservation and mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate
the project’s mitigation requirements.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.
Mitigation Measure Alternative 15-BIO-2: If the Flood Control District ROW
Alternative is selected, portions of the proposed alignment that have not been surveyed to
determine the potential presence or absence of special-status plants shall be surveyed
following the most recent CDFG rare plant survey protocol (CDFG, 2009). Following
surveys, two potential outcomes are possible:


If special-status plants are not identified during focused surveys, impacts would not
be anticipated and no further action would be required.



If special-status plants are identified during surveys, the implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

CEQA Guidelines biological resource-related significance criteria b) and c) relate to potential
impacts to riparian habitat, sensitive natural communities, or federally protected wetlands. The
Alternative Route would not impact wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community, as they do not occur in the alignment.
CEQA Guidelines biological resource-related significance criterion d) relates to movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or use of native wildlife nursery sites. The Alternative Route would not
interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites. No such sites occur in the local vicinity of the Alternative Route, which abuts a
freeway and degraded agricultural lands.
CEQA Guidelines biological resource-related significance criterion e) relates to whether a
proposed project or alternative would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. The Alternative Route
would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance, or with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Communities Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.
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Following the implementation of protective measures, the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Alternative Route is expected to result in the same impact conclusions as the
Project (see Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources) for significance criteria a) through e).
The Alternative Route traverses disturbed habitat similar to that which occurs on the proposed
route and the likelihood of encountering sensitive resources in this alignment, which has not been
fully studied for biological resources, is estimated to be low.
Cultural Resources

The Alternative Route would result in the construction of approximately 380 fewer feet of
subtransmission line and approximately 2,000 fewer feet of new access road, but overall it would
not substantially change the size, location or type of facilities to be constructed. Therefore, the
facts, analysis and significance conclusions presented for the Applicant-proposed route generally
hold true for the Alternative Route, with one exception. Focused cultural resources surveys were
performed for the Applicant-proposed route, but comparable survey data is not available for all of
the Alternative Route. Because the Alternative Route, where it diverges from the Applicantproposed route, has not been subject to cultural resources survey, the presence or absence of
cultural resources within this portion of the Alternative Route is unknown, and therefore it is
possible that there are previously undocumented cultural resources within these unsurveyed areas.
However, because Mitigation Measure Alternative 1-CUL-1 would require additional
archaeological survey of unsurveyed areas, the potential cultural resource-related impact of the
Alternative Route would be the same as the Project (i.e., less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated).
With respect to paleontological resources, the Alternative Route would result in similar impacts
to paleontological resources as the Project because the two alignments are underlain by the same
geologic units.
Potential impacts to cultural resources under this alternative would be similar to the Applicantproposed route. Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and Alternative 1-CUL-1 also would be
required for the Alternative 15. The significance conclusions in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural
Resources, with regard to significance criteria a) through d) would be the same for Alternative 15
as for the Project.
Energy Conservation

Construction of the Alternative Route would result in incrementally less energy consumption for
construction equipment and construction-related transportation compared to the Applicantproposed route because of the shorter route resulting in less land disturbance, fewer
subtransmission line poles, and reduced access road construction. As with the Project, the
Alternative Route would not interrupt existing local SCE service and construction-related energy
demands are not expected to have a significant adverse effect on energy resources. Like the
Project, the Alternative Route would contribute to meeting projected local peak demand
electricity needs and would have no impact on local or regional energy supplies or capacity, nor
would it impact electricity generation facilities’ ability to provide and maintain existing levels of
service during peak and base period demands. Therefore, the impact conclusions related to the
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construction, operation, and maintenance of the Alternative Route would be the same as for the
Project in Draft EIR Section 4.6, Energy Conservation, with regard to criteria a) through f).
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

The Alternative Route would not substantially change the size or type of facilities to be
constructed. The Alternative Route would be slightly shorter, require less access road
construction and maintenance, and result in less overall land disturbance. Because the Alternative
Route, like the Applicant-proposed route, would cross mostly flat terrain underlain by similar
earth materials, it would result in similar potential impacts with respect to seismic ground shaking
and/or seismic-related ground failure, soil erosion, unstable geologic units or soils, and expansive
soils. While SCE has not yet prepared a geotechnical investigation of the subtransmission source
line route, associated facilities, or telecommunications system, one would be prepared if
necessary as part of pre-construction activities. Likewise, review of all geotechnical reports and
their incorporation into Project plans would occur prior to issuance of a grading or building
permit by the agency with jurisdiction over the construction activity. Design recommendations
from existing geotechnical reports also would be relevant and applied to the design of the
Alternative Route. For example, for underground sections of the subtransmission source line
(e.g., the 300 foot section of the Alternative Route that would be underground), the trench would
be backfilled with a slurry mix that is non-expansive. Therefore, the significance conclusions
with respect to each of the criteria in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity,
would be the same for the Alternative Route as they are for the Project.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Implementation of the Alternative Route would result in slightly lower construction emissions
compared to the Applicant-proposed route due to the construction of approximately 380 fewer
feet of subtransmission line and approximately 2,000 fewer feet of new access road. As identified
in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, estimated total emissions of GHGs that
would be generated during construction of the Project is 1,404 metric tons CO2e. When compared
to the subtransmission source line and roadwork emissions estimated for the Project (see Draft
EIR Appendix C), which includes approximately 12 miles of subtransmission source line and
7 miles of new access road, it is estimated that construction of the Alternative Route would result
in approximately 10 fewer metric tons of CO2e compared to the Project. Amortized over a 30year project lifetime, the difference between the Project and the Alternative Route would be
approximately 0.3 metric tons per year. In addition, GHG emissions generated during operation
and maintenance of the Alternative Route would be the same as those described for the Project.
Therefore, the Alternative Route would cause incrementally (but inconsequentially) fewer GHG
emissions than the Project and the significance conclusions reached in Draft EIR Section 4.8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, for the Project would be the same for the Alternative Route.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Flood Control District ROW Alternative is within the regulatory agency database search area
reviewed for identification of hazardous materials sites in the vicinity of the Project. No
hazardous materials sites are identified in this area; therefore, the impact determinations related to
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location on a hazardous materials site and the potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil or
groundwater during Project construction would be the same for the Alternative Route as they
would be for the Project. Further, the location of the Alternative Route would not change the
impact determinations related to hazards in proximity to schools or airports, wildland fires, and
potential to interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. Although the total
length of the Alternative Route would be shorter and fewer roads would need to be constructed,
the Alternative Route would not substantially lessen the kinds and amounts of hazardous
materials associated with Project construction or operation and, as such, impact conclusions for
the Alternative Route would be the same as the Project pertaining to the routine transport, use or
disposal of hazardous materials or hazards to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions. In summary, the Flood Control District ROW
Alternative would not change the impact conclusions in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, related to significance criteria a) through h).
Hydrology and Water Quality

The Alternative Route would not substantially change the size or type of facilities to be
constructed. The Alternative Route would be slightly shorter, require less access road
construction and maintenance, and result in less overall land disturbance. Because the Alternative
Route, like the Applicant-proposed route, would cross mostly flat terrain, and differ from the
Applicant-proposed route only over a relatively short section, it would result in similar potential
impacts with respect to existing water quality standards and the potential for increasing erosion
and/or flooding. Similar to the Applicant-proposed route, the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Alternative Route would generally pose a low threat to water quality due to
the level terrain, high rate of soil infiltration, and the regulatory controls that would apply. The
mitigation measures that would be required to avoid or reduce the significance of Project impacts
also would be required for Alternative 15 (e.g., preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, a
WQMP, and, if required, coverage under a water quality certification, and/or WDR). These
mitigation measures would be sufficient to reduce potential water quality impacts to a less-thansignificant level. Therefore, there would be no change to the conclusions in Draft EIR Section
4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, with regard to hydrology and water quality.
Land Use and Planning

The Alternative Route would be located within the Project Area analyzed in the Draft EIR; it
would not change the land uses proposed by the Project; physically divide a community; be
located within a land use or zoning designation not analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.11; or
conflict with any with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. Although the Alternative
Route would be located on land within the as-yet undeveloped West Gate Specific Plan area, this
alternative would relocate the subtransmission line and access road from South Highland Avenue
to the back of the property along the SBFCD ROW, thereby reducing any potential access
restrictions that could occur once this area is developed. New easement rights and submittal of
plans and a permit application to the SBFCD would be required to construct the Alternative
Route for the segment located within the SBFCD ROW. The Alternative Route also would
require an adjustment in both the location and width of the proposed Intex easement in order to

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-28

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

provide access to the subtransmission line between San Sevaine Road and the SBFCD ROW. The
Flood Control District ROW Alternative would result in the same impact conclusions as the
Project with respect to the significance criteria considered in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use
and Planning.
Mineral Resources

The Alternative Route would not substantially change the size or type of facilities to be
constructed. While portions of the Project area do intersect some aggregate resource sectors, the
Alternative Route alignment would not be within an area currently available for extraction of
mineral resources. It would be along streets and a portion of a flood control channel, bounded on
either side by existing land uses. Therefore, the impact significance conclusions would be the
same for the Flood Control District ROW Alternative as they are for the Project in Draft EIR
Section 4.12, Mineral Resources.
Noise

Implementation of the Alternative Route would increase the distance from the route to the closest
sensitive receptors (i.e., the condominium complex at the corner of South Highland Avenue and
San Sevaine Road) by approximately 500 feet compared to the Applicant-proposed route. This
would result in additional attenuation of construction equipment and corona discharge noise
levels at the condominium complex. Therefore, although the significance conclusion regarding
noise and vibration impacts on those sensitive receptors would be the same as for the Project (i.e.,
less than significant) the Alternative Route would cause incrementally less noise than the Project.
Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 would apply to Alternative 15 just as it would to the Project in the
event that nighttime construction activities would occur near San Sevaine Road south of I-210
because that area would continue to within 1,000 feet of the condominium complex.
The segment of the Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line Route that would be within the City of
Rancho Cucamonga is shared by the Alternative Route and the Applicant-proposed route;
therefore, the Draft EIR significant and unavoidable Impact 4.13-1 conclusion associated with
construction activities violating City of Rancho Cucamonga exterior noise standards would be the
same. Similarly, the Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route would be implemented under both
the Alternative Route and the Applicant-proposed route; therefore, Impact 4.13-6 associated with
Rialto Municipal Airport noise would be the same.
In summary, the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Alternative Route would have an
incrementally less significant impact than the Project; however, since the reductions would be so
slight, the impact conclusions would be the same for the Alternative Route as those reached for
the Project in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Noise.
Population and Housing

Although the construction-related effects of the Alternative Route would be less than the
Applicant-proposed route due to the shorter subtransmission line length, the overall number of
workers required for construction of the entire Project is not expected to change. The Alternative
Route would not propose new homes or businesses nor displace any housing or people. Operation
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of the Alternative Route would not indirectly induce substantial population growth or encourage
new development as the Project is designed to meet forecasted demand projections for electrical
service. Therefore, construction, operation, and maintenance of the Alternative Route would have
the same population and housing-related effects as the Project (see Draft EIR Section 4.14,
Population and Housing).
Public Services

Construction of the Alternative Route would not change the number of workers required for
Project construction discussed in the Draft EIR, nor would it cause an increased demand or need
for fire protection, police protection, school facilities, parks, or other public facilities. Therefore,
it would not result in the construction of new or expanded existing government facilities for
public services. Consequently, the impacts of the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would
be the same as the conclusions reached for the Project in Draft EIR Section 4.15, Public Services.
Recreation

The Alternative Route does not propose any recreational facilities, nor would it change the
number of workers required for Project construction described in the Draft EIR. Therefore, it
would not cause physical deterioration of existing facilities, or indirectly require construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, implementation of the Flood Control District
ROW Alternative would cause the same impacts and result in the same impact significance
conclusions as were reached for the Project in Draft EIR Section 4.16, Recreation.
Transportation and Traffic

The Alternative Route would alter and shorten the Applicant-proposed route by approximately
380 feet and would require the construction and maintenance of approximately 2,000 feet less of
new access road than the Applicant-proposed route. The Alternative Route would not
substantially change the size or type of facilities to be constructed and would not require a
workforce or equipment above and beyond what is described in the Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, and analyzed in Section 4.17, Transportation and Traffic. Because the Alternative
Route would generate either similar or slightly lower levels of construction traffic along the
similar roadways as the Applicant-proposed route, potential impacts to transportation and traffic
under this alternative would be substantially similar to the Applicant-proposed route. Therefore,
Mitigation Measures 4.17-1 and 4.17-2 identified for the Applicant-proposed route also would be
required for Alternative 15. In addition, traffic related to operation and maintenance of
Alternative 15 would be the same as for the Applicant-proposed route because the same number
of staff and maintenance activities would be required, so impacts would be the same. Therefore,
the impact significance conclusions for Alternative 15 would be the same as those reached for the
Project in Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation and Traffic.
Utilities and Service Systems

The Alternative Route would result in incrementally less water consumption and wastewater and
solid waste generation due to the slightly reduced subtransmission source line route length and
corresponding reduced construction effects. However, the decrease would not substantially
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change wastewater treatment needs, wastewater treatment facility capacity, water supply needs,
or solid waste disposal needs relative to the Project. Consequently, the impact significance
conclusions would be the same as those reached for the Flood Control District ROW Alternative
in Draft EIR Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems.

C. The Flood Control District ROW Alternative is Environmentally Superior to
the Project
As summarized in Draft EIR Section ES.7 (p. ES-9) and analyzed throughout Draft EIR
Chapter 4 (p. 4-1 et seq.), the proposed Project would cause no adverse impact related to
Agriculture and Forest Resources and Public Services and a less-than-significant impact to the
following resources: Energy Conservation, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and
Housing, and Utilities and Service Systems. With the implementation of identified mitigation
measures, the Project also would cause a less-than-significant impact to: Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Recreation, and Transportation and
Traffic. By contrast, it was determined that development of the Project would cause significant
and unavoidable impacts to three resource areas: Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Noise.
As analyzed in Section 2.5.2(C), the Flood Control District ROW Alternative generally would result
in the same impact conclusions as the Project with one exception: The Project’s significant and
unavoidable Aesthetics impact relative to South Highland Avenue would be reduced to a less than
significant level. The Flood Control District ROW Alternative would result in a less than significant
(rather than significant unavoidable) impact to viewers on South Highland Avenue, which provides
views of scenic vistas to the north, because it would remove the subtransmission line route from
South Highland Avenue and, instead, would locate it slightly further north, and thereby would
increase the distance between viewers and the subtransmission line. The Alternative Route would
not block views of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains in the background to the north.
In addition, the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would cause incrementally reduced
impacts to noise and air quality relative to the Project because the Alternative Route would be
located farther away from sensitive receptors than the Project. For these reasons, the Flood Control
District ROW Alternative is environmentally superior to the Project.

D. The Flood Control District ROW Alternative Does Not Require Circulation
for Agency and Public Review under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
CEQA requires a lead agency to circulate new information added to an EIR after the Draft EIR has
been issued for review but before certification only when the new information is “significant” (Pub.
Res. Code §21092.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5). See, for example, Sierra Club v. City of
Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 547, where the court determined that the inclusion of a new
alternative, indeed any new material in a final EIR, “is not fatal, since the final version must
respond to comments on the draft EIR, with the result that the final EIR will almost always contain
information not included in the draft EIR. What matters is whether significant new information is
added after the public comment period closes.” While the Flood Control District ROW Alternative
is new information, it is not “significant new information” for purposes of CEQA.
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The California Supreme Court clarified in Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of
University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112 (Laurel Heights II) that new information added to
an EIR after the Draft EIR has been issued but before certification has occurred is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that “deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’s proponents have declined to implement.” Examples of “significant new information”
include: (i) A new significant environmental impact; (ii) a substantial increase in the severity of
an environmental impact the significance of which cannot be reduced below established
thresholds (i.e., to a less-than-significant level); and (iii) a feasible project alternative
considerably different from ones analyzed in the Draft EIR would clearly lessen the proposed
project’s significant environmental impacts, but the project proponent refuses to adopt it (Laurel
Heights II, 6 Cal.4th at pp. 1129–1130; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5(a)).
As analyzed in Section 2.5.2(C), none of the information added to the EIR in Section 2.5.2(B)
discloses “a new substantial environmental impact,” or a “substantial increase in the severity” of
an impact of the Project. In fact, overall, the new alternative substantially reduces the Aesthetic
impact of the Project relative to South Highland Avenue (resulting in a less than significant,
rather than the Project’s significant and unavoidable, impact to views in this area) and
incrementally reduces impacts in several other resource areas even if the ultimate conclusions
remain the same: Because the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would be shorter than the
Applicant-proposed route, constructed farther from sensitive receptors, require fewer poles, less
temporary and less permanent disturbance, and less road construction and maintenance work,
fewer or incrementally less severe environmental impacts would result. Accordingly, CEQA does
not require the Lead Agency to circulate this new alternative for comment before certifying the
Final EIR.
Based on communications with San Bernardino County, which has jurisdiction over the flood
control channel ROW, and with Caltrans, which would oversee the crossing of I-210 just as it
would under the Project, it appears that the Flood Control District ROW Alternative would be
feasible (see County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works, 201214; and Caltrans,
201215). Further, as described in Section 2.5.2(B) and shown in Figure 2-2 Flood Control District
ROW Alternative, the new alternative is not considerably different from the alternatives analyzed
in the Draft EIR. To the contrary, the Alternative Route would be the same as the Project except
that it would be approximately 380 feet shorter than the Applicant-proposed route; would require
one fewer TSP and one fewer LWS pole; would result in approximately 31,250 square feet less
temporary land disturbance and approximately 3,060 square feet less permanent disturbance;
would require the construction and maintenance of approximately 2,000 feet less new access
road; and would require SCE to obtain new easement rights from the SBFCD and Intex. The
difference between the alternative route and the Project is only 1.7 percent when measured in
14 San Bernardino County, 2012. Marty Mish, Flood Control Permit Coordinator, Department of Public Works, email

communication with Cory Barringhaus, Environmental Science Associates. May 8, 2012.

15 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2012. Daniel Kopulsky and Harish Rastogi, P.E., email

communication with Cory Barringhaus, Environmental Science Associates. April 25 and May 9, 2012.
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terms of the permanent disturbance that each would cause. Stated differently, the alternative
alignment (by itself) would affect less than 5 percent of the total proposed length of new
subtransmission source line (a total length of 12 miles is proposed). These minor modifications to
the Project do not make the new alternative “considerably different” for purposes of CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5.
In the present situation, not circulating the new alternative and the analysis of its potential
environmental effects does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on the
analysis and conclusions. As shown in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Const.
Authority (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 552, this is not the standard for recirculation of an EIR.
Instead, “the question is whether the new information disclosed a substantial adverse effect (or
increase in severity), in which case the public should have an opportunity to comment” (Id.). The
new alternative was identified in a public comment on the Draft EIR and was analyzed in
response to the community’s environmental concerns. The analysis supports a conclusion that
development of the new alternative would be substantially better with respect to views related to
South Highland Avenue relative to the Project, and incrementally better for other resources as
well. Under these circumstances, circulation of the new information is not required.

2.5.3 MR3: Underground vs. Overhead Lines
Commenters and Comments Addressed by MR3
Commenter

Comments Addressed by MR2

City of Fontana

B-5.3, B-5.6

City of Rialto

B-6.2

Lewis Operating Corporation

C-1.3, C-1.6

Hall & Foreman, Inc., John Hogan, CEO/Principal

C-2.1

J. W. Mitchell Company, LLC (Gresham Savage)

C-3.15, C-3.18, C-3.25

Hall & Foreman, Inc., John Hogan, CEO/Principal

D-2.1

Greg Lanz, City of Rialto

D-3.2

Charles Fahie, City of Fontana

D-4.3

Summary of Issues Raised
A.

Allowing new overhead lines would be incompatibility with local jurisdictions’
development standards;

B.

New lines should be placed underground along view corridors, including South Highland
Avenue;

C.

New lines should be placed underground at other specific locations; and

D.

The range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR should have included an
undergrounding component.
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Response
A. Incompatibility with local jurisdictions’ development standards does not
rise to the level of a significant effect under CEQA because such standards
are preempted by CPUC General Order-131-D.
As discussed on Draft EIR pages 4.1-12 and 4.11-2, the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction under
CPUC General Order No. 131-D over Project siting and design. Because the Project is regulated
by this General Order, it is generally exempt from local land use and zoning regulations and
discretionary permitting. The permitting and regulation of transmission lines is a matter of
statewide concern. Therefore, the Project is not subject to local regulations regarding the
undergrounding of the proposed subtransmission line.

B. Undergrounding has not been required along view corridors, including
South Highland Avenue, for a variety of environmental reasons.
The Draft EIR acknowledges on page 4.1-10 under “Scenic Vistas” that the cities of Fontana,
Rialto, and Rancho Cucamonga generally define major north-south arterial roads as view
corridors, reflecting the importance and value of northerly views of the mountains. The Draft EIR
considers scenic vistas in the study area as including those scenic view corridors discussed under
“Motorists on Major or Scenic Travel Routes” on page 4.1-9.
Simulations for four of the identified scenic corridors, including two north-south routes (Sierra
Avenue and Citrus Avenue), and two east-west routes (Baseline Avenue and Highland Avenues)
are provided in the Draft EIR. Views depicted in the simulations for these scenic corridors are
representative of views from other scenic corridors. For example, visual changes to scenic views
from the Beech Avenue and Cherry Avenue scenic corridors would be similar to those shown for
Citrus Avenue (Draft EIR Figure 4.1-5, p. 4.1-19), and the visual change to viewers on Foothill
Boulevard and Wilson Avenue would be similar to those shown for Baseline Avenue (Draft EIR
Figure 4.1-6, p. 4.1-20).
The methodology used to evaluate impacts to visual resources is described on Draft EIR
pages 4.1-14 through 4.1-16. Definitions related to visual resources, including metrics used to
define overall visual sensitivity of the Project area, are provided on pages 4.1-1 and 4.1-2. The
determination of impact significance is based on the combined factors of overall visual sensitivity
and the degree of overall visual change.
Impacts to scenic vistas, which include the key view corridors described above, are discussed
under Impact 4.1-1 beginning on Draft EIR page 4.1-25. Upon implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.1-1 to reduce the impact of glare, the Draft EIR considered: 1) the numerous
individual factors that influence visual contrast, 2) their contribution to the overall visual change
created by construction of the Project, and 3) the visual sensitivity of the viewsheds. Weighing
these factors, the Draft EIR then concluded that impacts to scenic vistas and scenic roadways
would be less than significant, with the exception of that portion of the subtransmission line
proposed near the intersection of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road.
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As discussed on Draft EIR page 3-1, CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives
to a proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the project objectives while substantially
reducing or eliminating any significant effects. Two alternatives, Alternative 8 (Parallel to
500 kV Transmission Line [Overhead]) and Alternative 9 (Parallel to 500 kV Transmission Line
[Underground]), were considered in order to reduce the significant visual impact near South
Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road. Alternative 8 was eliminated from detailed
consideration because the diagonal angle at which the subtransmission line would traverse I-210
would be infeasible from a regulatory perspective as Caltrans requires utility lines to cross at a
right angle to a highway. Alternative 9 was found to be technically infeasible due to the existing
infrastructure in the location of the existing ROW spanning I-210. Although the impact in the
vicinity of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road was determined to be significant and
unavoidable in the Draft EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR identified a variation of the
alignment for the subtransmission line in this area that would reduce the aesthetic impact to a
less-than-significant level. See MR2 for discussion of this alternative to the Project.
Although there may be aesthetic benefits to placing a subtransmission line underground, the
installation underground of all or portions of the subtransmission source lines would result in
greater overall environmental impacts compared to overhead construction. Underground
construction of portions of the subtransmission source lines would require extensive trenching to
install the duct banks that would carry the subtransmission wires and related infrastructure. The
additional mechanized equipment, related fuel use and exhaust, surface and subsurface
disturbance, and days required to complete the trenching work would not be required for the
proposed overhead construction, would result in greater impacts related to air quality, erosion,
biological resources, and noise, and could result in greater impacts to cultural resources and
traffic compared to the proposed construction of overhead lines. Underground installations are
more material-intensive than overhead installations. As indicated by the Applicant’s Underground
Structures Standards (UGS) Manual, underground installation requires the following types of
materials that are not required at all or required in lesser amounts than for overhead installations:
concrete, steel, precast reinforced concrete structures and pull ropes, conduits, fittings and risers,
handholes and pull boxes, manholes and vaults (poured and precast), semi-buried structures,
frames, covers, and accessories (SCE, 2012).16
Undergrounding also would result in the need for large transition structures to conduct the wires
between aboveground and underground structures.
Similarly, maintenance and repair of underground facilities could require more time and cause
greater impacts than the maintenance and repair of overhead facilities because accessing the
subsurface line could cause construction-related effects associated with isolating the issue area,
excavating a work area sufficiently sized for access and safety, and then refilling/reburying the
affected area. These activities would cause greater impacts related to air quality, erosion,
biological resources, and noise; and could result in greater impacts to traffic compared to the
proposed construction of overhead lines. Even if repair and maintenance of a subsurface line
16 SCE, 2012. Underground Structures Standards (UGS), 2012 — Second Quarter Issue. Available online:

http://www.sce.com/nrc/aboutsce/regulatory/distributionmanuals/ugs.pdf (April 27, 2012).
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could be accomplished without surface disturbance, i.e., by manipulating the line via underground
access points, working in vaults or other accessways would require lighting and attention to
hazard considerations that would not be associated with aboveground work. Further, because
underground lines are encased in concrete, it generally is more difficult to locate and repair
problems, which can prolong the time before power is restored after an interruption.17

C. Other new segments of the lines proposed by the Project are not required
to be placed underground.
Potential visual impacts regarding the Project’s subtransmission source line routes are discussed
in Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics. The methodology used to evaluate impacts to visual
resources is described on pages 4.1-14 through 4.1-16. Definitions relating to the analysis of
visual resources, including metrics used to define overall visual sensitivity of the Project area, are
provided on Draft EIR pages 4.1-1 and 4.1-2. The determination of impact significance is based
on the combined factors of overall visual sensitivity and the degree of overall visual change.
Analysis documented in Draft EIR Section 4.1.4 (p. 4.1-25 et seq.) determined that the Project
and alternatives would cause a less-than-significant impact with the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.1-1 on all scenic vistas but one: South Highland Avenue at San Sevaine Road, looking
west, where it was determined that the proposed subtransmission line would cause significant and
unavoidable aesthetic effects. As discussed and analyzed in MR2, Intex proposed a variation of
the alignment for the proposed 66 kV subtransmission line in the vicinity of South Highland
Avenue and San Sevaine Road that, if approved, would cause a less than significant impact
relative to all scenic vistas, including the one at South Highland Avenue at San Sevaine Road.
See also MR3(B), which provides additional reasons why undergrounding at this location is not
recommended.
The analysis of aesthetic impacts documented in Draft EIR Section 4.1 also does not support a
recommendation that any of the other subtransmission line segments in the Project area be
installed underground. The analysis of potential impacts of the Project and alternatives
determined that the visual impact of portions of the subtransmission lines would be perceived as
negative and adverse primarily because the existing, baseline aesthetic conditions in that area are
degraded (see, e.g., Setting Photos A through H, pp. 4.1-4 and 4.1-5). Further, based on the
balancing of significance considerations with the ameliorating effects of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1,
the Project and alternatives would result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to the
remaining key observation points. Under these circumstances, CEQA does not provide a basis for
the lead agency to impose undergrounding (or indeed any other) mitigation measure to further
reduce potential effects. Consequently, the proposed new subtransmission lines are recommended
to be placed above ground.

17 Other, non-environmental factors also affect whether to install power lines underground. For example, as a state-

regulated utility, the Applicant has a duty to ratepayers to propose options that are cost-effective. Underground
subtransmission lines require more extensive (and therefore more expensive) engineering design to install ducts and
structures underground, and the underground cable itself is significantly more expensive than overhead wire (see,
e.g., SCE, 2008. Frequently Asked Questions Presidential 66/16 Kilovolt Substation Project (Oct. 2008)).
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D. Lack of undergrounding alternatives.
As discussed on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR, CEQA requires analysis of alternatives to a proposed
project that could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives while substantially reducing
or eliminating any significant effects. CEQA does not require that an EIR consider every
conceivable alternative to a project, but rather that it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation
(CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)).
Several alternatives were considered in the Draft EIR that featured more undergrounding of the
subtransmission line than was proposed by the Applicant. Specifically, Alternative 5 (Draft EIR,
p. 3-7) and Alternative 7 (Draft EIR, p. 3-8) were considered to reduce visual impacts along Casa
Grande Drive, and Alternative 9 (Draft EIR, p. 3-8) was considered to reduce visual impacts in
the vicinity of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road. Alternative 5 would underground
the segment of the Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route along Casa Grande Drive between
Locust Avenue and North Alder Avenue. This alternative would reduce potential visual impacts,
but would result in an increase in construction NOx emissions and locate construction activities
closer to residential and other receptors. Alternative 7 was developed to reduce aesthetic impacts
along the Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route, but was found to have higher constructionrelated air quality emissions than both the Project and Alternative 1. While the potential aesthetic
impacts along the proposed Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route were found to be less than
significant, the air quality impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. This alternative
was eliminated from further evaluation because it although it would reduce an already less-thansignificant aesthetic impact, it would substantially worsen an already significant and unavoidable
impact with respect to air quality. Alternative 9 was developed to avoid the significant
unavoidable aesthetic impacts associated with a portion of the Etiwanda Subtransmission Source
Line Route in the vicinity of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road. As discussed in
MR3(B), this alternative was found to be technically infeasible due to the existing infrastructure
in the location of the existing ROW spanning I-210. Although the impact in the vicinity of South
Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road was determined to be significant and unavoidable in the
Draft EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR identified a variation of the alignment for the
subtransmission line in this area that would reduce the impact to less-than-significant (see MR2).
Accordingly, for the reasons provided in Draft EIR Table 3-2 (p. 3-6 et seq.) and Section 3.5
(p. 3-12 et seq.), none of these three potential alternatives was carried forward for more detailed
analysis in the EIR.
As explained in MR3(B), undergrounding all or additional portions of the proposed
subtransmission lines would result in greater environmental impacts compared to overhead
construction during construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project. For this reason,
additional potential alternatives that would require more of the proposed subtransmission line to
be installed underground are not considered.
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2.5.4 MR4: Additional Staging Area Locations
Summary of Issues Raised
A.

Following publication of the Draft EIR, the Applicant identified two additional potential
temporary staging areas that could be used to support Project-related construction
activities.18 Where are they in relation to other Project components?

B.

What environmental effects could result from the preparation, temporary use, and
restoration of these areas?

Response
A. Description and Location of the Two New Potential Staging Areas
The Applicant initially identified six potential temporary staging areas, which are described in
Draft EIR Section 2.9.2 (p. 2-22 et seq.) and shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-2 (p. 2-23). As
described in Draft EIR Section 2.9.2 (p. 2-22), the preparation of these areas for the proposed use
“would include the application of road base or crushed rock, depending on existing ground
conditions, and installation of perimeter fencing.” These areas would be “restored to
preconstruction conditions or the landowner’s requirements following completion of construction
for the Project” (Id.).
To supplement the six potential locations initially identified, the Applicant proposed two
additional potential temporary staging area locations after the Draft EIR had been issued:
Potential Staging Area No. 7 and Potential Staging Area No. 8. The Applicant subsequently
withdrew its request to include Staging Area No. 7 in the Project.19 Potential Staging Area No. 8
would be located on approximately 8 acres situated northeast of Etiwanda Avenue at Napa Street
in Rancho Cucamonga. Figure 2-6, Potential Staging Area Locations (see Appendix G), has been
revised to show Potential Staging Area No. 8, and the first paragraph on Draft EIR page 2-22 and
Table 2-2 are revised as follows:
Construction staging for the Project would require temporary staging areas. The following
locations are expected to be used as staging areas for the Project: south of Foothill
Boulevard at Pepper Avenue, Rialto; the Etiwanda Substation; the Falcon Ridge
Substation; northwest corner of Etiwanda Avenue at Foothill Boulevard; northeast corner
of South Highland Avenue at San Sevaine Road; and the Foothill Service Center; and the
northeast corner of Etiwanda Avenue at Napa Street (see Figure 2-6, Potential Staging
Area Locations). The potential staging area locations offer from 0.5 to 8 up to 5 acres of
space.
The preparation, use, and restoration of Potential Staging Area No. 8 would be identical to the
staging areas described and analyzed in Section 2.9.2 of the Draft EIR.

18 SCE provided details about Potential Staging Area Nos. 7 and 8 in its June 27, 2012, response to Data Request No. 6.
19 SCE Response to Data Request No. 7, August 30, 2012.
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TABLE 2-2
POTENTIAL STAGING AREA LOCATIONS

Name

Approximate
Area

Location

Condition

Project Component

No. 1

South of Foothill Boulevard at
Pepper Avenue, Rialto

Previously
Disturbed

0.5 acre

Subtransmission

No. 2

Etiwanda Substation,
Rancho Cucamonga

Previously
Disturbed

3 acres

Subtransmission/
Telecommunications

No. 3

Proposed Falcon Ridge Substation,
Fontana

Undisturbed

2 acres

Substation

No. 4

Northwest corner of Etiwanda
Avenue at Foothill Boulevard,
Rancho Cucamonga

Previously
Disturbed

4 acres

Subtransmission

No. 5

Northeast corner of South Highland
Avenue at San Sevaine Road,
Fontana

Previously
Disturbed

5 acres

Subtransmission

No. 6

Foothill Service Center, Fontana

Previously
Disturbed

0.5 acre

Telecommunications

No. 7

(Withdrawn by Applicant)

No. 8

Northeast corner of Etiwanda Avenue
at Napa Street, Rancho Cucamonga

Previously
Disturbed

8 acres

Subtransmission

SOURCE: SCE, 2010a; SCE Response to Data Request No. 7, August 30, 2012.

B. Environmental Effects of Additional Potential Staging Area No. 8
The preparation, use, and restoration of Potential Staging Area No. 8 would not cause new
significant adverse impacts or more intense significant adverse impacts than were analyzed in the
Draft EIR. Of the resource areas contemplated in the Draft EIR and CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G, the newly identified potential staging area is most likely to affect biological
resources and cultural resources. As discussed below, new or more intense potential significant
effects to geology and soils, water resources, and other environmental considerations are not
expected to occur.
Biological Resources

The additional staging area could potentially support special-status plants or wildlife species;
however, given the level of prior disturbance, the overall likelihood is considered low. Focused,
USFWS protocol-level biological surveys were performed for the Project; however, comparable
survey data is not available for Potential Staging Area No. 8. Follow-up biological surveys of
Potential Staging Area No. 8 indicate that the site supports disturbed ruderal and partially
developed habitat. The area is fenced and bordered by Napa Street to the south, Etiwanda Avenue
to the west, a developed (industrial use) area to the north, and disturbed sage scrub habitat to the
east. The site shows evidence of recent grading, with moderate growth of the invasive Russian
thistle (Salsola tragus).

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-39

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

The potential staging area is within the occupied range of the coast horned lizard, coast patchnosed snake, burrowing owl, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego black-tailed
jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, American badger, and Los
Angeles pocket mouse. However, habitat on the site is only conducive to the more disturbanceadapted of these species; namely, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and burrowing owl. For
purposes of this analysis, these species are presumed present. This is consistent with assumptions
made in the analysis of potential Project impacts. Therefore, APM-BIO-01 and Mitigation
Measure 4.4-2 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-35) identified for the Project also would be required for
Potential Staging Area No.8. Based on a review of site conditions, the site does not support
habitat for San Bernardino kangaroo rat, coastal California gnatcatcher, or Delhi sands flowerloving fly. Preconsitruction surveys would be required, if the Project or an alternative is
approved, to identify the potential presence of special-status plants.
Mitigation Measure Staging Area-BIO-1: Potential Staging Area No. 8 shall be surveyed
prior to the commencement of any activities that may modify vegetation, such as clearing
or ground-breaking activities, following the most recent CDFG rare plant survey protocol
(CDFG, 2009).20 Following surveys, two potential outcomes are possible:


If special-status plants are not identified during focused surveys or surveys indicate
that special-status plant habitat does not occur on-site, impacts would not be
anticipated and no further action would be required.



If special-status plants are identified during surveys, compensation for the losses
shall be required by implementing Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, which would result in
habitat creation and enhancement, and long-term preservation for temporary and
permanent impacts.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.
Cultural Resources

The cultural records search conducted for the Project included a review of previous studies
conducted within a 0.5-mile radius and previously recorded sites within a 0.25-mile radius (Draft
EIR, p. 4.5-6). The new staging area is within 0.25 mile of the Project area and no resources were
identified in the records search as being within the proposed boundary. In addition, no prehistoric
resources have been recorded within 0.25 mile of the Project area (p. 4.5-6).
Focused cultural resources surveys were performed for the Project; however, comparable survey
data is not available for Potential Staging Area No. 8. The presence or absence of cultural
resources within this area is unknown: it is possible that such resources exist within the
unsurveyed area. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure Alternative 1-CUL-1, which
would require additional archaeological survey of unsurveyed areas, also would apply to the new
potential staging area. With respect to paleontological resources, the staging area would result in
the same potential impacts to paleontological resources as the Project because the area is
20 CDFG, 2009. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and

Natural Communities. Available online: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols_for_Surveying_
and_Evaluating_Impacts.pdf (November 24, 2009).
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underlain by the same geologic units. Accordingly, Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, and 4.5-3
(Draft EIR Section 4.5.4, p. 4.5-19 et seq.) also would be required for Potential Staging Area
No.8.
Geology and Soils

Because the staging area would be located on flat terrain underlain by similar earth materials, it
would result in similar potential impacts with respect to seismic ground shaking and/or seismicrelated ground failure, soil erosion, unstable geologic units or soils, and expansive soils. While
SCE has not yet prepared a geotechnical investigation of the subtransmission source line route,
associated facilities, or telecommunications system, one would be prepared if necessary as part of
pre-construction activities. Likewise, review of all geotechnical reports and their incorporation
into Project plans would occur prior to issuance of a grading or building permit by the agency
with jurisdiction over the construction activity. Design recommendations from existing
geotechnical reports also would be relevant and applied to the staging area.
Water Resources

Preparation, use, and restoration of Potential Staging Area No.8 would result in similar potential
impacts with respect to existing water quality standards and the potential for increasing erosion
and/or flooding. Similar to the Project, the construction, operation, and maintenance of the
staging area would generally pose a low threat to water quality due to the level terrain, high rate
of soil infiltration, and the regulatory controls that would apply. The mitigation measures that
would be required to avoid or reduce the significance of Project impacts also would be required
for the staging area (e.g., preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, a WQMP, and, if
required, coverage under a water quality certification, and/or WDR). These mitigation measures
would be sufficient to reduce potential water quality impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Other Environmental Resources

Potential impacts to other resource topics resulting from the use of Potential Staging Area No. 8
would be similar to impacts analyzed, and mitigated where applicable, as those for the other
staging areas discussed in the Draft EIR. Regarding aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources,
and land use, the staging area would only result in the temporary degradation of visual character
or quality during the construction period; new sources of substantial light or glare would not
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the vicinity. The staging area would not be located on
important farmland; would not change any land uses or physically divide a community; nor
would it conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations.
Use of the staging area would not require additional construction equipment beyond that already
described in the Draft EIR. The overall number of workers required for Project construction also
would be the same. Therefore, construction-related impacts regarding air quality, greenhouse gas
emissions, and noise would be the same as for the Project.
Potential hazardous materials impacts would be mitigated as would the Project through preparation
and implementation of a Health and Safety Plan required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-1; fire hazards
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would be mitigated through preparation and implementation of a Fire Prevention and Emergency
Response Plan required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-6.
No homes or people would be displaced by locating Potential Staging Area No. 8 on a previously
disturbed and vacant site. As the number of workers would remain the same as the Project, use of
the staging area would not result in increased demand or need for fire protection, police protection,
school facilities, parks or recreational facilities, or any other public facilities. There would be no
change in wastewater treatment needs, water supply needs, solid waste disposal needs, or
stormwater drainage relative to the Project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.17-1, which
requires preparation and implementation of a traffic control plan, would reduce any short-term
construction traffic and transportation impacts associated with use of the new staging area to a lessthan-significant level.

2.6 Individual Responses
This section includes the letters received, with individual comments delineated as indicated
above, followed by responses to each comment.
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An ED ISON INTERNATIONAL Company

February 29, 2012
Mr. John Boccio
Falcon ridge Substation Project
c/o ESA
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104
E-mail: FalconRidge@esaassoc.com
Re: SCE's Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Falcon Ridge
Substation Project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced DEIR. On behalf of
Southern California Edison ("SCE"), the proponent of the Falcon Ridge Substation Project ("Proposed
Project" ) that is the subject of the DEIR, SCE appreciates the CPUC's work on the document, and is
confident that the project will provide much needed benefits in the designated Electrical Needs Area .
Notwithstanding the above, however, SCE has concerns about some of the analyses contained in
the DEIR. This comment letter and the enclosed table of specific comments set forth SCE comments,
with a particular focus on the DEIR's analysis of proposed Alternative 1: Lowell Street Realignment
Alternative (hereinafter referred to as "Alternative 1"), and its designation as the "environmentally
superior alternative" in the DEIR . More specifically, SCE's comments provide additional evidence critical
to an accurate analysis of Alternative 1, and explain why impacts associated with the alternative are
currently understated in the document. This evidence supports the conclusion that when all impacts are
appropriately and realistically accounted for, Alternative 1 would not be environmentally superior to
SCE's Proposed Project.
In short, and as explained in further detail below, based on the information known to SCE to
date, Alternative 1 has the potential to result in air quality, hazards, and hydrology and water quality
impacts that were not adequately discussed, and as a result, were understated, in the DEIR . Moreover,
the need for additional remediation at the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site necessarily dictates that
additional environmental impacts may ultimately stem from conflicts between Alternative 1 and
ongoing remediation activities intended to address soil and groundwater contamination at the B.F.
Goodrich Superfund Site. In light of these additional impacts associated with Alternative 1, the
conclusions contained in the DEIR should be revised in the Final EIR ("FEIR") to state that the Proposed
Project is in fact the "environmentally superior alternative ."
This letter is intended to provide an overview of the SCE's concerns as they relate to this issue.
Additional detailed comments on these and other DEIR issues are provided in the table enclosed as with
this letter.
I.

Overview Of SCE's Comments On The Draft EIR

Under Alternative 1 as analyzed in the DEIR, all aspects of the Proposed Project would remain as
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, except for the alignment of the Alder Subtransmission
Source Line route. This component of Alternative 1 would extend north from Alder Substation, span the
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210 Freeway and follow Locust Avenue until its intersection with Lowell Street. It then would extend
west along Lowell Street and continue past the end of Lowell Street to N. Alder Avenue. It then would
extend south along N. Alder Avenue to Summit Avenue and west along Summit Avenue to Mango
Avenue . It then would extend north along the future Mango Avenue ROW until it enters the proposed
substation site . The DEIR acknowledges in several places that changing the alignment of the Alder
Subtransmission Source Line Route dictates that Alternative 1: "has the potential to cross areas of
higher fire hazard classification than the Project alignment and would be adjacent to three sites listed on
the USEPA's CERCLIS database of contaminated sites." (See, e.g. DEIR p. 3-11). However, the DEIR fails
to acknowledge that Alternative 1 requires construction not only "adjacent to," but also within at least
one of the USEPA CERCLIS sites mentioned (i.e., The B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site), and therefore, the
DEIR grossly underestimates the potential for environmental impacts associated with constructing
Alternative 1.
After considering the aforementioned differences, the DEIR concedes that both the Proposed
Project and Alternative 1 would have significant and unavoidable aesthetics, air quality, and noise
impacts. (See, e.g. DEIR at p. 5-3.) While Alternative 1 would have the same peak daily emissions of
many criteria pollutants as the Proposed Project, during construction, the DEIR concludes, however, that
peak daily emissions of PM10 would be reduced by approximately 16 percent per day when compared
to emissions expected to be generated by the Proposed Project. (ld. at pp. 5-3 - 5-5.) Therefore, the
DEIR's ultimate conclusion is that Alternative 1 is the "environmentally superior alternative," as between
the two, because it would lessen short-term air quality impacts associated with construction of the
Proposed Project. (ld.)

A-1.1
cont.

However, the need for construction within the B.F . Goodrich Superfund Site was not adequately
considered in the DEIR. For this reason, the potential for both short-term and long-term impacts
associated with air quality; hazards; and hydrology and water quality, were not adequately discussed in
the document. When these impacts are appropriately analyzed and disclosed, the DEIR's conclusions
regarding the "environmentally superior alternative" must be revised.
II.

Legal Standards and CPUC Policy Governing A Comparison Of Alternatives
As explained on p. 5-1 of the DEIR:
"CEQA does not provide specific direction regarding the methodology of alternatives
comparison . Each project must be evaluated for the issues and impacts that are most
important; this will vary depending on the project type and the environmental setting.
Issue areas that are generally given more weight in comparing alternatives are those
with long-term impacts (e.g .. visual impacts and permanent loss of habitat or land use
conflicts). Impacts associated with construction (i.e., temporary or short-term) or
those that are easily mitigable to less-than-significant levels are generally considered
to be less important.

This comparison is designed to satisfy the requirements of CEQA Guidelines
§15126 .6{d), Evaluation of Alternatives, which states that:

P.O. Box 800
2244 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead, CA 91770

2
2-44

A-1.2

Comment Letter A-1

An EDISON I NTER NA TIONA L Company

'The fIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be
used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant
effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the
significant effects of the proposed project as proposed.'

A-1.2
cont.

... (emphasis added) ."
As noted in the DEIR and above, Alternative 1 will lessen some of the short-term air quality
impacts associated with construction of the Proposed Project. However, for the reasons set forth below
it has a greater potential to result in new and different short-term and long-term air quality, hazards,
and hydrology and water quality impacts, and may result in additional impacts associated with any
changes necessitated by implementation of a final remedy at the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site.
Consistent with the DEIR language cited above, the potential long-term impacts should be considered
more important for purposes of comparing alternatives. As a result, the Proposed Project, not
Alternative 1, should be determined the "environmentally superior alternative" in the Final EIR.
III.

Potential Air Quality, Hazards, and Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts Associated With
Alternative 1 Dictate That It Should Not Be Designated the "Environmentally Superior
Alternative."

As discussed above, portions of the Alder Subtransmission Line Route of Alternative 1 are
directly within one of those sites, the 160-acre B.F. Goodrich Superfund site. (See Region 9 Superfund
Fact Sheet for the B.F. Goodrich site, available at:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/ViewByEPAID/CAN000905945.?

1

The USEPA's website for this cleanup operation describes the location as :
The B.F. Goodrich Site includes a 160-Acre Area in Rialto, California where
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and perchlorate have contaminated soil and
groundwater. The Site also includes areas of groundwater contamination
downgradient of the 160-Acre Area . The 160-Acre Area is bounded by West
Casa Grande Drive on the north, Locust Avenue on the east, Alder Avenue on
the west, and an extension of Summit Avenue on the south .

As such, under the DEIR's description of Alternative I, the portion of the Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route
that would "extend west along Lowell Street and continue past the end of Lowell Street to N. Alder Avenue" would
fall directly within the 160-acre cleanup site.
As further indicated on that website:
The 160-Acre Area was part of a larger area acquired by the United States Army
in 1942 to develop an inspection, consolidation, and storage facility for rail cars
transporting ordnance to the Port of Los Angeles. Since the United States sold
the Rialto property in 1946, a portion of the property has been used by defense
P. O . Box 800
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This failure is critical. Because the DEIR fails to acknowledge that this portion of the Alder
Substation Source Line will be constructed within the BF Goodrich Superfund site under Alternative 1, it
also fails to adequately analyze environmental impacts that will be associated with the potential for
encountering contaminated soil during construction. More specifically, the DEIR fails to: (1) adequately
disclose and consider the potential for Alternative 1 to generate emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs); (2) adequately disclose and consider that Alternative 1 will traverse a site which is included on
the list of Hazardous Materials sites compiled pursuant to California Government Code section 65962.5
and appropriately analyze potential hazards impacts associated with the same; and (3) acknowledge
that based on the high potential to encounter contaminated soils during construction of Alternative 1,
there would likely be an incremental increase in the potential for hydrology and water quality impacts
associated with Alternative 1. Each of these failures supports the conclusion that while Alternative 1 is
likely to materially lessen short-term air quality impacts associated with PM10 emissions during
construction, it has the potential to result in different and potentially more significant air quality,
hazards, and hydrology and water quality impacts. As a result, it should not be considered the
"environmentally superior alternative" in the Final EIR.

A-1.3
cont.

The Final EIR must address these comments. Specifically, its analysis as it pertains to these key
issue areas must be revised and supplemented and Chapter 5, particularly Table 5-2, must be updated to
reflect the fact that the Proposed Project is Preferred to Alternative 1, where each of these issue areas is
concerned.
A.

The DEIR Fails to Analyze TAC Emissions That Will Be Generated During Construction
of the Portion of Alternative 1 That Will Run Directly Through The B.F. Goodrich
Superfund Site.

As explained above, the DEIR does not acknowledge that Alternative 1 will traverse the B.F.
Goodrich Superfund site and, therefore, fails to address the potential that construction of Alternative 1
might disturb contaminated soils and generate TAC emissions. For this reason, the DEIR's discussion of
air quality impacts associated with Alternative 1 (see p. 4.3-22 in the DEIR) fails to appropriately account
for potential air quality impacts under significance criterion d), which asks whether a project would
"expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations."
The B.F. Goodrich Superfund site is known to contain soil and groundwater contaminated with
trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethene, which are carcinogens that have been identified by the State
of California as TACs. Based on the Final B.F. Goodrich Site Investigation, Soil Boring and Vapor Probe
Installation Report prepared by CH2MHILL (November 2010), there is soil contamination at depths of 6

contractors, fireworks manufacturers, and other businesses that used
perchlorate salts and/or solvents in their manufacturing processes or products.
In 1956 and 1957, West Coast Loading Corporation manufactured and tested
two products, photoflash flares and "ground-burst simulators," containing
potassium perchlorate. From about 1957 to 1962, B.F. Goodrich Corporation
conducted research, development, testing, and production of solid-fuel rocket
propellant containing ammonium perchlorate, and used solvents in the
manufacturing process. Since the 1960s, the 160-Acre Area has been used by a
number of companies that manufactured or sold pyrotechnics, including
Pyrotronics, Pyro Spectaculars, and American Promotional Events.
P. O. Box 800
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to 12 feet in the vicinity of the existing Rialto Concrete Products Inc. operation, located within the B.F.
Goodrich site and adjacent to the portion of Alternative 1 at issue. (CH2MHILL report is available at:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dc283e6c5d6056f88257426007417a2/7e612593d717
4f24882578220064df6d !OpenDocument.) For this reason, it is likely that contaminated soil will be
encountered during construction of Alternative 1, and the potential short-term and long-term emissions
impacts associated with Alternative 1 must be analyzed in greater detail in Section 4.3.5 of the DEIR.
The additional analysis consistent with the aforementioned points will almost certainly support the
conclusion that even considering the PM10 emission reductions associated with Alternative 1, the
Proposed Project should be Preferred to Alternative 1 when air quality impacts, including those
associated with potentially harmful TACs, are properly compared.
B.

A-1.4
cont.

The DEIR Fails To Analyze Hazards Impacts That Will Be Associated With Constructing
Alternative 1 Through The B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site.

The impacts associated with contaminated soil must also be further assessed in the Hazards
section of the DEIR. Similar to the Air Quality section described above, the Hazards analysis for
Alternative 1 (see p. 4.9-27 of the DEIR) fails to disclose the fact that the Alder Subtransmission Source
Line portion of Alternative 1 would not only be adjacent to, but would be within and across, the B.F.
Goodrich Superfund site. As a result, the DEIR fails to specifically disclose that for this reason,
Alternative 1 would require construction within a site that is included on the list of Hazardous Materials
sites compiled pursuant to California Government Code Section 65962.5 . This fact requires further
analysis pursuant to CEQA significance criterion d), which asks whether a project has the potential to
"be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment ." Yet that additional analysis is missing from the DEIR.
While it is true that the DEIR's analysis of hazards associated with Alternative 1 (see p. 4.9-27 in
Section 4.9.5) briefly mentions the B.F. Goodrich Superfund site and notes a "greater likelihood of
encountering soil contamination during construction activities of the alternative alignment than of the
Project," it does not describe Alternative 1 as actually traversing the site, does not describe how that
implicates CEQA significance criterion d), and provides only a cursory analysis that does little to support
a conclusion that Alternative 1 would not have the potential to result in substantially greater hazardsrelated impacts than the Proposed Project. In fact, that cursory analysis simply concludes that the exact
same mitigation measure originally crafted for the Proposed Project - Mitigation Measure 4.1, requiring
implementation of a Health and Safety Plan - would mitigate any impacts associated with Alternative 1.
Yet the DEIR fails to provide any justification for its conclusion that the simple implementation
of a Health and Safety Plan would be sufficient to avoid any impacts resulting from these known
hazards, particularly where an extensive remediation effort overseen by the USEPA is being
implemented.
The known presence of hazardous materials at the B.F. Goodrich Superfund site, and
the fact that a substantial cleanup is ongoing, strongly suggest that additional measures to mitigate any
hazards to construction crews, operations staff and the public would likely need to be taken. In
contrast, the Alder Subtransmission Source Line portion of the Proposed Project would not be located
on a site included on any list of sites known to contain hazardous materials, and no remediation
activities are proposed within the construction footprint of the Proposed Project route . Given this
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substantial difference between the two proposals, the FEIR should conclude that the Proposed Project is
"environmentally superior" to Alternative 1 when hazards impacts are compared.
C.

A-1.5
cont.

The DEIR Fails To Acknowledge The Potential For An Incremental Increase In
Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts Associated With Alternative 1.

SCE also would urge the CPUC to consider how the aforementioned comments regarding the
Alder Subtransmission Source Line portion of Alternative 1 affect the Hydrology and Water Quality
analysis of Alternative 1 (contained on p. 4.10-21 in Section 4.10.5 of the DEIR). The potential for
encountering contaminated soil during construction of Alternative 1, and how it might impact the
potential for significant hydrology and water quality impacts, is not even disclosed or considered.
Among other things, the Final EIR should note that compared to the Proposed Project,
Alternative 1 would result in an incremental increase in the potential for impacts associated with
significance criterion a), which asks "whether a project has the potential to violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements." For this reason, Section 4.10.5 must be revised to
specifically address whether Alternative 1 might violate such standards or requirements given the
hazardous materials known to exist in the soils and groundwater at locations in and around where
Alternative 1 would be constructed . Given the existence of those materials, an appropriate analysis of
hydrology and water quality impacts associated with Alternative 1, would likely support a conclusion
that the Proposed Project is "environmentally superior" to Alternative 1.
IV.

A-1.6

The Failure To Appropriately Analyze Alternative l's Connection To The B.F. Goodrich Site
Results In A Failure To Analyze Impacts That May Be Associated With Accommodating Future
Clean-Up Efforts That Are Inconsistent With Portions Of The Site Being Occupied By SCE
Facilities.

Finally, SCE would request that the CPUC disclose and analyze the current status of the clean-up
at the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site in the Final EIR. In addition to comments raised above, it is
important to note that clean-up at the site has been underway since 2003 and remains ongoing. While
data from initial investigation efforts has been used to develop an initial groundwater cleanup plan, a
comprehensive remedy for the site has yet to be approved.
Currently, there is insufficient information to determine if Alternative 1 would conflict with
current and future remediation activities (e.g. pole locations could conflict with existing or future
monitoring wells and/or other underground devices) . As such, SCE is concerned that if the CPUC
requires construction of Alternative 1: (1) a portion of the line may ultimately be determined infeasible
because of the location of existing structures; or (2) that SCE might be required to remove and replace
segments of the Alder Subtransmission Source Line when they are subsequently determined to conflict
with the locations of future monitoring wells or other clean-up components.
In the event that inconsistencies between Alternative 1 and the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site
clean-up do require construction that is not currently contemplated in the DEIR, there would most likely
be additional environmental impacts associated with that construction, impacts which are not analyzed
in the DEIR. Most notably, there would likely be additional construction-related air quality impacts,
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which may negate the reduction that is the basis for the DEIR's conclusion that Alternative 1 is
"environmentally superior" to the Proposed Project.
V.

A-1.7
cont.

Conclusion

Constructing Alternative 1 as described in the DEIR, would require traversing the B.F. Goodrich
Superfund Site. The DEIR does not acknowledge this fact, and therefore understates potential air
quality, hazards, and hydrology and water quality impacts that would be associated with Alternative 1.
In turn, this underestimation results in an inaccurate comparison of Alternatives in Chapter 5 of the
DEIR.
2

While the failure to adequately analyze these issues does not require recirculation of the DEIR ,
SCE urges the CPUC to re-visit the analysis of both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 with the
aforementioned comments in mind . After doing so, SCE requests that appropriate edits reflecting SCE's
comments be incorporated into the Final EIR, and that the Comparison of Alternatives Chapter (Chapter
5) be revised to conclude that the Proposed Project, as opposed to Alternative 1, is the "environmentally
superior alternative ."
SCE appreciates the CPUC's work in analyzing the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation Project and
selected alternatives, and the opportunity to provide these comments on the DEIR. SCE looks forward
to the CPUC's preparation of a Final EIR and consideration of approval of the Falcon Ridge Substation
Project.

:;r~V
Thomas Diaz

cc:
Enclosures:
Comment Table
Revised Figures 2-2, 2-3 and 2-5

2 See CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 ("New information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in
a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect . . . . (b) Recirculation is not required
where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies ... "). First, SCE' s comments do not relate
to the Proposed Project, but rather to an alternative, Alternative 1. In addition, the DEIR does disclose the fact
that the B.F. Goodrich Superfund site is located in close proximity to the Alder Subtransmission Source Line portion
of Alternative 1, and even a quick review of the figures in the DEIR (e.g. DEIR Figure 4.9-1) would provide the
reader with a meaningful opportunity to comment on the proximity of the site to Alternative 1, as well as any
impacts that might be associated with construction adjacent to or within the cleanup site.

P. O. Box 800
2244 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead. CA 91770

7
2-49

A-1.8

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(6,QWURGXFWLRQ%DFNJURXQG
WKHWH[WH[SODLQVWKDW$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHLVWKH(QYLURQPHQWDOO\
6XSHULRU$OWHUQDWLYHKRZHYHUIRUUHDVRQVH[SODLQHG
LQ6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHUWKHDQDO\VLVRI
$OWHUQDWLYHLQWKH'(,5LVLQFRPSOHWHDQGRPLWV
LQIRUPDWLRQWKDWGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDW6&(¶V3URSRVHG
3URMHFWVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGWKH(QYLURQPHQWDOO\
6XSHULRU$OWHUQDWLYH

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHFRQFOXVLRQDFFRUGLQJO\@

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

2-50

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(63URMHFW2EMHFWLYHVWKH
VHYHQWKEXOOHWSRLQWFRQWDLQVWKHQXPEHUDWWKHHQG
RIWKHVHQWHQFHKRZHYHULWLVXQFOHDULILWLVUHODWHG
WRWKHIRRWQRWHVHHQDWWKHHQGRIWKHSDJH
$GGLWLRQDOO\UHJDUGLQJWKHIRRWQRWHWKHFRQWHQWV
RIWKHUHIHUHQFHGHPDLODUHQRWFOHDUO\UHODWHGWRWKH
WH[WLQWKHGRFXPHQW
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URMHFW&RPSRQHQWVWKHWH[W
UHIHUHQFHVDFUHVZKLFKLVWKHVXEVWDWLRQIRRWSULQW
EXWLWVKRXOGEHFODULILHGWKDWWKHHQWLUHSDUFHOLV
DFUHV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URMHFW&RPSRQHQWWKHWH[W
LQFRUUHFWO\UHIHUHQFHVWKHXQGHUJURXQGYDXOWVDV
GLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\V)RUUHIHUHQFHDYDXOWLVD
FRPSRQHQWRIDJHWDZD\

A-1.9

>3OHDVHFODULI\ZKHWKHUWKHQXPEHULVUHODWHGWRWKHIRRWQRWHDQGSURYLGHDGGLWLRQDO
FRQWH[WIRUWKHHPDLOWKDWLVEHLQJUHIHUHQFHGLQWKHIRRWQRWH@


A-1.10

6&(SURSRVHVWRFRQVWUXFWRSHUDWHDQGPDLQWDLQDN9XQDWWHQGHGDXWRPDWHG
PHJDYROWDPSHUH 09$ ORZSURILOHVXEVWDWLRQ WKH)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQ RQDQ
DSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHVRIDQDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHSDUFHOORFDWHGMXVWVRXWKRI&DVD
*UDQGH$YHQXHHDVWRI6LHUUD$YHQXHQRUWKRI6XPPLW$YHQXHDQGDGMDFHQWWR6&(¶V
H[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:LQWKH&LW\RI)RQWDQD&DOLIRUQLD

,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHSURSRVHGVXEVWDWLRQWKH3URMHFWZRXOGLQFOXGHWKHLQVWDOODWLRQRIWZR
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVHJPHQWVFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKUHHQHZGLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\V
ILYHQHZXQGHUJURXQGYDXOWVZKLFKDOVRDUHUHIHUUHGWRDVGLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\V
WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV ILEHURSWLF LQIUDVWUXFWXUHZRUNDQGXSJUDGHVWRH[LVWLQJRSWLFDO
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVHTXLSPHQWDW(WLZDQGD$OGHUDQG5DQGDOO6XEVWDWLRQV

³&RQVWUXFWLRQRIILYHWKUHHXQGHUJURXQGN9GLVWULEXWLRQ³JHWDZD\V´




A-1.11

A-1.12

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
2QHVHJPHQWZRXOGEHDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVLQOHQJWKWRIRUPWKHQHZ$OGHUN9
6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQHWKHRWKHUZRXOGEHDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVLQOHQJWKWR
IRUPWKHQHZ(WLZDQGDN96XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQH


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URMHFW&RPSRQHQWVWKHWH[W
LQFRUUHFWO\UHIHUHQFHVN9DVWKH
VXEVWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHYROWDJHLQVWHDGRI
N9

:LWKLQWKHVXEVWDWLRQVLWHGLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWVZRXOGEHSODFHGLQDQXQGHUJURXQG
FRQGXLWV\VWHP$WXOWLPDWHEXLOGRXWWKH)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQFRXOGDFFRPPRGDWH
VL[WHHQVHSDUDWHN9GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWV


$VFXUUHQWO\ZULWWHQ³N9GLVWULEXWLRQ
FLUFXLWV´PD\LQDGYHUWHQWO\OHDGVRPHUHDGHUVWR
LQFRUUHFWO\FRQFOXGHWKDWERWKN9DQGN9
FLUFXLWVDUHEHLQJGLVFXVVHGZKHQLQIDFWVL[WHHQ
VHSDUDWHN9FLUFXLWVDUHEHLQJGLVFXVVHG

:LWKLQWKHVXEVWDWLRQVLWHGLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWVZRXOGEHSODFHGLQDQXQGHUJURXQG
FRQGXLWV\VWHPDOVRNQRZQDVD³GLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\´$GLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\FRQVLVWV
RIPXOWLSOHYDXOWVFRQQHFWHGE\RQHRUPRUHFRQGXLWV\VWHPV DFRQGXLWLVDOVR
VRPHWLPHVUHIHUUHGWRDVDGXFW 


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URMHFW&RPSRQHQWVSOHDVH
UHYLVHWKHGLVFXVVLRQRIXQGHUJURXQGFRPSRQHQWVWR
DFFXUDWHO\GHVFULEHWKHXQGHUJURXQGFRQGXLW
V\VWHP V 

A-1.13

A-1.14

A-1.15

2-51

3OHDVHPDNHWKHVDPHHGLWLQWKH3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHXQGHUJURXQGFRQGXLW
V\VWHP V 
([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$SSOLFDQW3URSRVHG0HDVXUHV
WKH3($GLGQRWLGHQWLI\DQ\PHDVXUHVUHODWHGWR
DHVWKHWLFVDVWKHUHZHUHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWV

7KHVHPHDVXUHVUHODWHWRDHVWKHWLFVELRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHVDQGSDOHRQWRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHV

A-1.16


([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$SSOLFDQW3URSRVHG0HDVXUHV
UHJDUGLQJ$30%,2WKHODVWVHQWHQFHRIWKHWH[W
LVUHODWHGWR$30%,2DQGVKRXOGEHUHPRYHG

,IWKH%LRORJLVWILQGVDQDFWLYHQHVWZLWKLQWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQDUHDDQGGHWHUPLQHVWKDWWKH
QHVWPD\EHLPSDFWHGRUEUHHGLQJDFWLYLWLHVVXEVWDQWLDOO\GLVUXSWHGWKH%LRORJLVWZLOO
GHOLQHDWHDQDSSURSULDWHEXIIHU]RQHDURXQGWKHQHVWGHSHQGLQJRQWKHVHQVLWLYLW\RIWKH
VSHFLHVDQGWKHQDWXUHRIWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLW\7KHDFWLYHVLWHZLOOEHSURWHFWHGXQWLO
QHVWLQJDFWLYLW\KDVHQGHGWRHQVXUHFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKH0%7$DQG&DOLIRUQLD)LVKDQG
*DPH&RGH(QFURDFKPHQWLQWRWKHEXIIHUDUHDDURXQGDNQRZQQHVWVKDOORQO\EH
DOORZHGLIWKH%LRORJLVWGHWHUPLQHVWKDWWKHSURSRVHGDFWLYLW\ZRXOGQRWGLVWXUEWKHQHVW
RFFXSDQWV$30%,25LYHUVLGHDQ$OOXYLDO)DQ6DJH6FUXE'LVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQ
$OOXYLDO)DQ6DJH6FUXE'LVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQ6DJH6FUXEDQG$QQXDO
*UDVVODQG'LVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQ$OOXYLDO)DQ6DJH6FUXE3URMHFWLPSDFWVRQVDJHVFUXE
YHJHWDWLRQ




A-1.17

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

2-52
([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
«7KHVLWHVKDOOEHPRQLWRUHGDQGPDLQWDLQHGIRUDVXLWDEOHQXPEHURI\HDUVWRHQVXUH
VXFFHVVIXOHVWDEOLVKPHQWRI5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEKDELWDWZLWKLQWKH
UHVWRUHGDQGFUHDWHGDUHDVDVGHWHUPLQHGE\WKHUHVRXUFHDJHQFLHV

$30%,2LGHQWLILHVWKDW6&(ZLOOFUHDWHD
UHVWRUDWLRQSURJUDPRIIVLWHIRUSHUPDQHQWLPSDFWV
WR5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG
5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG
5LYHUVLGHDQVDJHVFUXEDQGDQQXDO
JUDVVODQGGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJH
VFUXE6&(ZRXOGOLNHWRPLWLJDWHIRUWKHVH
SHUPDQHQWLPSDFWVE\SD\LQJLQWRDORFDO
FRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNVXFKDVWKH&DMRQ&UHHN
&RQVHUYDWLRQ%DQN6&(LQLWLDOO\SODQQHGWR
PLWLJDWHQHDUWKH3URSRVHG3URMHFWDUHDEXWDQ\
KDELWDWLPSURYHPHQWVLQWKLVDUHDZRXOGQRWILWLQWR
WKH&LW\¶V*HQHUDO3ODQZKLFKKDVWKHPDMRULW\RI
XQGHYHORSHGODQG]RQHGIRUUHVLGHQWLDODQGOLJKW
LQGXVWULDOXVHV+DELWDWSXUFKDVHGDQGLPSURYHG
ORFDOO\E\WKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHPD\EHFRPH
LVRODWHGE\IXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWDQGKDYHOLWWOH
ELRORJLFDOYDOXHIRUPDQ\VSHFLHVLQWKHUHJLRQ
3D\PHQWRIPLWLJDWLRQIHHVWRDORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQ
EDQNZLOOKHOSWRLPSURYHRUSXUFKDVHFRQWLJXRXV
KDELWDWLQDUHDVRIKLJKELRORJLFDOYDOXH

,QOLHXRIGHYHORSLQJDQRIIVLWHUHVWRUDWLRQSURJUDPIRUSHUPDQHQWLPSDFWVWR5LYHUVLGHDQ
DOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG
5LYHUVLGHDQVDJHVFUXEDQGDQQXDOJUDVVODQGGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJH
VFUXE6&(ZRXOGSD\PLWLJDWLRQIHHVWRDORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNWKDWZRXOGDGYDQFH
UHJLRQDOHQYLURQPHQWDOREMHFWLYHVE\UHVWRULQJRUSXUFKDVLQJFRQWLJXRXVKDELWDWZKRVH
QDWXUDOUHVRXUFHYDOXHVVSHFLHVFRPSRVLWLRQDQGKDELWDWW\SHVSUHVHQWDUHFRPSDUDEOHWR
LPSDFWHGKDELWDWDWWKH3URSRVHG3URMHFWVLWH)RUH[DPSOH6&(KDVLGHQWLILHGWKH
&DMRQ&UHHN&RQVHUYDWLRQ%DQNDVDVXLWDEOHORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNWRPHHWPLWLJDWLRQ
REMHFWLYHVXQGHUWKHJXLGDQFHRIWKHDSSURSULDWHUHVRXUFHDJHQFLHV

3OHDVHFRQIRUPWKHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKH1R3URMHFW
$OWHUQDWLYHFRQWDLQHGLQWKH([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\WR
WKHGHVFULSWLRQVSURYLGHGLQWKHUHPDLQGHURIWKH
GRFXPHQW




>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.18

A-1.19

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
7KUHH$SSUR[LPDWHO\WZHOYHWXEXODUVWHHOSROHV 763V ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGRQHDWHDFKRI
WKHSURSRVHGFRUQHUV:RRG$SSUR[LPDWHO\OLJKWZHLJKWVWHHO /:6 SROHVDQG
ZRRG/:6JX\SROHVZRXOGEHLQVWDOOHGDORQJWKHH[WHQVLRQRI6XPPLW$YHQXH0DQJR
$YHQXH1RUWK$OGHU6WUHHW/RZHOO6WUHHWDQGDORQJ/RFXVW$YHQXH


7KHWH[WLQFRUUHFWO\HVWLPDWHVWKHQXPEHURI763V
DQGWKHXVHRIZRRGSROHVWKDWZRXOGOLNHO\EH
QHFHVVDU\IRU$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYH6XEVHTXHQWWRWKH
LVVXDQFHRIWKH'(,5DSUHOLPLQDU\HQJLQHHULQJ
DQDO\VLVLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHIROORZLQJRYHUKHDG
IDFLOLWLHVPD\EHUHTXLUHGWRDFFRPPRGDWH
$OWHUQDWLYHDSSUR[LPDWHO\763V/:6
SROHVDQGZRRG/:6JX\SROHV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(6(QYLURQPHQWDOO\6XSHULRU
$OWHUQDWLYHWKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWGRHVQRW
UHFRJQL]HWKHSRWHQWLDOHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK$OWHUQDWLYHDVH[SODLQHGLQ6&(¶V
DFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU

2-53

³7KHUHPDLQLQJDOWHUQDWLYHWRWKH3URMHFW
$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGQRWUHVXOWLQDQ\QHZ
VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVEXWZRXOGUHVXOWLQDPDWHULDOO\
OHVVHQLQJRILPSDFWWRDLUTXDOLW\VSHFLILFDOO\SHDN
GDLO\HPLVVLRQVRISDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUOHVVWKDQ
PLFURQVLQGLDPHWHU 30 DQGOHVVWKDQ
PLFURQVLQGLDPHWHU 30 ZRXOGEHUHGXFHGE\
DSSUR[LPDWHO\SHUFHQW LH30ZRXOGEH
UHGXFHGE\DSSUR[LPDWHO\SRXQGVDQG30
ZRXOGEHUHGXFHGE\DSSUR[LPDWHO\SRXQGV 
ZKHQFRPSDUHGWRWKH3URMHFW7KHUHIRUH
$OWHUQDWLYHLVFRQVLGHUHGWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\
VXSHULRUDOWHUQDWLYH´
([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

A-1.20

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.21



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOH(66XPPDU\RI,PSDFWVDQG
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHVIRUWKH3URMHFWDOOFRPPHQWV
UHODWLQJWRLPSDFWFRQFOXVLRQVDVZHOODVPLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHVFDQEHIRXQGODWHULQWKLVFRPPHQWWDEOH¶V
DSSOLFDEOHUHVRXUFHVHFWLRQ



>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.22

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

2-54

([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\

(6

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

5HYLVH7DEOH(6SHUWKHDERYHH[SODQDWLRQ

5HJDUGLQJ7DEOH(60LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHWKH
IRXUWKEXOOHWSRLQWVWDWHVWKDW6&(ZLOO³VKLHOGZLUHV
WRPLQLPL]HWKHHIIHFWVIURPELUGFROOLVLRQV´7KLV
VWDWHPHQWLVLQDFFXUDWH$VKLHOGZLUHLVDQRWKHU
WHUPIRUDVWDWLFZLUH)OLJKWGLYHUWHUVDUHDGGHGWR
WKHVKLHOGZLUHLQDUHDVWKDWKDYHELUGPLJUDWRU\
URXWHVRUZDWHUFURVVLQJV)OLJKWGLYHUWHUVDUHQRW
JHQHUDOO\XVHGLQFRQVWUXFWLRQRQO\LQDUHDVWKDW
KDYHKLJKULVNIRUFROOLVLRQ7KHUHIRUHWKLVEXOOHW
SRLQWLVLQDSSOLFDEOH

$VDQDOWHUQDWLYHWRGHYHORSLQJDQRIIVLWHUHVWRUDWLRQSURJUDPIRUSHUPDQHQWLPSDFWVWR
5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXE
GLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQVDJHVFUXEDQGDQQXDOJUDVVODQGGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQ
VDJHVFUXE6&(ZRXOGKDYHWKHRSWLRQWRSD\PLWLJDWLRQIHHVWRDORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQ
EDQNVXFKDVWKH&DMRQ&UHHN&RQVHUYDWLRQ%DQNXQGHUWKHJXLGDQFHRIWKHDSSURSULDWH
UHVRXUFHDJHQFLHV

x
6KLHOGZLUHVWRPLQLPL]HWKHHIIHFWVIURPELUGFROOLVLRQV


5HJDUGLQJ7DEOH(6FRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJ
SUHIHUHQFHIRUWKH3URMHFWDQG$OWHUQDWLYHDUH
LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKRVHFRQFOXVLRQVUHSUHVHQWHGLQ
7DEOH6HH&KDSWHUFRPPHQWVIRUDGGLWLRQDO
FRQFHUQVUHODWHGWRFRQFOXVLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQWKLV
WDEOH

A-1.24

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@



A-1.23

A-1.25

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

,QWURGXFWLRQ



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOH6XPPDU\RI3RWHQWLDO3HUPLW
5HTXLUHPHQWVDVSUHYLRXVO\H[SODLQHGWRWKH
&38&YLDDGDWDUHTXHVWLQ)HEUXDU\WKH
IROORZLQJUHYLVLRQVVKRXOGEHPDGHWRWKHWDEOH
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6WDWHLQ7DEOHSOHDVHDGGD
6WUHDPEHG$OWHUDWLRQ$JUHHPHQW  IURP
&DOLIRUQLD'HSDUWPHQWRI)LVKDQG*DPHIRU
FRQVWUXFWLRQRSHUDWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHZKLFKPD\
PRGLI\WKHEHGEDQNRUFKDQQHOVRIDQ\
VWUHDPEHGV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6WDWHLQ7DEOHSOHDVH
UHPRYHWKH$HULDO8WLOLW\&URVVLQJ3HUPLWDQGSODFH
LWXQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJLRQDODQG/RFDOLQ7DEOH


>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

2-55

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6WDWHLQ7DEOH6&(GLGQRW
LGHQWLI\WKHQHHGIRUDZLUHFURVVLQJSHUPLWIURP
%16)EXWUDWKHUDQ(QFURDFKPHQW3HUPLWRU
$JUHHPHQWIURPWKH6RXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD5HJLRQDO
5DLO$XWKRULW\ 6&$55$ IRUZRUNWKDWZRXOG
HQFURDFKXSRQDUDLOURDG52:
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJLRQDODQG/RFDOLQ7DEOH
SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHUHIHUHQFHWR1DWLRQDO3ROOXWLRQ
'LVFKDUJH(OLPLQDWLRQ6\VWHP&RQVWUXFWLRQ
6WRUPZDWHU3HUPLWWR1DWLRQDO3ROOXWLRQ'LVFKDUJH
(OLPLQDWLRQ6\VWHP&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO3HUPLW





A-1.26

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

,QWURGXFWLRQ



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJLRQDODQG/RFDOLQ7DEOH
SOHDVHFODULI\WKDWRQO\DPLQLVWHULDO*UDGLQJ
3HUPLWZRXOGEHREWDLQHGIURPWKHORFDO
MXULVGLFWLRQV$GGLWLRQDOO\WKH6:333LVVHSDUDWH
IURPWKHJUDGLQJSHUPLWLVDOUHDG\GHVFULEHGDERYH

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJLRQDODQG/RFDOLQ7DEOH
WKH63&&LVQRWDSHUPLWEXWUDWKHUDSODQDQG
VKRXOGEHUHPRYHGIURPWKHWDEOH

A-1.27


3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



2-56
3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ







8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URMHFW/RFDWLRQSOHDVH
UHYLVHWKLVSDUDJUDSKWRDFFXUDWHO\GHSLFWWKHIXOO
H[WHQVLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGN9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQ
OLQHVZLWKLQH[LVWLQJ52:DQGFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
)LJXUH,QDGGLWLRQSOHDVHDOVRUHYLVHWKLV
SDUDJUDSKWRDFFRXQWIRUWKHIDFWWKDWQRWDOO
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGEHORFDWHGHQWLUHO\
ZLWKLQ6&(¶VH[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQSOHDVHDGGWKHWHUPDVSKDOWWRWKH
GHVFULSWLRQRIWKHW\SHRIFRQFUHWHWKDWZRXOGEH
XVHGIRUWKHDFFHVVURDG

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV N96ZLWFKUDFN SOHDVH
UHYLVHWKHWH[WWRDFFXUDWHO\GHVFULEHWKHGLPHQVLRQV
RIWKHVZLWFKUDFN
)LJXUHLVQRWLQFOXVLYHRIDOOWKHDFFHVVURDGVDV
H[SODLQHGLQ6HFWLRQ$FFHVV5RDGV

7KHN9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGWKHQDJDLQH[WHQGQRUWKHDVWZLWKLQ6&(¶V
H[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:XQWLOLWLQWHUVHFWVZLWKWRDSRLQWDSSUR[LPDWHO\RQHTXDUWHU
PLOHQRUWKRI6XPPLW$YHQXH7KHN9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGWKHQH[WHQG
HDVWSULPDULO\RQ6&(¶VH[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:XQWLOLWUHDFKHVWKH)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQ


7KH)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQZRXOGLQFOXGHDN9VZLWFKUDFNDN9&LUFXLW
%UHDNHUVDQG'LVFRQQHFW6ZLWFKHVWZR09$N97UDQVIRUPHUVRQHN9
6ZLWFKUDFNFDSDFLWRUEDQNVD0HFKDQLFDODQG(OHFWULFDO(TXLSPHQW5RRP 0((5 
GLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\VDUHVWURRPIDFLOLW\DDQDVSKDOWFRQFUHWHDFFHVVURDGOLJKWLQJ
SHULPHWHUZDOOVJDWHVDQGGUDLQDJH)LJXUH3URSRVHG6XEVWDWLRQ/D\RXWGHSLFWV
WKHSUHOLPLQDU\SODQYLHZRIWKH)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQ
2QHVWHHON9VZLWFKUDFNXSWRIHHWORQJE\IHHWZLGHE\IHHWKLJK
ZRXOGEHLQVWDOOHG7KHVZLWFKUDFNZRXOGFRQVLVWRIHLJKWIRRWZLGHSRVLWLRQV HJ
WZRIRUVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVWZRIRUWUDQVIRUPHUEDQNVRQHIRUDEXVWLH
EHWZHHQWKHRSHUDWLQJDQGWUDQVIHUEXVHVDQGWKUHHYDFDQWIRUIXWXUHXVH 

A-1.28

A-1.29

A-1.30


3OHDVHXWLOL]HWKHDWWDFKHGUHYLVHG)LJXUH

A-1.31





Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



&RPPHQW
3OHDVHUHSODFHH[LVWLQJ)LJXUHZLWKWKHUHYLVHG
)LJXUHSURYLGHGE\6&(,QSDUWLFXODUSOHDVH
QRWHWKHIROORZLQJFKDQJHV
x

2-57

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
3OHDVHXWLOL]HWKHDWWDFKHGUHYLVHG)LJXUH

7KH763VDQGDVVRFLDWHG
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHVZRXOGEHPRYHG
RXWVLGHRIWKHVXEVWDWLRQZDOO DVVKRZQLQ
FORVHXSGHWDLOWRWKHILJXUHLQWKHULJKW 

x

7KHUHVWURRPKDVEHHQUHORFDWHGIURPWKH
HDVWVLGHRIWKHVXEVWDWLRQWRWKHZHVWVLGH
RIWKHVXEVWDWLRQ

x

N9FDSDFLWRUVKDYHEHHQGHOHWHGIURP
YLHZDVWKH\DUHQRWSDUWRIWKH)DOFRQ
5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQ3URMHFW

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV N96ZLWFKUDFN SOHDVH
UHYLVHWKHWH[WWRQRWHWKHXSGDWHGDQWLFLSDWHG
GLPHQVLRQVRIWKHRSHUDWLQJDQGWUDQVIHUEXV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 0HFKDQLFDODQG(OHFWULFDO
(TXLSPHQW5RRP 0((5 SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[W
WRQRWHWKHXSGDWHGDQWLFLSDWHGGLPHQVLRQVRIWKH
0((5EXLOGLQJ

A-1.32

(DFKRSHUDWLQJDQGWUDQVIHUEXVZRXOGEHIHHWORQJDQGFRQVLVWRIWZR
NFPLO WKRXVDQGFLUFXODUPLOOV $OXPLQXP&RQGXFWRU6WHHO5HLQIRUFHG $&65 IRUHDFK
RIWKHWKUHHHOHFWULFDOSKDVHV
7KH0((5GLPHQVLRQVZRXOGEHDSSUR[LPDWHO\IHHWORQJE\IHHWZLGHE\
IHHWWDOO




A-1.33

A-1.34

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 5HVWURRP)DFLOLW\ SOHDVH
UHYLVHWKHUHVWURRPIDFLOLW\GHVFULSWLRQDVLQGLFDWHG
WRWKHULJKW



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



2-58
3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 'LVWULEXWLRQ*HWDZD\V 
SOHDVHQRWHWKDW³N9GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWV´
PD\LQDGYHUWHQWO\OHDGVRPHUHDGHUVWRLQFRUUHFWO\
FRQFOXGHWKDWERWKN9DQGN9FLUFXLWVDUH
EHLQJGLVFXVVHGZKHUHLQIDFWVL[WHHQVHSDUDWHN9
FLUFXLWVDUHEHLQJGLVFXVVHG
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 'LVWULEXWLRQ*HWDZD\V WKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHLVLQFRUUHFWDQGVKRXOGEH
XSGDWHGDVWKHGLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWVDUHQRWVXEMHFWWR
VXSSOHPHQWDO&(4$DQDO\VLVSHU*HQHUDO2UGHU1R
'

&XUUHQWO\WKHUHLVSRWDEOHZDWHUVHUYLFHDYDLODEOHDWWKHVLWHKRZHYHUQRIHDVLEOHVHZHU
VHUYLFHRSWLRQLVDYDLODEOH7KHUHIRUHDSRUWDEOHFKHPLFDOXQLWZRXOGEHSODFHGZLWKLQ
WKHVXEVWDWLRQSHULPHWHUZDOODQGPDLQWDLQHGE\DQRXWVLGHVHUYLFHFRPSDQ\,IDWWKH
WLPHRIILQDOHQJLQHHULQJERWKVHZHUDQGZDWHUFRQQHFWLRQVEHFRPHDYDLODEOHD
VWDQGDORQHSUHIDEULFDWHGSHUPDQHQWUHVWURRPPD\EHLQVWDOOHGLQFORVHSUR[LPLW\WRWKH
0((5$GGLWLRQDOO\DQRWKHUSRWHQWLDORSWLRQFRXOGLQFOXGHDSHUPDQHQWUHVWURRP
HTXLSSHGZLWKDVHOIFRQWDLQHGZDVWHGLVSRVDOV\VWHPLQVWDOOHGZLWKLQWKHVXEVWDWLRQ
SHULPHWHUQHDUWKHHQWU\JDWH
7KHDSSUR[LPDWHGLPHQVLRQVRIWKHUHVWURRPIDFLOLW\ZRXOGEHIHHWORQJE\IHHW
ZLGHE\IHHWKLJK


:LWKLQWKHVXEVWDWLRQVLWHGLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWVZRXOGEHSODFHGLQDQXQGHUJURXQG
FRQGXLWV\VWHP$WXOWLPDWHEXLOGRXWWKH)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQFRXOGDFFRPPRGDWH
VL[WHHQVHSDUDWHN9GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWV


A-1.35

A-1.36

6XSSOHPHQWDO&(4$DQDO\VLVPD\EHUHTXLUHGEHIRUHWKHVHFLUFXLWVDUHFRQVWUXFWHG
RSHUDWHGDQGPDLQWDLQHGLQWKHIXWXUH8QGHU*HQHUDO2UGHU1R'WKHIXWXUHN9
GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWVZRXOGQRWEHVXEMHFWWRDGGLWLRQDO&(4$DQDO\VLV

³6XSSOHPHQWDO&(4$DQDO\VLVPD\EHUHTXLUHG
EHIRUHWKHVHFLUFXLWVDUHFRQVWUXFWHGRSHUDWHGDQG
PDLQWDLQHGLQWKHIXWXUH´



A-1.37

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 3HULPHWHU:DOO LWVKRXOGEH
FODULILHGWKDW6&(ZRXOGRQO\DSSO\IRUDPLQLVWHULDO
JUDGLQJSHUPLW DVH[SODLQHGLQ*2' 
$GGLWLRQDOO\)RQWDQD2UGLQDQFHGRHVQRW
FRQWDLQVSHFLILFLQIRUPDWLRQUHODWHGWRVXEVWDWLRQ
ODQGVFDSLQJWKHUHIRUH6&(ZRXOGWRWKHH[WHQW
SUDFWLFDEOHEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWK)RQWDQD2UGLQDQFH


2-59

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 6XEVWDWLRQ'UDLQDJH DV
H[SODLQHGLQDSULRUFRPPHQWLWVKRXOGEHFODULILHG
WKDW6&(ZRXOGRQO\DSSO\IRUDPLQLVWHULDOJUDGLQJ
SHUPLW
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEVWDWLRQ(TXLSPHQWDQG
$VVRFLDWHG)DFLOLWLHV 6XEVWDWLRQ'UDLQDJH 
SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WWRVWDWHWKDWDQ63&&SODQZLOO
EHSUHSDUHGLIWKH3URMHFWPHHWVWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVDV
VWDWHGLQ&)53DUWV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH
/LQHVSOHDVHUHYLVHWKLVSDUDJUDSKWRDFFXUDWHO\
GHSLFWWKHIXOOH[WHQVLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGN9
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHVZLWKLQH[LVWLQJ52:DQG
FRQVLVWHQWZLWK)LJXUH,QDGGLWLRQSOHDVHDOVR
UHYLVHWKLVSDUDJUDSKWRDFFRXQWIRUWKHIDFWWKDWQRW
DOOVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGEHORFDWHG
HQWLUHO\ZLWKLQ6&(¶VH[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:

6&(ZRXOGFRQVXOWZLWKWKH&LW\RI)RQWDQDWRGHYHORSDQDSSURSULDWHODQGVFDSLQJSODQ
DQGSHULPHWHUZDOOGHVLJQWKDWZRXOGEHVXEPLWWHGZLWKWKHPLQLVWHULDOJUDGLQJSHUPLW
DSSOLFDWLRQIRUWKH3URMHFW7KHODQGVFDSLQJSODQWRWKHH[WHQWSUDFWLFDEOHZRXOGEH
FRQVLVWHQWZLWK)RQWDQD2UGLQDQFH/DQGVFDSLQJDQG:DWHU&RQVHUYDWLRQ


A-1.38

6&(ZRXOGSUHSDUHILQDOHQJLQHHULQJGUDZLQJVIRUJUDGLQJDQGGUDLQDJHDQGVXEPLW
WKHVHGUDZLQJVWRWKH&LW\RI)RQWDQDWRREWDLQDPLQLVWHULDOJUDGLQJSHUPLW


$6SLOO3UHYHQWLRQDQG&RQWURO&RXQWHUPHDVXUHV 63&& 3ODQZLOOEHSUHSDUHGLIWKH
SURMHFWPHHWVWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVDVVWDWHGLQ&)53DUWV%DVHGRQWKH
DQWLFLSDWHGYROXPHRIKD]DUGRXVOLTXLGPDWHULDOVVXFKDVPLQHUDORLOLQXVHDWWKHVLWH
EHLQJLQH[FHVVRIJDOORQVD6SLOO3UHYHQWLRQDQG&RQWURO&RXQWHUPHDVXUHV
63&& 3ODQZRXOGEHUHTXLUHG &)53DUWV 7\SLFDO63&&«

A-1.39

A-1.40


7KHN9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHZRXOGWKHQDJDLQH[WHQGQRUWKHDVWZLWKLQ6&(¶VH[LVWLQJ
WUDQVPLVVLRQ52:WRDSRLQWDSSUR[LPDWHO\RQHTXDUWHUPLOHQRUWKRIXQWLOLWLQWHUVHFWV
ZLWK6XPPLW$YHQXH7KHN9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHZRXOGWKHQH[WHQGHDVWSULPDULO\
RQ6&(¶VH[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:XQWLOLWUHDFKHVWKHVXEVWDWLRQVLWH




A-1.41

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ

 


3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHFRQWHQWVRI7DEOHDVZHOODVWKH
WH[WRQSDJHXQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ/LJKW
:HLJKW6WHHO3ROHVWRFRUUHFWO\GHSLFWWKHSRWHQWLDO
PHDVXUHPHQWRI/:6SROHVWRDFFRXQWIRUVRPH
SROHVZKLFKPD\EHVKRUWHUDQGQDUURZHU VRPHRI
ZKLFKPD\EHXVHGDVJX\VWXESROHVLQVWHDGRI
ZRRGSROHV VHSDUDWHIURP/:6SROHVZKLFKZRXOG
EHXVHGDVFRQGXFWRUVXSSRUWLQJVWUXFWXUHV3OHDVH
DOVRQRWHWKDWWKHDSSHDUDQFHRIDQ\/:6JX\SROHV
ZRXOGEHVXEVWDQWLDOO\VLPLODUWRWKHDSSHDUDQFHRID
ZRRGJX\SROH DVVKRZQLQ)LJXUH LQWHUPVRI
VL]HDQGVKDSH

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



2-60
3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ

 

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

3OHDVHUHSODFH)LJXUHZLWKWKHXSGDWHGILJXUH
SURYLGHGE\6&(ZLWKWKHVHFRPPHQWV%DVHGRQ
SULRUFRPPHQWUHJDUGLQJWKHXVHRIOLJKWZHLJKWVWHHO
/:6 JX\SROHVUDWKHUWKDQZRRGJX\VWXESROHV$
IRRWQRWHKDVEHHQDGGHGWRWKHILJXUH
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HORFDWLRQRI([LVWLQJ
'LVWULEXWLRQ)DFLOLWLHVSOHDVHUHYLVHWKHGHVFULSWLRQ
RIWKHORFDWLRQVZKHUHSROHUHORFDWLRQDFWLYLWLHV
ZRXOGRFFXUWRLQFOXGHWKHUHPRYDORIGLVWULEXWLRQ
SROHVDQGWUDQVIHUULQJRIGLVWULEXWLRQOLQHVDQGRWKHU
WKLUGSDUW\OLQHVWRWKHSURSRVHGVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQ
SROHVDORQJIXWXUH0DQJR$YHQXHVRXWKRI6XPPLW
$YHQXH


/:6SROHVW\SLFDOO\UDQJHIURPWRIHHWDJVZLWKDEDVHGLDPHWHURIWR
IHHWWDSHULQJWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\IRRWGLDPHWHUDWWKHWRSRIWKHSROH


A-1.42



3OHDVHXWLOL]HWKHDWWDFKHGUHYLVHG)LJXUH


7KHIROORZLQJPRGLILFDWLRQVDUHEDVHGRQSUHOLPLQDU\HQJLQHHULQJDQGWKHIDFLOLWLHVDV
WKH\FXUUHQWO\H[LVWLQWKHILHOG
Location 7,QWKHDUHDRIIXWXUH0DQJR$YHQXHVRXWKRI6XPPLW$YHQXH
DSSUR[LPDWHO\WZHOYHGLVWULEXWLRQSROHVZRXOGEHUHPRYHGDQGWKHH[LVWLQJIDFLOLWLHV
WUDQVIHUUHGWRWKHSURSRVHGVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQSROHV


6HHUHYLVHG)LJXUH



A-1.43

A-1.44

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5LJKWRI:D\
5HTXLUHPHQWV6&(FXUUHQWO\GRHVQRWKDYHWKH
H[LVWLQJULJKWVWRLQVWDOOQHZVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQ
IDFLOLWLHVDORQJWKHH[LVWLQJN952:6&(
ZRXOGUHTXLUHHDVHPHQWVRQWKHIRRWVWULSRIODQG

2-61
3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ*HRWHFKQLFDO
,QYHVWLJDWLRQVJHRWHFKQLFDOLQYHVWLJDWLRQPD\EH
GHWHUPLQHGXQQHFHVVDU\EDVHGRQDUHYLHZRI
SUHOLPLQDU\HQJLQHHULQJ


3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&RQVWUXFWLRQWKHIROORZLQJ
VHQWHQFHDOOXGHVWRDW\SHRIRUGHUIRUFRQVWUXFWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHVKRZHYHUPXOWLSOHFRPSRQHQWVFRXOGEH
XQGHUFRQVWUXFWLRQVLPXOWDQHRXVO\

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
6&(ZRXOGQHHGWRXSJUDGHH[LVWLQJULJKWVIRUDVWULSRIODQGDSSUR[LPDWHO\IHHWZLGH
E\DSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVORQJORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJIRRWZLGH52:

6&(ZRXOGDOVRXWLOL]HDIRRWZLGHVWULSRIODQGORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJIRRW
ZLGH52:FRUULGRUH[WHQGLQJDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVLQOHQJWK,QDGGLWLRQ6&(ZRXOG
QHHGWRDFTXLUHULJKWVIRUDIRRWZLGHVWULSRIODQGORFDWHGRXWVLGHRIWKHH[LVWLQJ
WUDQVPLVVLRQ52:H[WHQGLQJDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOH

)LQDOO\6&(ZRXOGQHHGWRDFTXLUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHVRIQHZ52:IRUWKH
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVDQGDFFHVVURDGV6&(ZRXOGDFTXLUHDIRRWZLGH
HDVHPHQWIRUWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVIRUDGLVWDQFHRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\
PLOHV6&(ZRXOGQHHGWRXSJUDGHDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHVZLWKDIRRWZLGHVWULSRI
ODQGORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJIRRWZLGH52:FRUULGRUZKLFKH[WHQGVPLOHV
DORQJWKH
6&(¶VH[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:6&(ZRXOGDOVRXWLOL]HDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHVZLWK
DIRRWZLGHVWULSRIODQGORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJ6&(IHHRZQHGIRRWZLGH
PLOHVLQOHQJWKWUDQVPLVVLRQ52:)LQDOO\6&(ZRXOGQHHGWRDFTXLUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\
DFUHVRIQHZ52:IRUWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVDQGDFFHVVURDGV6&(ZRXOG
DFTXLUHDIRRWZLGHHDVHPHQWIRUWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVIRUDGLVWDQFHRI
DSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHV

6&(ZRXOGPD\FRQWLQXHWRFRQGXFWJHRWHFKQLFDOLQYHVWLJDWLRQV7KHLQYHVWLJDWLRQV
ZRXOGLQFOXGHDQHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHZDWHUWDEOHGHSWKHYLGHQFHRIIDXOWLQJOLTXHIDFWLRQ
SRWHQWLDOSK\VLFDOSURSHUWLHVRIVXEVXUIDFHVRLOVVRLOUHVLVWLYLW\VORSHVWDELOLW\DQGWKH
SUHVHQFHRIKD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOV

A-1.45

A-1.46

3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQZRXOGJHQHUDOO\RFFXULQWKHIROORZLQJPDQQHUFRQVLVWRIWKH
IROORZLQJFRPSRQHQWV


A-1.47

³3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQZRXOGJHQHUDOO\RFFXULQWKH
IROORZLQJPDQQHU´



Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



2-62

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

7KHJUDGHGURDGZRXOGKDYHDPLQLPXPGULYDEOHZLGWKRIIHHWZLWKIHHWRIVKRXOGHU
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$FFHVV5RDGVSOHDVHUHYLVH RQHDFKVLGHEXWPD\EHZLGHUGHSHQGLQJXSRQILHOGFRQGLWLRQVDVZHOODVDWVRPH
WKHWH[WGHVFULSWLRQRIDFFHVVURDGVWRQRWHWKDW
LQGLYLGXDOFXUYHORFDWLRQV
DFFHVVURDGZLGWKVPD\YDU\GHSHQGLQJRQVLWH

VSHFLILFFRQGLWLRQVDQGURDGZD\GHVLJQFULWHULDVXFK
DVFXUYHGLPHQVLRQV

A-1.48

$GGLWLRQDOO\IRUQHZDFFHVVURDGVURDGJUDGLHQWVZRXOGEHOHYHOHGVRWKDWDQ\VXVWDLQHG
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$FFHVV5RDGVSOHDVHUHYLVH JUDGHGRHVQRWH[FHHGSHUFHQW
WKHWH[WGHVFULSWLRQRIDFFHVVURDGVWRQRWHWKDWURDG

JUDGLHQWVZRXOGQRWH[FHHGSHUFHQW

A-1.49

$QHZIRRWZLGHSDYHGDFFHVVURDGDFFHVVHGYLDDDQDVSKDOWFRQFUHWHGULYHZD\DORQJ
6LHUUD$YHQXHZRXOGEHXWLOL]HGIRUERWKVXEVWDWLRQDQGVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHDFFHVV,WLV
GHVFULEHGLQ6HFWLRQ)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQ'HVFULSWLRQVXEVHFWLRQ6XEVWDWLRQ
$FFHVV1HZIRRWVWXEURDGVH[WHQGLQJIURPWKLVSDYHGDFFHVVURDGZRXOGEH
FRQVWUXFWHGLQRUGHUWRSURYLGHDFFHVVWRDQ\VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVWUXFWXUHVEHWZHHQ6LHUUD
$YHQXHDQG0DQJR$YHQXH52:7KHVHVWXEURDGVZRXOGEHDSSUR[LPDWHO\IHHW
LQOHQJWK
$FRQFUHWHGULYHZD\DSURQZRXOGEHSURYLGHGIRUDOODFFHVVURDGVH[WHQGLQJIURPPDMRU
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$FFHVV5RDGVSOHDVHUHYLVH URDGV
WKHWH[WWRDFFRXQWIRUGULYHZD\DSURQV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$FFHVV5RDGVSOHDVHDGG
WKHWHUPDVSKDOWWRWKHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHW\SHRI
FRQFUHWHWKDWZRXOGEHXVHGIRUWKHDFFHVVURDG

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6WDJLQJ$UHD/D\GRZQ
$UHDVSOHDVHUHYLVHWKHGHVFULSWLRQRIVWDJLQJDUHDV
WRQRWHWKDWLIRQHRIWKHORFDWLRQVKDVEHFRPH
XQDYDLODEOH6&(ZRXOGVHHNDFRPSDUDEOHORFDWLRQ
LIQHFHVVDU\

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6WDJLQJ$UHD/D\GRZQ
$UHDVSOHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WWRQRWHWKDWPDWHULDO
GHOLYHU\VFKHGXOHVZRXOGYDU\WKURXJKRXWWKH
SURJUHVVRIWKH3URMHFWZLWKPRVWRFFXUULQJGXULQJ
RIISHDNKRXUV

7KHIROORZLQJORFDWLRQVDUHH[SHFWHGWREHXVHGDVVWDJLQJDUHDVIRUWKH3URMHFWVRXWKRI
)RRWKLOO%RXOHYDUGDW3HSSHU$YHQXH5LDOWRWKH(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQWKH)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQQRUWKZHVWFRUQHURI(WLZDQGD$YHQXHDW)RRWKLOO%RXOHYDUGQRUWKHDVWFRUQHU
RI6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHDW6DQ6HYDLQH5RDGDQGWKH)RRWKLOO6HUYLFH&HQWHU VHH
)LJXUH3RWHQWLDO6WDJLQJ$UHD/RFDWLRQV 3OHDVHQRWHWKDWWRWKHH[WHQWWKDWDQRQ
6&(RZQHGORFDWLRQIURPWKLVOLVWKDVEHFRPHXQDYDLODEOHDQGDQDGGLWLRQDOVWDJLQJDUHD
LVGHWHUPLQHGWREHQHFHVVDU\6&(ZRXOGVHHNDVXEVWDQWLDOO\VLPLODUDQGFRPSDUDEOH
ORFDWLRQWREHXVHGDVDVWDJLQJDUHD

'HOLYHU\*HQHUDOO\GHOLYHU\RIPDWHULDOVDQGHTXLSPHQWE\WUXFNZRXOGRFFXUGXULQJ
RIISHDNFRPPXWHKRXUV






A-1.50

A-1.51

A-1.52

A-1.53

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3ROH,QVWDOODWLRQ :RRG
DQG/LJKW:HLJKW6WHHO3ROHV SOHDVHUHYLVHWKH
WH[WGHVFULSWLRQRI/:6SROHVWRQRWHWKDWWKH\
FRQVLVWRIPXOWLSOHVHFWLRQV

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



2-63

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3ROH,QVWDOODWLRQ :RRG
DQG/LJKW:HLJKW6WHHO3ROHV SOHDVHUHYLVHWKH
WH[WWRQRWHWKDWWKHDVVHPEO\RI/:6SROHVPD\QRW
QHFHVVDULO\UHTXLUHEROWLQJRUZHOGLQJ
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3ROH,QVWDOODWLRQ
7XEXODU6WHHO3ROHV SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WWRQRWH
WKDWPXGVOXUU\ZRXOGEHSODFHGLQWKHKROHGXULQJ
GULOOLQJDVUHTXLUHGWRSUHYHQWWKHVLGHZDOOVIRU
VORXJKLQJ

A-1.54

)RU/:6SROHVDIWHUWKHEDVHVHFWLRQLVVHFXUHGWKHWRSUHPDLQLQJVHFWLRQVZRXOGEH
SODFHGRQWRWKHEDVHVHFWLRQDQGWKHWZRVHFWLRQVZRXOGEHEROWHGWRJHWKHU7KHWZR
VHFWLRQVPD\DOVREHVSRWZHOGHGWRJHWKHUIRUDGGLWLRQDOVWDELOLW\VHWLQWRSODFH

A-1.55


0XGVOXUU\ZRXOGEHSODFHGLQWKHKROHDIWHUGXULQJGULOOLQJDVUHTXLUHGWRSUHYHQWWKH
VLGHZDOOVIURPVORXJKLQJ


A-1.56

763VFRQVLVWRIDVHSDUDWHEDVHDQGWRSPXOWLSOHVHFWLRQV


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3ROH,QVWDOODWLRQ
7XEXODU6WHHO3ROHV SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[W
GHVFULSWLRQRI763WRQRWHWKDWWKH\FRQVLVWRI
PXOWLSOHVHFWLRQV

A-1.57

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3ROH,QVWDOODWLRQ
7XEXODU6WHHO3ROHV SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WWRQRWH
WKDWWKHDVVHPEO\RI763PD\QRWQHFHVVDULO\UHTXLUH
EROWLQJRUZHOGLQJ
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ8QGHUJURXQG
6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQH,QVWDOODWLRQ
7UHQFKLQJ XQWLOVLWHVSHFLILFDQGILHOGFRQGLWLRQV
DUHDGHTXDWHO\NQRZQWKHH[DFWGLPHQVLRQVRIDOO
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQWUHQFKLQJFDQQRWEHNQRZQ
KRZHYHUWUHQFKHVDUHW\SLFDOO\DSSUR[LPDWHO\
LQFKHVZLGHDQGLQFKHVGHHS

:RRGSROHVDUHVLQJOHXQLWVZKLOH/:6SROHVFRQVLVWRIVHSDUDWHEDVHDQGWRSPXOWLSOH
VHFWLRQV


:KHQWKHEDVHVHFWLRQLVVHFXUHGWKHWRSVHFWLRQRIWKH763ZRXOGEHVHWLQWRSODFHRQWR
WKHEDVHVHFWLRQDQGWKHWZRVHFWLRQVZRXOGEHEROWHGWRJHWKHU7KHWZRVHFWLRQVPD\
DOVREHVSRWZHOGHGWRJHWKHUIRUDGGLWLRQDOVWDELOLW\UHPDLQLQJVHFWLRQVZRXOGEHVHWLQWR
SODFH

7\SLFDOO\D$LQFKZLGHE\LQFKGHHSWUHQFKZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRSODFHWKHN9
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHXQGHUJURXQG




A-1.58

A-1.59

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6WRUP:DWHU3ROOXWLRQ
3UHYHQWLRQ3ODQ&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO3HUPLW
FRYHUDJHLVQRWREWDLQHGIURPWKH6DQWD$QD
5:4&%5DWKHUWKHDSSOLFDWLRQLVVXEPLWWHGWRWKH
6WDWH:DWHU5HVRXUFHV&RQWURO%RDUG

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



&RQVWUXFWLRQRIWKH3URMHFWZRXOGGLVWXUEDVXUIDFHDUHDJUHDWHUWKDQDFUHWKHUHIRUH
6&(ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRREWDLQFRYHUDJHXQGHUWKH6WDWHZLGH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO
3HUPLW 2UGHU1R':4 IURPWKH6DQWD$QD5:4&%

:RUNKRXUVZRXOGEHLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKORFDOQRLVHRUGLQDQFH 7DEOH ZLWK
YDULDQFHVWREHREWDLQHGIURPWKHORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQDVQHFHVVDU\LQWKHHYHQWFRQVWUXFWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHVZRXOGRFFXURQGD\VRUKRXUVRXWVLGHRIZKDWLVVSHFLILHGE\RUGLQDQFH

>3OHDVHDGGIRRWQRWH@
$GGLWLRQDOO\LWVKRXOGEHQRWHGWKDWIRUFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRFFXUULQJZLWKLQWKH&LW\
RI5LDOWR5LDOWR0XQLFLSDO&RGH6HFWLRQH[HPSWV³>F@RQVWUXFWLRQRSHUDWLRQ
PDLQWHQDQFHDQGUHSDLUVRIHTXLSPHQWDSSDUDWXVRUIDFLOLWLHV«LQFOXGLQJWKRVHRI
SXEOLFXWLOLWLHVVXEMHFWWRWKHUHJXODWRU\MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV
&RPPLVVLRQ´

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&RQVWUXFWLRQ6FKHGXOH
SOHDVHDGGDIRRWQRWHWKDWUHIHUHQFHVWKH5LDOWR
0XQLFLSDO&RGHZKLFKVWDWHVWKDWWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
RISXEOLFXWLOLW\SURMHFWVVXEMHFWWRWKHUHJXODWRU\
MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV
&RPPLVVLRQLVH[HPSWIURPRWKHUZLVHDSSOLFDEOH
QRLVHUHJXODWLRQV

A-1.60

A-1.61

2-64


6&(LGHQWLILHGDQXPEHURIDSSOLFDQWSURSRVHGPHDVXUHV $30V WKDWZRXOGDYRLGRU
UHGXFHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVRIWKH3URMHFWUHODWHGWRDHVWKHWLFVELRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHVDQG
SDOHRQWRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHV


3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$SSOLFDQW3URSRVHG
0HDVXUHVDVSUHYLRXVO\H[SODLQHG6&(GLGQRW
SURYLGH$30VIRUDHVWKHWLFV

3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$SSOLFDQW3URSRVHG
0HDVXUHVDVSUHYLRXVO\H[SODLQHGSOHDVHXSGDWHWKH
ODQJXDJHIRU$30%,2

$OWHUQDWLYHV



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU$OWHUQDWLYHWKH
HQYLURQPHQWDOFULWHULDFROXPQVKRXOGLQFOXGHD
VXPPDU\RILPSDFWVUHODWHGWR7$&HPLVVLRQV

$OWHUQDWLYHV



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU$OWHUQDWLYHWKH+D]DUGV
VHFWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOFULWHULDFROXPQVKRXOG
EHUHYLVHG

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@
+DVSRWHQWLDOWRJHQHUDWHKLJKHU7$&HPLVVLRQVEHFDXVHLWWUDYHUVHVDFRQWDPLQDWHGVLWH
WKDWFRQWDLQVDPRQJRWKHUWKLQJVWKHFKHPLFDOVWULFKORURHWK\OHQHDQGWHWUDFKORURHWKHQH
ZKLFKDUHNQRZQFDUFLQRJHQV

+D]DUGV+DVSRWHQWLDOWRFURVVDUHDVRIKLJKHUILUHKD]DUGFODVVLILFDWLRQDQGZRXOGEH
DGMDFHQWWRWKUHHWZRVLWHVDQGZLWKLQRQHVLWHOLVWHGRQWKH86(3$¶V&(5&/,6GDWDEDVH
RIFRQWDPLQDWHGVLWHV





A-1.62

A-1.63

A-1.64

A-1.65

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

$OWHUQDWLYHV



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU$OWHUQDWLYHWKH
HQYLURQPHQWDOFULWHULDFROXPQVKRXOGLQFOXGHD
VXPPDU\RISRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVUHODWHGWR+\GURORJ\
DQG:DWHU4XDOLW\7KHVHLPSDFWVZLOOEHGLVFXVVHG
LQIXUWKHUGHWDLOEHORZ

+\GURORJ\DQG:DWHU4XDOLW\SRWHQWLDOIRULQFUHPHQWDOLQFUHDVHLQ+\GURORJ\DQG
:DWHU4XDOLW\LPSDFWVEHFDXVHLWZRXOGEHDGMDFHQWWRWZRVLWHVDQGZLWKLQRQHVLWHOLVWHG
RQWKH86(3$¶V&(5&/,6GDWDEDVHRIFRQWDPLQDWHGVLWHV

A-1.66


$OWHUQDWLYHV

$OWHUQDWLYHV





2-65
$OWHUQDWLYHV

 

5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU$OWHUQDWLYHWKH
HQYLURQPHQWDOFULWHULDFROXPQVKRXOGLQFOXGHD
VXPPDU\RILPSDFWVUHODWHGWRDHVWKHWLFVDQGQRLVH
LIWKHUHLVQRGLIIHUHQFHIURPWKH3URMHFWWKDWVKRXOG
EHQRWHG

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.67

7KUHH$SSUR[LPDWHO\WZHOYHWXEXODUVWHHOSROHV 763V ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGRQHDWHDFKRI
WKHSURSRVHGFRUQHUV:RRG$SSUR[LPDWHO\OLJKWZHLJKWVWHHO /:6 SROHVDQG
ZRRG/:6JX\SROHVZRXOGEHLQVWDOOHGDORQJWKHH[WHQVLRQRI6XPPLW$YHQXH0DQJR
$YHQXH1RUWK$OGHU6WUHHW/RZHOO6WUHHWDQGDORQJ/RFXVW$YHQXH

7KHWH[WLQ7DEOHLQFRUUHFWO\HVWLPDWHGWKH
QXPEHURI763VDQGWKHXVHRIZRRGSROHVIRU
$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW
$OWHUQDWLYH6XEVHTXHQWWRWKHLVVXDQFHRIWKH
'(,5DSUHOLPLQDU\HQJLQHHULQJDQDO\VLVLQGLFDWHG
WKDWWKHIROORZLQJRYHUKHDGIDFLOLWLHVPD\EH
UHTXLUHGWRDFFRPPRGDWH$OWHUQDWLYH
$SSUR[LPDWHO\763V/:6SROHVDQG
ZRRG/:6JX\SROHV



%DVHGRQDSUHOLPLQDU\DQDO\VLV6&(HVWLPDWHVWKDW
DRQHPLOHN9GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWZLOOEHQHHGHG
DWHDFKRIWKHVXEVWDWLRQVXQGHUWKLVDOWHUQDWLYH
3OHDVHUHYLVH7DEOHXQGHU$OWHUQDWLYH3KDVH
&RQVWUXFWLRQDQGWH[WRQSDJHXQGHUWKH
KHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH3KDVHG&RQVWUXFWLRQ
$OWHUQDWLYH 5DWLRQDOHIRU(OLPLQDWLRQ 

0RGLILFDWLRQVZRXOGLQFOXGH
x
5HSODFHPHQWRIWZR09$WUDQVIRUPHUVZLWKWZR09$WUDQVIRUPHUVDW
WKH5DQGDOO6XEVWDWLRQH[WHQVLRQRIGLVWULEXWLRQVZLWFKUDFNDQGFRQVWUXFWLRQ
RIRQHPLOHN9GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWHVWLPDWHGWREHDSSUR[LPDWHO\RQHPLOH
LQOHQJWKDQG
x
5HSODFHPHQWRIWZR09$WUDQVIRUPHUVZLWKWZR09$WUDQVIRUPHUVDW
WKH$OGHU6XEVWDWLRQUHORFDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJVXEVWDWLRQHTXLSPHQWHTXLSPHQW
XSJUDGHVDQGFRQVWUXFWLRQRIRQHPLOHN9GLVWULEXWLRQFLUFXLWHVWLPDWHGWR
EHDSSUR[LPDWHO\RQHPLOHLQOHQJWK 6&(D 




A-1.68

A-1.69

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

$OWHUQDWLYHV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO
6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYH 'HVFULSWLRQ WKH
WH[WLQFRUUHFWO\HVWLPDWHGWKHQXPEHURI763VDQG
WKHXVHRIZRRGSROHVIRU$OWHUQDWLYH6XEVHTXHQW
WRWKHLVVXDQFHRIWKH'(,5DSUHOLPLQDU\
HQJLQHHULQJDQDO\VLVLQGLFDWHVWKDWWKHIROORZLQJ
RYHUKHDGIDFLOLWLHVPD\EHUHTXLUHGWRDFFRPPRGDWH
$OWHUQDWLYH$SSUR[LPDWHO\763V/:6
SROHVDQGZRRG/:6JX\SROHV

7KUHH$SSUR[LPDWHO\WZHOYHWXEXODUVWHHOSROHV 763V ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGRQHDWHDFKRI
WKHSURSRVHGFRUQHUV:RRG$SSUR[LPDWHO\OLJKWZHLJKWVWHHO /:6 SROHVDQG
ZRRG/:6JX\SROHVZRXOGEHLQVWDOOHGDORQJWKHH[WHQVLRQRI6XPPLW$YHQXH0DQJR
$YHQXH1RUWK$OGHU6WUHHW/RZHOO6WUHHWDQGDORQJ/RFXVW$YHQXH


2-66



A-1.70

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

$OWHUQDWLYHV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO
6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW 'HVFULSWLRQ ZKLOHWKH'(,5
LQFOXGHGWKHPDMRUFRPSRQHQWVRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHV
WKHUHLVDGGLWLRQDOGHWDLODVVRFLDWHGZLWK$OWHUQDWLYH
WKDWVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGIRUUHIHUHQFHLQWKLV
VHFWLRQ

>$WWKHHQGRIWKHVHFWLRQSOHDVHLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJ@

2-67

$GGLWLRQDOGHWDLOUHJDUGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYHLVDVIROORZV
x
5HPRYDORIRQHH[LVWLQJ/:6SROHDQGUHSODFHPHQWZLWKRQHQHZ763RXWVLGH
RI$OGHU6XEVWDWLRQ
x
5HFRQILJXULQJRIVHYHUDOH[LVWLQJSROHKHDGVWRDFFRPPRGDWHWKHDGGLWLRQDO
FLUFXLWIURP$OGHU6XEVWDWLRQ
5HPRYDORIDSSUR[LPDWHO\H[LVWLQJZRRGGLVWULEXWLRQSROHVDORQJ/RFXVW
x
$YHQXHWKDWFRQWDLQGLVWULEXWLRQIDFLOLWLHV6&(WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVFDEOHDQG
WKUHHWKLUGSDUW\ SULYDWH FRPPXQLFDWLRQOLQHV,QVWDOODWLRQRIQHZ/:6SROHV
DQG763VDORQJ/RFXVW$YHQXHWRDFFRPPRGDWHWKHQHZN9VRXUFHOLQHDQG
WKHH[LVWLQJGLVWULEXWLRQIDFLOLWLHV7KHWKUHHWKLUGSDUW\ SULYDWH 
FRPPXQLFDWLRQOLQHVZRXOGKDYHWKHRSWLRQRIDWWDFKLQJWRWKHQHZ
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQSROHVRUUHORFDWLQJUHURXWLQJGXHWRWKHYROWDJHLQFUHDVH
x
,QVWDOODWLRQRIDFRPELQDWLRQRI/:6SROHVDQG763VDORQJ/RZHOO6WUHHW1
$OGHU$YHQXH6XPPLW$YHQXHDQG0DQJR$YHQXH
x
,QVWDOODWLRQRIVHYHUDOZRRG/:6JX\SROHVDWVHYHUDOORFDWLRQVDORQJWKH
URXWH
([LVWLQJVLGHZDONVZRXOGQHHGWREHUHSDLUHGDQGZLGHQHGDWVHYHUDOORFDWLRQV
x
DORQJWKHURXWH
x
1HZDFFHVVURDGVZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRFRQVWUXFWDQGPDLQWDLQWKH
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQIDFLOLWLHV
x
1HZILEHURSWLFFDEOHZRXOGEHDWWDFKHGWRWKHQHZVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQSROHV
7KHILQDODOLJQPHQWDQGFRQILJXUDWLRQRIWKHQHZN9OLQHFURVVLQJSULYDWH
x
SURSHUW\EHWZHHQWKHHQGRI/RZHOO6WUHHWDQG$OGHU$YHQXHZLOOEH
GHWHUPLQHGGXULQJQHJRWLDWLRQVIRUHDVHPHQWVZLWKWKHSURSHUW\RZQHU
(DVHPHQWVZLOODOVREHUHTXLUHGDORQJWKHIXWXUHZHVWVLGHRI0DQJR$YHQXH
(DVHPHQWVZLOOEHUHTXLUHGRQ/RZHOO6WUHHWWRDOORZWKHSROHVWREHVHWEHKLQG
WKHIXWXUHFXUE(DVHPHQWVULJKWVZLOOEHUHTXLUHGWREHXSJUDGHGRQ/RFXVWLQ
DGGLWLRQWRRYHUKDQJHDVHPHQWVDW/RFXVW$YHQXHDQG/RZHOO6WUHHW2YHUKDQJ
DQGRUDQFKRUJX\HDVHPHQWVPD\EHUHTXLUHGDORQJ/RFXVW$YHQXHDQGDWWKH
FRUQHURI$OGHU$YHQXHDQG6XPPLW$YHQXH




A-1.71

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

$OWHUQDWLYHV



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO
6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW 'HVFULSWLRQ DGGLWLRQDO
LQIRUPDWLRQVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGWRDFFXUDWHO\UHIOHFW
WKHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYH

7KLVFRPSRQHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGFRQVLVWRIWKHQHZN9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQ
IDFLOLWLHVWKDWZRXOGOHDYH$OGHU6XEVWDWLRQRQH[LVWLQJVWUXFWXUHV (WLZDQGD$OGHU
5DQGDOO.96XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ/LQH WRWKHZHVWIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\IHHWDQGZRXOG
LQFOXGHUHPRYLQJRQH/:6SROHUHSODFLQJLWZLWKRQHQHZ763DQGUHIUDPLQJSROH
KHDGVWRDFFRPPRGDWHWKHVHFRQGFLUFXLW7KHQHZ.9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQIDFLOLWLHVRQ
QHZVWUXFWXUHVZRXOGWKHQH[WHQGQRUWKRQ/RFXVW$YHQXH VSDQQLQJWKH)UHHZD\ 
DQGFRQWLQXHQRUWKDORQJ/RFXVW$YHQXH RYHUEXLOGLQJDQH[LVWLQJNYOLQH XQWLOLW
LQWHUVHFWVZLWK/RZHOO6WUHHWH[WHQGQRUWKIURP$OGHU6XEVWDWLRQVSDQQLQJWKH
)UHHZD\DQGIROORZLQJ/RFXVW$YHQXHXQWLOLWVLQWHUVHFWLRQZLWK/RZHOO6WUHHW,WWKHQ
ZRXOGH[WHQGZHVWDORQJ/RZHOO6WUHHWDQGFRQWLQXHSDVWWKHHQGRI/RZHOO6WUHHWWR1
$OGHU$YHQXH,WWKHQZRXOGH[WHQGVRXWKDORQJ1$OGHU$YHQXHWR6XPPLW$YHQXHDQG
ZHVWDORQJ6XPPLW$YHQXHWR0DQJR$YHQXH,WWKHQZRXOGH[WHQGQRUWKDORQJWKH
IXWXUH0DQJR$YHQXH52:XQWLOHQWHULQJWKHSURSRVHGVXEVWDWLRQVLWH

A-1.72



2-68

$OWHUQDWLYHV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO
6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYH 3RWHQWLDO1HZ
,PSDFWV&UHDWHG SOHDVHFODULI\WKDWWKH$OWHUQDWLYH
ZRXOGEHDGMDFHQWWRWZRVLWHVDQGZLWKLQRQHVLWH
OLVWHGRQWKH86(3$¶V&(5&/,6GDWDEDVHRI
FRQWDPLQDWHGVLWHV

$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGORFDWHFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVQHDUUHVLGHQWLDODQGRWKHUUHFHSWRUVHDVW
RI/RFXVW$YHQXHDQGVRXWKRI/RZHOO6WUHHW,WDOVRKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWRFURVVDUHDVRI
KLJKHUILUHKD]DUGFODVVLILFDWLRQWKDQWKH3URMHFWDOLJQPHQWDQGZRXOGEHDGMDFHQWWR
WKUHHWZRVLWHVDQGZLWKLQRQHVLWHOLVWHGRQWKH86(3$¶V&(5&/,6GDWDEDVHRI
FRQWDPLQDWHGVLWHV7KHUHIRUH$OWHUQDWLYHFRXOGFUHDWHQHZLPSDFWVUHODWHGWRDLU
TXDOLW\DQGKD]DUGVDQGKD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOVFRPSDUHGWRWKH3URMHFW

A-1.73


$OWHUQDWLYHV



3OHDVHUHYLVH)LJXUHWRFRUUHFWWKHQXPEHUVRI
QHZDQGUHSODFHGSROHVLQWKHZKLWHER[HVFRQWDLQHG
LQ)LJXUHWRFRUUHFWO\UHIOHFWWKHVFRSHRI
DQWLFLSDWHGSROHUHSODFHPHQWDQGUHPRYDODFWLYLWLHV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK$OWHUQDWLYH





>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.74

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

(QYLURQPHQWDO



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,QWURGXFWLRQWR(QYLURQPHQWDO
$QDO\VLVUHJDUGLQJWKHVHFRQGEXOOHWSRLQWWKH
PLOHDJHUHIHUHQFHGIRUWKHVRXUFHOLQHLVLQFRUUHFW
DQGVKRXOGEHXSGDWHG

(QYLURQPHQWDO



$HVWKHWLFV



2-69

$HVWKHWLFV

$HVWKHWLFV





6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$SSOLFDQW3URSRVHG0HDVXUHV
DVSUHYLRXVO\UHTXHVWHG ([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\ SOHDVH
XSGDWHWKHODQJXDJHIRU$30%,2
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQWKHWH[WH[SODLQVWKDWWKHVXEVWDWLRQ
VLWH¶VYLVXDOTXDOLW\LVUHSUHVHQWDWLYHRIYDFDQWDQG
DJULFXOWXUDOODQGVLQWKHVWXG\DUHD7KHVXEVWDWLRQ
VLWHKDVQRDJULFXOWXUDOXVHVRQVLWHDQGVXFKD
VWDWHPHQWFRXOGEHPLVOHDGLQJIRURWKHUUHVRXUFH
DQDO\VLVWKHUHIRUHLWLVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHVHQWHQFH
EHUHYLVHG

,QVWDOODWLRQRIWZRRQHDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHORQJDQGRQHDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHORQJ
N9VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHVVHJPHQWVWRFRQQHFWWKH)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQWRWKH
H[LVWLQJ$OGHUDQG(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQUHVSHFWLYHO\
3OHDVHXSGDWHODQJXDJHIRU$30%,2

A-1.76
7KHYLVXDOTXDOLW\RIWKHVLWHLVUHSUHVHQWDWLYHDQGFKDUDFWHULVWLFRIYDFDQWDQG
DJULFXOWXUDOODQGLQWKHVWXG\DUHD



6XUIDFHWHUUDLQLVFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\XQGHYHORSHGDJULFXOWXUDODQGRSHQVSDFHODQGFRYHUHG
ZLWKJUDVVDQGEUXVK VHH)LJXUHD3KRWR$ 



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ3URSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQLWH[SODLQVVXUIDFHWHUUDLQLV
FKDUDFWHUL]HGXQGHYHORSHGDJULFXOWXUDODQGRSHQ
VSDFHODQG
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
*HQHUDO3ODQWKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWVKRXOGEH
FODULILHG



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQ
IRUWKHVDPHUHDVRQVH[SODLQHGDERYHWKHIROORZLQJ
VWDWHPHQWVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

A-1.77

A-1.78

7KHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
*HQHUDO3ODQDUHZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
 

A-1.79

³7KHIROORZLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH
6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQDUHUHOHYDQWWR
WKH3URMHFW«´
$HVWKHWLFV

A-1.75

7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVDUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI)RQWDQD 

A-1.80

³7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQJRDOV
DQGSROLFLHVDUHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW«´



Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

$HVWKHWLFV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQIRU
WKHVDPHUHDVRQVH[SODLQHGDERYHWKHIROORZLQJ
VWDWHPHQWVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJJRDODQGSROLF\DUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5LDOWR 

A-1.81

³7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQJRDODQG
SROLF\DUHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW«´
$HVWKHWLFV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD
*HQHUDO3ODQIRUWKHVDPHUHDVRQVH[SODLQHGDERYH
WKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVDUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD 

A-1.82

³7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO
3ODQSROLFLHVDUHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW«´
$HVWKHWLFV



2-70
$HVWKHWLFV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWV$QDO\VLVDVQRWHG
HOVHZKHUHLQWKH'(,5&38&*HQHUDO2UGHU'
H[SODLQVWKDWORFDOODQGXVHUHJXODWLRQVZRXOGQRW
DSSO\WRWKH3URMHFW/RFDOODQGXVHSROLFLHVWKDW
GHVFULEHORFDOVFHQLFSUHIHUHQFHVDUHSUHHPSWHGE\
WKHUHJXODWRU\DXWKRULW\RIWKH&38&$VDUHVXOW
ORFDOGHVLJQDWLRQVRIORFDOYLHZFRUULGRUVRUVFHQLF
JDWHZD\VGRQRWTXDOLI\DVVFHQLFYLVWDVRUVWDWH
VFHQLFKLJKZD\VZKLFKDUHWKHWULJJHUVIRU&(4$
DQDO\VLV%HFDXVHVFHQLFYLVWDVDUHQRWORFDWHGLQWKH
VWXG\DUHDWKH3URMHFWZRXOGKDYHQRLPSDFWRQ
VFHQLFYLVWDVXQGHU&(4$FULWHULRQD 
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWV$QDO\VLV 6LHUUD
$YHQXH SOHDVHFODULI\WKHORFDWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHG
(WLZDQGD6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQH5RXWH

,PSDFW7KHSURMHFWZRXOGKDYHDQDGYHUVHHIIHFWRQDVFHQLFYLVWD6LJQLILFDQW
8QDYRLGDEOH1R,PSDFW


A-1.83

$OWKRXJKQRWYLVLEOHLQWKHVLPXODWLRQIURPWKLV.23YLHZHUVZRXOGDOVRVHHWKH
(WLZDQGD6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQH5RXWHDVLWFURVVHG6LHUUD$YHQXHDQGKHDGHG
ZHVWZLWKLQDGMDFHQWWRH[LVWLQJ52:



A-1.84
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6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

$HVWKHWLFV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWV$QDO\VLV )RRWKLOO
%RXOHYDUG%DVHOLQH$YHQXHDQG+LJKODQG
$YHQXH SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHSDUDJUDSKWRDFFRXQWIRU
DPRUHUHSUHVHQWDWLYHGHVFULSWLRQRIDOOH[LVWLQJ
HOHPHQWVLQWKHDUHDRQDQGDURXQG6RXWK+LJKODQG
$YHQXH

$VVHHQIURPWKHVLPXODWLRQWRYLHZHUVRQ6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHGULYLQJ(DVWWKH
3URMHFWZRXOGDSSHDUDJDLQVWDEDFNGURSRIWUHHVRSHQVSDFHVWUHHWOLJKWVDGLVWULEXWLRQ
OLQHRQZRRGSROHVDQGWKHEDFNVRIUHVLGHQWLDOKRPHVSDUWLDOO\VFUHHQHGE\DEORFNZDOO
LQWKHIRUHJURXQGDQGPLGGOHJURXQGDQGGLVWDQWPRXQWDLQVRSHQVSDFHDQGVN\LQWKH
EDFNJURXQG9LHZHUVRQ6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHGULYLQJ:HVWZRXOGKDYHVLPLODU
YLHZVZLWKWKHDGGLWLRQRIWKH,IUHHZD\DQGN9ODWWLFHVWHHOWRZHUVLQWKH
PLGGOHJURXQGYLHZ



$GGLWLRQDOO\UHJDUGLQJWKHWUHHVUHIHUHQFHGLQWKLV
GHVFULSWLRQLWLVVXJJHVWHGWKDWDIRRWQRWHEHDGGHGWR
H[SODLQWKDWWUHHWULPPLQJDQGRUUHPRYDOPD\EH
QHFHVVDU\LQRUGHUWRPDLQWDLQUHTXLUHGVDIH
HOHFWULFDOFOHDUDQFHV
$HVWKHWLFV



2-71

$VQRWHGDERYHXQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWV
$QDO\VLV )RRWKLOO%RXOHYDUG%DVHOLQH$YHQXH
DQG+LJKODQG$YHQXH SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHGLVFXVVLRQ
UHJDUGLQJWKHFRQFOXVLRQRIDQDO\VLVXQGHU&(4$
FULWHULRQD ZLWKUHVSHFWWRDHVWKHWLFVRQ6RXWK
+LJKODQG$YHQXHWRUHIOHFWWKDW6RXWK+LJKODQG
$YHQXHLVQRWDVFHQLFYLVWDDQGWKHUHIRUHWKHUH
ZRXOGEHQRLPSDFWXQGHU&(4$FULWHULRQD 
7RWKHH[WHQWWKDWWKHDQDO\VLVFRQWLQXHVWRFRQVLGHU
LPSDFWVDORQJ6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHXQGHUWKH
RWKHU&(4$FULWHULDSOHDVHDOVRFKDQJHUHIHUHQFHV
WRVLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOHFRQFOXVLRQVWROHVV
WKDQVLJQLILFDQW6XFKFRQFOXVLRQVDUHORFDWHGDW
SDJHSDJHDQGSDJH

$HVWKHWLFV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWLWVKRXOGEH
FODULILHGWKDWWKHXSJUDGHVEHLQJUHIHUHQFHGDUH
VSHFLILFWRWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVHTXLSPHQW

$JULFXOWXUH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD)DUPODQG0DSSLQJ
DQG0RQLWRULQJ3URJUDPWKHGHILQLWLRQRI3ULPH
)DUPODQGVKRXOGEHXSGDWHGWRLQFOXGHDGGLWLRQDO
ODQJXDJHUHOHYDQWWRWKHGHILQLWLRQ

A-1.85

'HVSLWH*LYHQWKHOLPLWHGGXUDWLRQRIWLPHWKDWDPRWRULVWZRXOGYLHZWKH3URMHFWDQG
VLWHVSHFLILFFLUFXPVWDQFHVVXFKDVWKHSUHVHQFHRIRWKHUPDQPDGHIHDWXUHVDQG
LQIUDVWUXFWXUHHOHPHQWVLQWKHDUHDZKLFKLQFOXGHDQHOHYDWHGIUHHZD\ODWWLFHWRZHUVDQG
GLVWULEXWLRQOLQHVDQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHLPSDFWVZRXOGEH
OHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWZLWKPLWLJDWLRQDQGHYHQZLWKLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHLPSDFWVZRXOGEHVLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOH
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH6&(DQGRULWVFRQWUDFWRUVVKDOOXVHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQH
FRQGXFWRUVWKDWDUHQRQVSHFXODUDQGQRQUHIOHFWLYHDQGLQVXODWRUVWKDWDUHQRQUHIOHFWLYH
DQGQRQUHIUDFWLYH

A-1.86

6LJQLILFDQFHDIWHU0LWLJDWLRQ/HVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWZLWKPLWLJDWLRQ &ODVV,, 6LJQLILFDQW
DQGXQDYRLGDEOH &ODVV, 

³$OOWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQHTXLSPHQWXSJUDGHVDWWKHH[LVWLQJVXEVWDWLRQVZRXOGRFFXU
ZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJ0((5RUZLWKLQH[LVWLQJVWUXFWXUHVWKHUHIRUHQRDGGLWLRQDOJURXQG
GLVWXUEDQFHLVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHSURSRVHGWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVZRUN´
>3OHDVHLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFHDWWKHHQGRIWKHH[LVWLQJGHILQLWLRQ@

³/DQGPXVWKDYHEHHQXVHGIRULUULJDWHGDJULFXOWXUDOSURGXFWLRQDWVRPHWLPHGXULQJWKH
IRXU\HDUVSULRUWRWKHPDSSLQJGDWH´




A-1.87

A-1.88

Comment Letter A-1
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6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

$JULFXOWXUH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD)DUPODQG0DSSLQJ
DQG0RQLWRULQJ3URJUDPWKHGHILQLWLRQRI8QLTXH
)DUPODQGVKRXOGEHXSGDWHGWRLQFOXGHDGGLWLRQDO
ODQJXDJHUHOHYDQWWRWKHGHILQLWLRQ

$JULFXOWXUH

$JULFXOWXUH





6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD)DUPODQG0DSSLQJ
DQG0RQLWRULQJ3URJUDPWKHGHILQLWLRQRI
)DUPODQGRI6WDWHZLGH,PSRUWDQFHVKRXOGEH
XSGDWHGWRLQFOXGHDGGLWLRQDOODQJXDJHUHOHYDQWWR
WKHGHILQLWLRQ
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
DOWKRXJKWKHWH[WLQWKHDERYHSDUDJUDSKH[SODLQV
WKDWWKHJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVIURPWKHJHQHUDOSODQDUH
QRWDSSOLFDEOHLWVKRXOGEHIXUWKHUFODULILHGLQWKH
IROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWDVZHOO

>3OHDVHLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFHDWWKHHQGRIWKHH[LVWLQJGHILQLWLRQ@

³/DQGPXVWKDYHEHHQFURSSHGDWVRPHWLPHGXULQJWKHIRXU\HDUVSULRUWRWKHPDSSLQJ
GDWH´

>3OHDVHLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFHDWWKHHQGRIWKHH[LVWLQJGHILQLWLRQ@

³/DQGPXVWKDYHEHHQXVHGIRULUULJDWHGDJULFXOWXUDOSURGXFWLRQDWVRPHWLPHGXULQJWKH
IRXU\HDUVSULRUWRWKHPDSSLQJGDWH´

7KH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQ&RQVHUYDWLRQ2SHQ6SDFHDQG(FRQRPLF
'HYHORSPHQWHOHPHQWVJRYHUQWKHODQGXVHDQGDJULFXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHVRIWKHFRXQW\7KH
IROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQWKHVHHOHPHQWVDUHZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEH
UHOHYDQWWRDJULFXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHV 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\ 

A-1.89

A-1.90

A-1.91

2-72

³7KHIROORZLQJSROLFLHVFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQWKHVH
HOHPHQWVDUHUHOHYDQWWR«´
$JULFXOWXUH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJDIRU
WKHVDPHUHDVRQVH[SODLQHGDERYHWKHIROORZLQJ
VWDWHPHQWVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

7KHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQWKH/DQG8VHDQG5HVRXUFH
&RQVHUYDWLRQHOHPHQWVRIWKH&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQZRXOGRWKHUZLVH
EHDUHUHOHYDQWWRDJULFXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHV &LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD 

³7KHIROORZLQJSROLFLHVFRQWDLQHGZLWKLQWKH/DQG
8VHDQG5HVRXUFH&RQVHUYDWLRQHOHPHQWVRIWKH&LW\
RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQDUHUHOHYDQW
WR«´



A-1.92
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6HFWLRQ

3DJH

$LU4XDOLW\



2-73

$LU4XDOLW\

$LU4XDOLW\





&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
&$5%KDVDOVRDGRSWHGDUHJXODWLRQIRULQXVHRIIURDGGLHVHOYHKLFOHVWKDWLVGHVLJQHGWR
UHGXFHHPLVVLRQVIURPGLHVHOSRZHUHGFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGPLQLQJYHKLFOHVE\LPSRVLQJ
LGOLQJOLPLWDWLRQVRQRZQHUVRSHUDWRUVUHQWHUVRUOHVVHHVRIRIIURDGGLHVHOYHKLFOHV7KH
UHJXODWLRQUHTXLUHVDQRSHUDWRURIDSSOLFDEOHRIIURDGYHKLFOHV VHOISURSHOOHGGLHVHO
IXHOHGYHKLFOHVKRUVHSRZHUDQGXSWKDWZHUHQRWGHVLJQHGWREHGULYHQRQURDG WR
OLPLWLGOLQJWRQRPRUHWKDQPLQXWHV+RZHYHUWKHLGOLQJOLPLWGRHVQRWDSSO\WRWKH
IROORZLQJDFWLYLWLHV

1. LGOLQJZKHQTXHXLQJ
2. LGOLQJWRYHULI\WKDWWKHYHKLFOHLVLQVDIHRSHUDWLQJFRQGLWLRQ
3. LGOLQJIRUWHVWLQJVHUYLFLQJUHSDLULQJRUGLDJQRVWLFSXUSRVHV
4. LGOLQJQHFHVVDU\WRDFFRPSOLVKZRUNIRUZKLFKWKHYHKLFOHZDVGHVLJQHG VXFKDV
RSHUDWLQJDFUDQH 
5. LGOLQJUHTXLUHGWREULQJWKHPDFKLQHV\VWHPWRRSHUDWLQJWHPSHUDWXUHDQG
6. LGOLQJQHFHVVDU\WRHQVXUHVDIHRSHUDWLRQRIWKHYHKLFOH


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&DOLIRUQLD¶V'LHVHO5LVN
5HGXFWLRQ3ODQDQG'LHVHO)XHO5HJXODWLRQV
VHFRQGSDUDJUDSKSOHDVHDGGWKHH[HPSWLRQVOLVWHG
XQGHU6HFWLRQ G  RIWKHUXOH

5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHDFFRUGLQJWRSDJHRI
6&$40'5XOH
KWWSZZZDTPGJRYUXOHVUHJUHJUSGI WKH
FRQVWUXFWRULVRQO\UHTXLUHGWRVHOHFWRQHRIWKHWKUHH
DYDLODEOH%$&0VWRFRQWUROIXJLWLYHGXVWIURP
FOHDULQJIRUPV$FFRUGLQJO\SOHDVHDGGWKHZRUG
³RU´LQEHWZHHQDQG FOHDULQJ
IRUPV 

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ/RFDOFODULILFDWLRQDERXWWKH
ORFDOODQGXVHUHJXODWLRQVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFH

A-1.93

A-1.94



&38&*HQHUDO2UGHU1R'H[SODLQVWKDWORFDOODQGXVHUHJXODWLRQVZRXOGQRWDSSO\
WRWKH3URMHFW+RZHYHUIRULQIRUPDWLRQSXUSRVHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHV
LGHQWLILHGLQWKH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\&LW\RI)RQWDQD&LW\RI5LDOWRDQG&LW\RI
5DQFKR&XFDPRQJDJHQHUDOSODQVZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW



A-1.95

Comment Letter A-1
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6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

$LU4XDOLW\



)RU0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHDWKHUHTXLUHPHQWIRU
VXEPLWWDORI3ODQWR&38&LVYDJXHVXJJHVWHG
ODQJXDJHIRUFODULILFDWLRQLVSUHVHQWHG,QDGGLWLRQ
WKHUHGXFWLRQVLQ12[DQG30VKRXOGEH
FRPSDUHGWRWKHXQPLWLJDWHGHPLVVLRQVDPRXQWV
OLVWHGLQWKH'(,5DVRSSRVHGWRSRWHQWLDOO\
FKDQJLQJ&$5%IOHHWDYHUDJHVLQRUGHUWRSURYLGHD
FRQVWDQWEDVLVIRUFRPSDULVRQ


2-74

$LU4XDOLW\

$LU4XDOLW\

$LU4XDOLW\







8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6LJQLILFDQFHDIWHU0LWLJDWLRQ
VWSDUDJUDSKQGVHQWHQFHLQFOXGHVDQLQFRUUHFW
UHIHUHQFHWR%$$40'ZKLFKVKRXOGEHFKDQJHGWR
6&$40'
8QGHU,PSDFWLWVWDWHVWKHUHZRXOGEHQR
ORQJWHUPPRELOHRUVWDWLRQDU\VRXUFHVRI'30
HPLVVLRQV3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHVHQWHQFHWR
DFNQRZOHGJHWKDWGXULQJRSHUDWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFH
RIWKH3URMHFWDYHU\VPDOOQXPEHURIGLHVHO
RSHUDWHGYHKLFOHVPD\RFFDVLRQDOO\EHXVHG
KRZHYHUWKHVPDOODPRXQWRIGLHVHOHPLVVLRQVIURP
WKRVHYHKLFOHVZRXOGQRWFRQWULEXWHVXEVWDQWLDOO\WRD
GHJUDGDWLRQRIUHJLRQDODLUTXDOLW\VWDQGDUGV

)RUGLHVHOIXHOHGRIIURDGFRQVWUXFWLRQHTXLSPHQWRIPRUHWKDQKRUVHSRZHUDQGRQ
URDGGLHVHOIXHOHGYHKLFOHV6&(VKDOOHQVXUHDFKLHYHPHQWRID3URMHFWZLGHIOHHWDYHUDJH
SHUFHQW12[UHGXFWLRQDQGSHUFHQW30H[KDXVWUHGXFWLRQFRPSDUHGWRWKHPRVW
UHFHQW&$5%IOHHWDYHUDJHHVWLPDWHGXQPLWLJDWHGHPLVVLRQVDVSUHVHQWHGLQWKLV'(,5
$Q([KDXVW(PLVVLRQV&RQWURO3ODQWRDFKLHYHWKHVHUHGXFWLRQVVKDOOEHVXEPLWWHGWRWKH
&38&IRUUHYLHZDQGDSSURYDODWOHDVWGD\VSULRUWRFRPPHQFHPHQWRIFRQVWUXFWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHV&RQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVFDQQRWFRPPHQFHXQWLOWKHSODQKDVEHHQDSSURYHG
$FFHSWDEOHRSWLRQVIRUUHGXFLQJHPLVVLRQVLQFOXGHWKHXVHRIODWHQHZHUPRGHOHQJLQHV
PHHWLQJ86(3$7LHUVWDQGDUGV RUEHWWHU DQGDUHFRUGNHHSLQJSURWRFROGHPRQVWUDWLQJ
FRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKHDYHUDJHUHGXFWLRQVORZHPLVVLRQGLHVHOSURGXFWVDOWHUQDWLYHIXHOV
HQJLQHUHWURILWWHFKQRORJ\DIWHUWUHDWPHQWSURGXFWVDQGRURURWKHURSWLRQVDVVXFK
EHFRPHDYDLODEOH,IFRPSOLDQWUHQWDOHTXLSPHQWFDQQRWUHDVRQDEO\EHREWDLQHGWR
UHGXFH12[RU30HPLVVLRQVLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKH([KDXVW(PLVVLRQV&RQWURO3ODQ
GRFXPHQWDWLRQVKDOOEHSURYLGHGIURPWZRORFDOUHQWDOFRPSDQLHVVWDWLQJWKDWWKHUHQWDO
FRPSDQ\GRHVQRWKDYHWKHUHTXLUHGGLHVHOIXHOHGRIIURDGFRQVWUXFWLRQHTXLSPHQWRU
WKDWWKHYHKLFOHLVDVSHFLDOL]HGYHKLFOHWKDWLVQRWDYDLODEOHWRUHQW

$VQRWHGDERYHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH%$$40'6&$40'IXJLWLYHGXVW%$&0V
KDYHEHHQIDFWRUHGLQWRWKHHPLVVLRQHVWLPDWHVSUHVHQWHGLQ7DEOHWKHUHIRUH
IXUWKHUUHGXFWLRQVLQ30HPLVVLRQVWKURXJKLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH
E )XJLWLYH'XVW&RQWURO3ODQ 

A-1.96

A-1.97

7KHUHZRXOGEHQRORQJWHUPPRELOHRUVWDWLRQDU\VRXUFHVRI'30HPLVVLRQVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKRSHUDWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHRIWKH3URMHFWZRXOGEHQHJOLJLEOHDQGQRWFRQWULEXWHWR
UHJLRQDODLUTXDOLW\YLRODWLRQV



A-1.98

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.99

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHWKHDQDO\VLVVWDWHVWKDW
HPLVVLRQVXQGHU$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGEHUHGXFHGE\
DSSUR[LPDWHO\SHUFHQWKRZHYHUQRH[SODQDWLRQLV
JLYHQDVWRZK\3OHDVHH[SODLQZKDWWKHSHUFHQW
UHGXFWLRQLVEDVHGXSRQ



Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

3DJH

&RPPHQW

$LU4XDOLW\



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYHV$OWHUQDWLYH
IDLOVWRDGGUHVVWKHSRWHQWLDOWRGLVWXUEFRQWDPLQDWHG
VRLODQGWKHUHIRUHJHQHUDWHHPLVVLRQVRI7R[LF$LU
&RQWDPLQDQWV 7$& 6XFKDQDQDO\VLVVKRXOGEH
LQFRUSRUDWHGWRHQVXUHWKDWVLJQLILFDQFHFULWHULRQG 
LVDGHTXDWHO\DGGUHVVHGIRU$OWHUQDWLYH7KH
GLVUXSWLRQRIFRQWDPLQDWHGVRLOLVRIFRQFHUQIRU
ERWKFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQRIWKH3URMHFW
6SHFLILFDOO\WKH%)*RRGULFK6XSHUIXQG6LWHLV
NQRZQWRKDYHVRLODQGJURXQGZDWHUSULPDULO\
FRQWDPLQDWHGZLWKWULFKORURHWK\OHQHDQG
WHWUDFKORURHWKHQHZKLFKDUHFDUFLQRJHQVWKDWKDYH
EHHQLGHQWLILHGE\WKH6WDWHRI&DOLIRUQLDDVD7$&
7KXV$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\JHQHUDWH
7$&VH[SRVLQJVHQVLWLYHUHFHSWRUVWRKDUPIXO
SROOXWDQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQV%DVHGRQWKHUHDVRQLQJ
SURYLGHGDERYH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGQRWEH
FRQVLGHUHGHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUWRWKH3URSRVHG
3URMHFW

2-75

6HFWLRQ

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.100

3OHDVHDOVRVHHWKHDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU
SUHSDUHGE\6&(
%LRORJ\



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ/RFDODOWKRXJKWKHWH[WLQWKH
DERYHSDUDJUDSKH[SODLQVWKDWWKHORFDOODQGXVH
UHJXODWLRQVDUHQRWDSSOLFDEOHVKRXOGEHIXUWKHU
FODULILHGLQWKHWH[WDVIROORZV


&38&*HQHUDO2UGHU1R'H[SODLQVWKDWORFDOODQGXVHUHJXODWLRQVZRXOGQRWDSSO\
WRWKH3URMHFW+RZHYHU&38&VWDIIFRQVLGHUHGWKHIROORZLQJORFDOSROLFLHVWRLQIRUP
WKHVLJQLILFDQFHGHWHUPLQDWLRQUHODWHGWRWKHSURWHFWLRQRIELRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHVLQWKH
VWXG\DUHD)RULQIRUPDWLRQDOSXUSRVHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJODQGXVHUHJXODWLRQV
ZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKHSURMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV



A-1.101

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

3DJH

&RPPHQW

%LRORJ\



$30%,2LGHQWLILHVWKDW6&(ZLOOFUHDWHD
UHVWRUDWLRQSURJUDPRIIVLWHIRUSHUPDQHQWLPSDFWV
WR5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG
5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG
5LYHUVLGHDQVDJHVFUXEDQGDQQXDO
JUDVVODQGGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJH
VFUXE6&(ZRXOGOLNHWRPLWLJDWHIRUWKHVH
SHUPDQHQWLPSDFWVE\SD\LQJLQWRDORFDO
FRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNVXFKDVWKH&DMRQ&UHHN
&RQVHUYDWLRQ%DQN6&(LQLWLDOO\SODQQHGWR
PLWLJDWHQHDUWKH3URSRVHG3URMHFWDUHDEXWDQ\
KDELWDWLPSURYHPHQWVLQWKLVDUHDZRXOGQRWILWLQWR
WKH&LW\¶VJHQHUDOSODQZKLFKKDVWKHPDMRULW\RI
XQGHYHORSHGODQG]RQHGIRUUHVLGHQWLDODQGOLJKW
LQGXVWULDO+DELWDWSXUFKDVHGDQGLPSURYHGORFDOO\
E\WKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHPD\EHFRPHLVRODWHGE\
IXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWDQGKDYHOLWWOHELRORJLFDOYDOXH
IRUPDQ\VSHFLHVLQWKHUHJLRQ3D\PHQWRI
PLWLJDWLRQIHHVWRDORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNZLOOKHOS
WRLPSURYHRUSXUFKDVHFRQWLJXRXVKDELWDWLQDUHDVRI
KLJKELRORJLFDOYDOXH

2-76

6HFWLRQ

%LRORJ\



5HJDUGLQJ0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHDGGLWLRQDO
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJSRWHQWLDOPLQLPL]DWLRQRI
LPSDFWVWR/RV$QJHOHVSRFNHWPRXVHVKRXOGEH
LQFOXGHGLQWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
«7KHVLWHVKDOOEHPRQLWRUHGDQGPDLQWDLQHGIRUDVXLWDEOHQXPEHURI\HDUVWRHQVXUH
VXFFHVVIXOHVWDEOLVKPHQWRI5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEKDELWDWZLWKLQWKH
UHVWRUHGDQGFUHDWHGDUHDVDVGHWHUPLQHGE\WKHUHVRXUFHDJHQFLHV

,QOLHXRIGHYHORSLQJDQRIIVLWHUHVWRUDWLRQSURJUDPIRUSHUPDQHQWLPSDFWVWR5LYHUVLGHDQ
DOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJHVFUXEGLVWXUEHG
5LYHUVLGHDQVDJHVFUXEDQGDQQXDOJUDVVODQGGLVWXUEHG5LYHUVLGHDQDOOXYLDOIDQVDJH
VFUXE6&(ZRXOGSD\PLWLJDWLRQIHHVWRDORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNWKDWZRXOGDGYDQFH
UHJLRQDOHQYLURQPHQWDOREMHFWLYHVE\UHVWRULQJRUSXUFKDVLQJFRQWLJXRXVKDELWDWZKRVH
QDWXUDOUHVRXUFHYDOXHVVSHFLHVFRPSRVLWLRQDQGKDELWDWW\SHVSUHVHQWDUHFRPSDUDEOHWR
LPSDFWHGKDELWDWDWWKH3URSRVHG3URMHFWVLWH)RUH[DPSOH6&(KDVLGHQWLILHGWKH
&DMRQ&UHHN&RQVHUYDWLRQ%DQNDVDVXLWDEOHORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNWRPHHWPLWLJDWLRQ
REMHFWLYHVXQGHUWKHJXLGDQFHRIWKHDSSURSULDWHUHVRXUFHDJHQFLHV

0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH6&(DQGRULWVFRQWUDFWRUVVKDOODYRLGLPSDFWVWRRFFXSLHG
/RV$QJHOHVSRFNHWPRXVHKDELWDWWRWKHPD[LPXPH[WHQWIHDVLEOHLQWKHILQDO3URMHFW
GHVLJQ6&(VKDOOGHILQH/RV$QJHOHVSRFNHWPRXVHKDELWDWDV³RIIOLPLWV´LQ
FRQVWUXFWLRQSODQVDQGVSHFLILFDWLRQV7KHSUHVHQFHRID%LRORJLFDO0RQLWRUGXULQJ
3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQZRXOGIXUWKHUHQVXUHWKDWDQ\SRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVWRVSHFLDOVWDWXV
ZLOGOLIHVSHFLHVDUHDYRLGHGDQGPLQLPL]HG0LQLPL]DWLRQFRXOGLQFOXGH6&(SD\LQJ
PLWLJDWLRQIHHVWRDORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNWKDWZRXOGDGYDQFHUHJLRQDOHQYLURQPHQWDO
REMHFWLYHVE\UHVWRULQJRUSXUFKDVLQJFRQWLJXRXVKDELWDWZKRVHQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHYDOXHV
VSHFLHVFRPSRVLWLRQDQGKDELWDWW\SHVSUHVHQWDUHFRPSDUDEOHWRLPSDFWHGKDELWDWDWWKH
3URSRVHG3URMHFWVLWH)RUH[DPSOH6&(KDVLGHQWLILHGWKH&DMRQ&UHHN&RQVHUYDWLRQ
%DQNDVDVXLWDEOHORFDOFRQVHUYDWLRQEDQNWRPHHWPLWLJDWLRQREMHFWLYHVXQGHUWKH
JXLGDQFHRIWKHDSSURSULDWHUHVRXUFHDJHQFLHV




A-1.102

A-1.103

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

%LRORJ\



,PSDFWVWDWHVWKDWSURSRVHGFRQVWUXFWLRQDWWKH
H[LVWLQJ(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQZRXOGQRWLPSDFW
ULSDULDQKDELWDW+RZHYHUEDVHGRQWKHUHVXOWVRI
%LRORJLFDO7HFKQLFDO5HSRUWWKHXQGHUJURXQG
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHFRPLQJRXWRI(WLZDQGD
VXEVWDWLRQPD\SRWHQWLDOO\WHPSRUDULO\LPSDFWD
VPDOODPRXQWRIGLVWXUEHGPXOHIDWVFUXEDQGDVPDOO
MXULVGLFWLRQDOGUDLQDJH

3URSRVHGFRQVWUXFWLRQDWWKHH[LVWLQJ(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQZRXOGQRWLPSDFWULSDULDQ
KDELWDWRURWKHUVHQVLWLYHQDWXUDOFRPPXQLWLHV&RQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQH
IURPH[LVWLQJ(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQZRXOGWHPSRUDULO\LPSDFWDVPDOOSRUWLRQRIGLVWXUEHG
PXOHIDWVFUXEDVWDWHSURWHFWHGYHJHWDWLRQFRPPXQLW\

5HJDUGLQJWKHDQDO\VLVIRU,PSDFWDGGLWLRQDO
LQIRUPDWLRQVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGWRH[SODLQWKH
LQIHDVLELOLW\RIDYRLGLQJMXULVGLFWLRQDOIHDWXUHVDW
(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQ

'XHWRHQJLQHHULQJUHVWULFWLRQVDQGVDIHW\UHTXLUHPHQWVUHJDUGLQJHOHFWULFDOFOHDUDQFHV
IURPDGMDFHQWSRZHUOLQHV&FRQVWUXFWLRQDWWKHH[LVWLQJ(WLZDQGD6XEVWDWLRQZRXOG
WHPSRUDULO\LPSDFWWZRIHDWXUHVWRWDOLQJDERXWDFUH VTIW RIZDWHUVRIWKH
86DQGDERXWDFUH VTIW RIZDWHUVRIWKHVWDWHZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJ(WLZDQGD
6XEVWDWLRQ 6&(SJ%RQ7HUUDH $YRLGDQFHRIWKHVHIHDWXUHVZRXOG
QRWEHIHDVLEOH7KHVHIHDWXUHVDSSHDUWREHFKDQQHOVH[FDYDWHGLQGU\ODQGWKDWGRQRW
VXSSRUWZHWODQGYHJHWDWLRQRUVRLOVKRZHYHUERWKFRQYH\XUEDQUXQRIIIORZVWR
(WLZDQGD&UHHNDQGPHHWIHGHUDODQGRUVWDWHFULWHULRQDVMXULVGLFWLRQDOZDWHUV


%LRORJ\

2-77

&XOWXUDO
5HVRXUFHV

&XOWXUDO
5HVRXUFHV

 


 




:KHQWKHWHUP³UHORFDWHG´LVXVHGIRUWKHILUVWWLPH
LQWKHFXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHVVHFWLRQ LQWKHVHFRQGOLQH
RISDJH SOHDVHDGGDIRRWQRWHWRFODULI\WKDW
WKHWHUPUHORFDWLRQGRHVQRWUHIHUWRPRYLQJD
FXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHEXWUDWKHUUHIHUVWRWKHVXEVHTXHQW
YHULILFDWLRQRIDSUHYLRXVO\LGHQWLILHGFXOWXUDO
UHVRXUFH
5HJDUGLQJ0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHSOHDVHDGG
VSHFLILFODQJXDJHUHIHUULQJWRWKH6&(DUFKDHRORJLVW
FRQWDFWLQJWKHFRURQHUDQGQRWVLPSO\6&(7KLV
HQVXUHVSURSHULGHQWLILFDWLRQDQGXQQHFHVVDU\GHOD\V
VKRXOGQRQKXPDQUHPDLQVEHIRXQG

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

,IKXPDQUHPDLQVDUHXQFRYHUHGGXULQJ3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQ6&(DQGRULWVFRQWUDFWRU
VKDOOLPPHGLDWHO\KDOWDOOZRUNLQWKHLPPHGLDWHYLFLQLW\DQG6&(¶VDUFKDHRORJLVWRU
FXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHVFRQVXOWDQWVKDOOFRQWDFWWKHFRXQW\FRURQHUWRHYDOXDWHWKHUHPDLQV
D«6&(VKDOOHQVXUHWKDWWKHLPPHGLDWHYLFLQLW\DFFRUGLQJWRJHQHUDOO\DFFHSWHGFXOWXUDO
RUDUFKDHRORJLFDOVWDQGDUGVRUSUDFWLFHVZKHUHWKH1DWLYH$PHULFDQKXPDQUHPDLQVDUH
ORFDWHGLVQRWGDPDJHGRUGLVWXUEHGE\IXUWKHUGHYHORSPHQWDFWLYLW\XQWLOWKH6&(
DUFKDHRORJLVWDQGRULWVFXOWXUDOUHVRXUFHFRQWUDFWRUKDVGLVFXVVHGDQGFRQIHUUHGDV
SUHVFULEHGLQWKLVVHFWLRQ 35& ZLWKWKHPRVWOLNHO\GHVFHQGDQWVUHJDUGLQJ
WKHLUUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV«



A-1.104

A-1.105

A-1.106

A-1.107

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

*HRORJ\ 
6RLOV



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG
³7KHIROORZLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH
6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQDUHUHOHYDQWWR
WKH3URMHFW 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\ ´

*HRORJ\ 
6RLOV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQDFODULILFDWLRQ
UHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFH
VKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG

7KHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
*HQHUDO3ODQDUHZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
 



7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVDUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI)RQWDQD 



³7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQJRDOV
DQGSROLFLHVDUHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI
)RQWDQD ´

2-78

*HRORJ\ 
6RLOV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWRFODULILFDWLRQ
UHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFH
VKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG

7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJJRDODQGSROLF\DUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5LDOWR 



³7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQJRDODQG
SROLF\DUHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5LDOWR
 ´
*HRORJ\ 
6RLOV



7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVDUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD 


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG
³7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO
3ODQSROLFLHVDUHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI
5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD ´



A-1.108

A-1.109

A-1.110

A-1.111

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

*+*



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWV$QDO\VLV
$SSURDFKWR$QDO\VLV SDUDJUDSKRQHVWDWHVWKDW
³7KH6&$40'KDVDGRSWHGDQRSHUDWLRQDO
VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGRIPHWULFWRQV&2H
SHU\HDUIRUVWDWLRQDU\LQGXVWULDOVRXUFHV´,WVKRXOG
EHQRWHGWKDWWKLVWKUHVKROGLVFRQVLGHUHG'UDIWDQG
,QWHULP*XLGDQFHDQGLWLVUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWWKLVLV
FODULILHGLQWKHWH[W

3OHDVHUHYLVHDVIROORZV³7KLVDQDO\VLVXVHVDQDSSURDFKIRUWKHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRI
VLJQLILFDQFHRI*+*HPLVVLRQVEDVHGRQWKHWLHUHGGHFLVLRQWUHHDSSURDFKUHFRPPHQGHG
LQWKH6RXWK&RDVW$LU4XDOLW\0DQDJHPHQW'LVWULFW 6&$40' ,QWHULP&(4$*+*
6LJQLILFDQFH7KUHVKROG'UDIW*XLGDQFH'RFXPHQWZKLFKZDVDGRSWHGRQ'HFHPEHU
*+*VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGVDGRSWHGE\WKH6RXWK&RDVW$LU4XDOLW\0DQDJHPHQW
'LVWULFW 6&$40' 7KH6&$40'KDVSURSRVHGDGRSWHGDQRSHUDWLRQDOVFUHHQLQJ
VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGRIPHWULFWRQV&2HSHU\HDUIRUVWDWLRQDU\LQGXVWULDO
VRXUFHV 6&$40' 7KH6&$40'¶VDGRSWHG*+*VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGLV
LQWHQGHGIRUORQJWHUPRSHUDWLRQDO*+*HPLVVLRQV+RZHYHUWKH6&$40'KDV
GHYHORSHGJXLGDQFHIRUWKHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIVLJQLILFDQFHRI*+*FRQVWUXFWLRQHPLVVLRQV
WKDWUHFRPPHQGVWKDWWRWDOHPLVVLRQVIURPFRQVWUXFWLRQEHDPRUWL]HGRYHU\HDUVDQG
DGGHGWRRSHUDWLRQDOHPLVVLRQVDQGWKHQFRPSDUHGWRWKHDSSOLFDEOHVLJQLILFDQFH
WKUHVKROG 6&$40' 7KLVDQDO\VLVRIWKH3URMHFWDSSOLHV6&$40'¶VJXLGDQFH
ZLWKUHJDUGWRDVVHVVPHQWRIFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQUHODWHG*+*HPLVVLRQV

+D]DUGV



2-79
+D]DUGV

+D]DUGV

+D]DUGV







8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ([LVWLQJ(QYLURQPHQW
3RWHQWLDO3UHVHQFHRI+D]DUGRXV0DWHULDOVLQ
6RLODQG*URXQGZDWHU UHJDUGLQJWKH%)*RRGULFK
6XSHUIXQG6LWHWKH$OWHUQDWLYH6RXUFH/LQHURXWHLV
QRWDGMDFHQWWRWKHVLWHEXWORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHVLWHDV
VHHQRQ)LJXUHDQGLQWKH$SSHQGLFHV
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ([LVWLQJ(QYLURQPHQW :RRG
7UHDWPHQW3URGXFWV EDVHGRQWKHHGLWVSURYLGHG
LQWKH3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQWKHQXPEHURISROHV
UHPRYHGQHHGVWREHXSGDWHG
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ([LVWLQJ(QYLURQPHQW
6FKRROV SOHDVHXSGDWHWKHQXPEHURISUHVFKRROV
DQGGD\FDUHFHQWHUVWRILYH
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ+D]DUGRXV0DWHULDOV
(PHUJHQF\5HVSRQVHWKH6WDWH2IILFHRI
(PHUJHQF\6HUYLFHVKDVFKDQJHGLWVQDPHWR
&DOLIRUQLD(PHUJHQF\0DQDJHPHQW$JHQF\

7KLVVLWHLVORFDWHGDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHHDVWRIWKHSURSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQPLOHQRUWKRIWKHSURSRVHG$OGHU6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQH5RXWH
DQGDGMDFHQWWRZLWKLQWKH$OWHUQDWLYH6RXUFH/LQH5RXWH


A-1.112

A-1.113

7KH3URMHFWZRXOGUHPRYHH[LVWLQJZRRGSROHV


A-1.114
)RXU)LYHSXEOLFRUSULYDWHSUHVFKRRODQGGD\FDUHFHQWHUVZHUHLGHQWLILHGZLWKLQ
PLOHRIWKH3URMHFW 6&( 

7KHSODQLVDGPLQLVWHUHGE\WKH6WDWH2IILFHRI(PHUJHQF\6HUYLFHV 2(6 &DOLIRUQLD
(PHUJHQF\0DQDJHPHQW$JHQF\ &DO(0$ 7KH &DO(0$ 2(6FRRUGLQDWHVWKH
UHVSRQVHVRIRWKHUDJHQFLHVLQFOXGLQJWKH86(3$&+3&')*WKH5:4&%VWKHORFDO
DLUGLVWULFWV LQWKLVFDVHWKH6&$40' DQGORFDODJHQFLHV



A-1.115

A-1.116

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

+D]DUGV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFW &RQVWUXFWLRQ 
6:333FRYHUDJHLVQRWREWDLQHGIURPWKH6DQWD$QD
5:4&%5DWKHUWKHDSSOLFDWLRQLVVXEPLWWHGWRWKH
6WDWH:DWHU5HVRXUFHV&RQWURO%RDUG

+D]DUGV

+D]DUGV





2-80
+D]DUGV



6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
$PRQJRWKHUWKLQJVWKH:($3ZRXOGSURYLGHLQVWUXFWLRQVIRULPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH
3URMHFW6:333LQFOXGLQJVLWHVSHFLILF%03VUHTXLUHGE\WKH5:4&%WKURXJKLWV
UHYLHZDQGDSSURYDORIWKH6:333WKHORFDWLRQRIWKH06'6DQGQRWLILFDWLRQ
SURFHGXUHVLQWKHHYHQWRIDVSLOOOHDNRUGLVFRYHU\RIVRLOFRQWDPLQDWLRQ

³,I%HFDXVHWKHTXDQWLW\RIRLOVWRUHGZRXOGH[FHHGVJDOORQVDQGWKHUHLVD
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFW 2SHUDWLRQDQG
UHDVRQDEOHH[SHFWDWLRQWRGLVFKDUJHLQWRDQDYLJDEOHZDWHUZD\D63&&3ODQGHVFULELQJ
0DLQWHQDQFH LWVWDWHVWKDWDQ63&&SODQZLOOEH
VSLOOSUHYHQWLRQPHDVXUHVZRXOGEHUHTXLUHG
SUHSDUHGVLQFHWKHTXDQWLW\RIKD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOV

ZRXOGH[FHHGJDOORQVRQVLWH+RZHYHUSHU
&)53DUWVDQGDQ63&&SODQLV
UHTXLUHGZKHQWKUHVKROGTXDQWLWLHVRIKD]DUGRXV
PDWHULDOVDUHH[FHHGHGDQGWKHUHLVDUHDVRQDEOH
H[SHFWDWLRQWRGLVFKDUJHLQWRDQDYLJDEOHZDWHUZD\
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFW &RQVWUXFWLRQ 
6:333FRYHUDJHLVQRWREWDLQHGIURPWKH6DQWD$QD
5:4&%5DWKHUWKHDSSOLFDWLRQLVVXEPLWWHGWRWKH
6WDWH:DWHU5HVRXUFHV&RQWURO%RDUG

6WDQGDUGFRQVWUXFWLRQZDWHUTXDOLW\%03VUHTXLUHGE\WKH5:4&%WKURXJKLWVUHYLHZ
DQGDSSURYDORIWKH6:333LQFOXGHPHDVXUHVIRUWKHVDIHKDQGOLQJDQGVWRUDJHRI
KD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOVXVHGGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQWRSUHYHQWDUHOHDVHDQGPHWKRGVWRFRQWDLQ
DQ\VXFKUHOHDVHLILWVKRXOGRFFXU


5HJDUGLQJ0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHWKHODQJXDJH
LQFOXGHGLQWKHEXOOHWSRLQWVPD\QRWEHDSSURSULDWH
JLYHQWKHORFDOFRQGLWLRQVDWWKH3URMHFWVLWH
,QVWHDGWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVKRXOGEHUHYLVHGWR
LQFRUSRUDWHVLWHVSHFLILFUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVSURYLGHG
E\6%&)')RUH[DPSOHWKHILUVWEXOOHWSRLQW
GLVFXVVLQJILUHILJKWLQJDSSDUDWXVPD\QRWEHVXLWHG
IRUWKLVVSHFLILFVLWHORFDWLRQ&RRUGLQDWLRQZLWK
6%&)'ZRXOGSURYLGHWKHPRVWVSHFLILFDQG
DSSOLFDEOHUHTXLUHPHQWVVXFKDVZDWHUDPRXQWV
SURSHUHTXLSPHQWHWF,QDGGLWLRQSOHDVHDOVR
FODULI\WKDWWKHWUDLQLQJWREHSURYLGHGWRWKH6&(
SHUVRQQHOVKRXOGEHZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHXVHRIILUH
ILJKWLQJHTXLSPHQWLQILJKWLQJVPDOOILUHV DV
RSSRVHGWRODUJHILUHVWKDWZRXOGEHZLWKLQWKH
SXUYLHZRIHPHUJHQF\UHVSRQGHUV 

1R6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ



A-1.117

A-1.118

A-1.119

A-1.120

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

+D]DUGV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHUHJDUGLQJWKH%)
*RRGULFK6XSHUIXQG6LWHWKH$OWHUQDWLYH6RXUFH
/LQHURXWHLVQRWDGMDFHQWWRWKHVLWHEXWORFDWHG
ZLWKLQWKHVLWHDVVHHQRQ)LJXUHDQGLQWKH
$SSHQGLFHV$GGLWLRQDOO\$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGEH
ORFDWHGRQDVLWHZKLFKLVLQFOXGHGRQWKHOLVWRI
+D]DUGRXV0DWHULDOVVLWHVFRPSLOHGSXUVXDQWWR
JRYHUQPHQWFRGH6HFWLRQDQGWKLV
LQIRUPDWLRQVKRXOGEHGLVFORVHGLQWKLVVHFWLRQRIWKH
GRFXPHQW

7KHDOWHUQDWLYHDOLJQPHQWRIWKH$OGHU6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQHDQG)LEHU2SWLF
&DEOH5RXWHZRXOGERUGHURQWKUHHVLGHVEHORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHDFUHFRQWDPLQDWHG
DUHDWKDWLVWKHVXEMHFWRIWKH%)*RRGULFK6XSHUIXQG6LWHFOHDQXSSODQ )LJXUH 

%)*RRGULFK6XSHUIXQG6LWHLVRQWKHOLVWRI+D]DUGRXV0DWHULDOVVLWHFRPSLOHG
SXUVXDQWWRJRYHUQPHQWFRGH6HFWLRQ


A-1.121

3OHDVHVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU

+D]DUGV



2-81

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHWKH'(,5JUHDWO\
XQGHUVWDWHVWKHSRWHQWLDOWRHQFRXQWHUVRLO
FRQWDPLQDWLRQGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQ%DVHGRQWKH
ILQDO%)*RRGULFKVLWHLQYHVWLJDWLRQ6RLO%RULQJDQG
9DSRU3UREH,QVWDOODWLRQ5HSRUWSUHSDUHGE\
&+0+,// 1RYHPEHU WKHUHLVVRLO
FRQWDPLQDWLRQDWGHSWKVRIWRIHHWLQWKHYLFLQLW\
RIWKHH[LVWLQJ5LDOWR&RQFUHWH3URGXFWV,QF
RSHUDWLRQORFDWHGDGMDFHQWWR/RZHOO6WUHHW)RUWKLV
UHDVRQLWLVQRWXQOLNHO\WKDWFRQWDPLQDWHGVRLOZLOO
EHHQFRXQWHUHGGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQRI$OWHUQDWLYH
DQGWKHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVDPH
PXVWEHDQDO\]HGLQJUHDWHUGHWDLO%DVHGRQWKH
UHDVRQLQJSURYLGHGDERYH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGQRW
EHFRQVLGHUHGHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUWRWKH
3URSRVHG3URMHFW
3OHDVHVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU



>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.122

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

+D]DUGV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHWKH'(,5IDLOVWR
PHQWLRQWKHFXUUHQWVWDWHRIWKHFOHDQXSVLWHDQGWKLV
LVFRQVLGHUHGWREHSUREOHPDWLFIRUWKHIROORZLQJ
UHDVRQV
x

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

7KHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQWR
GHWHUPLQHLI$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGFRQIOLFW
ZLWKFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUHUHPHGLDWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHV HJSROHORFDWLRQVFRXOGFRQIOLFW
ZLWKPRQLWRULQJZHOOVDQGRURWKHU
XQGHUJURXQGGHYLFHV 
7KHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQWR
GHWHUPLQHWKHH[WHQWRIWKHPLWLJDWLRQ
UHTXLUHGIRU$OWHUQDWLYHDQGWKHUHIRUH
ZKHWKHUVXFKPLWLJDWLRQLVIHDVLEOHDQGRU
ZLOOUHGXFHDOOLPSDFWVWROHVVWKDQ
VLJQLILFDQWOHYHO

x

7KHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQWR
GHWHUPLQHIXWXUHOLDELOLW\DVVRFLDWHGZLWK
FRQWDPLQDWHGVRLOVDQGSRWHQWLDOFOHDQXS
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV

2-82

x

A-1.123
>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

3OHDVHVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU
+\GURORJ\



5HJDUGLQJWKH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO3HUPLW2UGHU
':4ZDVDPHQGHGLQZKHQ
IRUPDOO\UHIHUHQFHGLWVKRXOGEHUHIHUUHGWRE\LWV
IRUPDOQDPH³':4´DVDPHQGHGE\
':4LQWKLVVHFWLRQDQGVXEVHTXHQW
VHFWLRQVRIWKH'(,5

&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO3HUPLW 6:5&%2UGHU':4DVDPHQGHGE\
':4':4 




A-1.124

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

+\GURORJ\

 


&RPPHQW
8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO3HUPLW
SOHDVHFRUUHFWO\LGHQWLI\WKHWHUPXVHGWRGHVFULEH
2UGHU

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
7KH3URMHFWZRXOGGLVWXUEPRUHWKDQDFUHRIVRLODQGZRXOGWKXVEHVXEMHFWWRWKH
SURYLVLRQVDQGUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO*HQHUDO&RQVWUXFWLRQ3HUPLW
6&(ZRXOGVXEPLWDQ12,WRWKH6:5&%DQGREWDLQFRYHUDJHXQGHUDQGFRPSO\ZLWK
WKH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO*HQHUDO&RQVWUXFWLRQ3HUPLW$VVXPPDUL]HGSUHYLRXVO\WKH
SUHSDUDWLRQRID6:333ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO
*HQHUDO&RQVWUXFWLRQ3HUPLW7KH6:333ZRXOGLQFOXGHEXWQRWEHOLPLWHGWRUHOHYDQW
PHDVXUHVFRQGLWLRQVDQGREOLJDWLRQVZKLFKZRXOGUHGXFHRUHOLPLQDWHWKHLPSDFWVRI
FRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRQVWRUPZDWHUDQGUHFHLYLQJZDWHUTXDOLW\DQGTXDQWLW\7KH
&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO*HQHUDO&RQVWUXFWLRQ3HUPLWDOVRFRQWDLQVUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUWKH
SRVWFRQVWUXFWLRQSHULRGWKRXJKLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRID:403²LIUHTXLUHGXQGHUWKH6DQ
%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\063HUPLWDQGDSSURYHGE\WKHFRSHUPLWWHHZLWKMXULVGLFWLRQDO
DXWKRULW\²PD\FRQVWLWXWHFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO*HQHUDO
&RQVWUXFWLRQ3HUPLWSRVWFRQVWUXFWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWV

A-1.125

«

2-83

%HFDXVHWKH3URMHFWZRXOGEHJUHDWHUWKDQDFUHLQVL]H6&(ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWR
VXEPLWD12,WRWKH6DQWD$QD6:5&%LQRUGHUWRREWDLQDSSURYDOWRFDUU\RXW
FRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVXQGHUWKH&RQVWUXFWLRQ*HQHUDO*HQHUDO&RQVWUXFWLRQ3HUPLW
+\GURORJ\

+\GURORJ\





8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWIRUFODULILFDWLRQ
PXOWLSOH6:333VFDQEHSUHSDUHGIRUWKH3URSRVHG
3URMHFW

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWIRUFODULILFDWLRQ
UHSRUWVDUHVXEPLWWHGYLDWKH6WDWH¶VHOHFWURQLF
GDWDEDVHNQRZQDV60$576DQGQRORQJHU
GLUHFWO\WRWKH5HJLRQDO:DWHU4XDOLW\&RQWURO
%RDUGV

3HUPLWUHTXLUHPHQWVZRXOGLQFOXGHWKHSUHSDUDWLRQRID6:333RUPXOWLSOH6:333V
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQDQGPRQLWRULQJRI%03VLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIEHVWDYDLODEOHWHFKQRORJ\
%$7 IRUWR[LFDQGQRQFRQYHQWLRQDOSROOXWDQWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIEHVWFRQYHQWLRQDO
WHFKQRORJ\ %&7 IRUFRQYHQWLRQDOSROOXWDQWVDQGSHULRGLFVXEPLWWDORISHUIRUPDQFH
VXPPDULHVDQGUHSRUWVWRWKH6DQWD$QD5:4&%7KH6:333 V ZRXOGDSSO\WRWKH
3URMHFWDVDZKROHDQGZRXOGLQFOXGHUHIHUHQFHWRWKHPDMRUFRQVWUXFWLRQDUHDVVXFKDV
WKHSURSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQPDWHULDOVVWDJLQJDUHDVDQGXQGHUJURXQGZRUN
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVIDFLOLWLHVDQGUHORFDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJWUDQVPLVVLRQ
SROHV
3HUPLWUHTXLUHPHQWVZRXOGLQFOXGHWKHSUHSDUDWLRQRID6:333LPSOHPHQWDWLRQDQG
PRQLWRULQJRI%03VLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIEHVWDYDLODEOHWHFKQRORJ\ %$7 IRUWR[LFDQG
QRQFRQYHQWLRQDOSROOXWDQWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIEHVWFRQYHQWLRQDOWHFKQRORJ\ %&7 IRU
FRQYHQWLRQDOSROOXWDQWVDQGSHULRGLFVXEPLWWDORISHUIRUPDQFHVXPPDULHVDQGUHSRUWVWR
WKH6DQWD$QD5:4&%



A-1.126

A-1.127

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

+\GURORJ\



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWLWVWDWHVWKDWD
63&&SODQZLOOEHSUHSDUHGVLQFHWKHTXDQWLW\RI
KD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOVZRXOGH[FHHGJDOORQVRQ
VLWH+RZHYHUSHU&)53DUWVDQGD
63&&SODQLVUHTXLUHGZKHQWKUHVKROGTXDQWLWLHVRI
KD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOVDUHH[FHHGHGDQGWKHUHLVD
UHDVRQDEOHH[SHFWDWLRQWRGLVFKDUJHLQWRDQDYLJDEOH
ZDWHUZD\

+\GURORJ\



6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
:LWKUHVSHFWWRDGYHUVHZDWHUTXDOLW\LPSDFWGXHWRWKHSUHVHQFHRIKD]DUGRXVPDWHULDOV
EDVHGRQLIWKHDQWLFLSDWHGYROXPHRIPLQHUDORLOLQXVHDWWKHVLWHH[FHHGVEHLQJLQ
H[FHVVRIJDOORQVDQGWKHUHLVDUHDVRQDEOHH[SHFWDWLRQWRGLVFKDUJHLQWRD
QDYLJDEOHZDWHUZD\D6SLOO3UHYHQWLRQDQG&RQWURO&RXQWHUPHDVXUHV 63&& 3ODQ
ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHG &)53DUWV 

A-1.128

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.129

2-84

5HJDUGLQJWKHDQDO\VLVIRU$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO
6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHLWVKRXOGEHQRWHG
WKDWEDVHGRQWKHKLJKSRWHQWLDOWRHQFRXQWHU
FRQWDPLQDWHGVRLOVGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQWKHUHLVDQ
LQFUHPHQWDOLQFUHDVHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKVLJQLILFDQFH
FULWHULRQD WKDWPXVWEHGLVFORVHGDQG
DFNQRZOHGJHG%DVHGRQWKHUHDVRQLQJSURYLGHG
DERYH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGQRWEHFRQVLGHUHG
HQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUWRWKH3URSRVHG3URMHFW
3OHDVHVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU

/DQG8VH



)RULQIRUPDWLRQSXUSRVHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJODQGXVHGHVLJQDWLRQVIRU6DQ
%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWRDQG5DQFKR&XFDPRQJDUHODWHGWR
ODQGXVHDQGSODQQLQJDUHGHVFULEHGEHORZ


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJXODWRU\6HWWLQJ /RFDO 
FODULILFDWLRQDERXWWKHORFDOODQGXVHGHVLJQDWLRQV
VKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFH
³)RULQIRUPDWLRQSXUSRVHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQ
ELQGLQJODQGXVHGHVLJQDWLRQVIRU6DQ%HUQDUGLQR
&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWRDQG5DQFKR
&XFDPRQJDUHODWHGWRODQGXVHDQGSODQQLQJDUH
GHVFULEHGEHORZ´

/DQG8VH 
3ODQQLQJ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD *HQHUDO3ODQ 
SOHDVHUHYLVHWKHGHVFULSWLRQRIZKHUHWKH(WLZDQGD
6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQHURXWHZRXOGEHORFDWHG
RXWVLGH6&(¶VH[LVWLQJ52:

A-1.130

7KHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHURXWHZRXOGEHZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJ6&(52:GHOLQHDWHGDV3
8&RQWKHFLW\¶VODQGXVHPDSDQGQRWLQFOXGHGLQWKHVSHFLILFSODQDUHDVZLWKWKH
H[FHSWLRQRI WKHSRUWLRQWKDWZRXOGGLYHUWIURP6&(¶V52:DQGH[WHQGHDVWSDUDOOHO
WR6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHWR6DQ6HYDLQH5RDGWKHQH[WHQGQRUWKSDUDOOHOLQJ6DQ
6HYDLQH5RDGDQGVSDQQLQJWKH)UHHZD\XQWLOUHHQWHULQJ6&(¶V52:DQG 
DSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHEHWZHHQ&\SUHVV6WUHHWDQGWKHSURSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQORFDWLRQWKURXJKDQDSSURYHG6SHFLILF3ODQDUHD




A-1.131

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

/DQG8VH 
3ODQQLQJ



0LQHUDO
5HVRXUFHV



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWLWVKRXOGEH
FODULILHGWKDWWKHSRUWLRQVRIWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQ
URXWHZLWKLQWKH&LW\RI)RQWDQDZRXOGEHORFDWHG
SULPDULO\ZLWKLQH[LVWLQJ6&(52:

«WKHSRUWLRQVRIWKHURXWHWKDWZRXOGWUDYHUVHWKHVHFRPPXQLWLHVZRXOGEHSULPDULO\
ZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJ6&(52:DQGWKHVHIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGQRWUHVWULFWDFFHVVRUFRQVWLWXWHD
SK\VLFDOEDUULHUWRWKHVHFRPPXQLWLHV
)RULQIRUPDWLRQSXUSRVHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVLQFOXGHGLQWKH
JHQHUDOSODQVIRU6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWRDQG5DQFKR
&XFDPRQJDUHODWHGWRPLQHUDOUHVRXUFHVDUHGHVFULEHGEHORZ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJXODWRU\6HWWLQJ /RFDO 
FODULILFDWLRQDERXWWKHORFDOSROLFLHVVKRXOGEH
LQFOXGHGLQWKHIROORZLQJVHQWHQFH



A-1.133

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJXODWRU\&RQWH[WWKH
DSSOLFDELOLW\RIODQGXVHSROLFLHVVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

+RZHYHU&38&VWDIIFRQVLGHUHGWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH
JHQHUDOSODQVIRU6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWRDQG5DQFKR
&XFDPRQJDWRLQIRUPWKHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIVLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGVIRUWKHVWXG\DUHD

A-1.134

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
*HQHUDO3ODQWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIODQGXVHSROLFLHV
VKRXOGEHFODULILHG

7KH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHV
IURPWKH1RLVH(OHPHQW 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\D 

A-1.135

³)RULQIRUPDWLRQSXUSRVHVWKHIROORZLQJJRDOVDQG
SROLFLHVLQFOXGHGLQWKHJHQHUDOSODQVIRU6DQ
%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWR
DQG5DQFKR&XFDPRQJDUHODWHGWRPLQHUDOUHVRXUFHV
DUHGHVFULEHGEHORZ´

2-85

1RLVH



1RLVH



1RLVH



A-1.132

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJXODWRU\&RQWH[WSOHDVHDGG
DUHIHUHQFHWRWKHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR
&RXQW\&RGHWKDWGLVFXVVHVWKLVFRGH¶VUHJXODWLRQV
JRYHUQLQJVWDWLRQDU\QRLVHVRXUFHV

1R6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
7KH&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLF\IURPWKH
1RLVH(OHPHQW &LW\RI)RQWDQD 

A-1.136

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQ
WKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIODQGXVHSROLFLHVVKRXOGEH
FODULILHG

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD0XQLFLSDO
&RGHWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIORFDOPXQLFLSDOFRGHV
VKRXOGEHFODULILHG

7KH&LW\RI)RQWDQDUHJXODWHVQRLVHZLWK0XQLFLSDO&RGH&KDSWHU$UWLFOH,,1RLVH
7KHRWKHUZLVHUHOHYDQWSRUWLRQRIWKLVQRQELQGLQJFRGH E GHVFULEHVWKH
IROORZLQJSURKLELWHGQRLVHV

A-1.138

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQWKH
DSSOLFDELOLW\RIODQGXVHSROLFLHVVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

7KH&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLF\IURPWKH
6DIHW\DQG1RLVH(OHPHQW &LW\RI5LDOWR 

A-1.139



A-1.137

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR0XQLFLSDO&RGH
WKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIORFDOPXQLFLSDOFRGHVVKRXOGEH
FODULILHG

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR0XQLFLSDO&RGH
WKH&LW\RI5LDOWRH[HPSWV6&(DVDXWLOLW\³VXEMHFW
WRWKHUHJXODWRU\MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF
8WLOLWLHV&RPPLVVLRQ´IURPQRLVHDQGRSHUDWLRQDO
KRXUVRUGLQDQFHVXQGHU . RIWKH&LW\¶V
PXQLFLSDOFRGH

7KH&LW\RI5LDOWRUHJXODWHVQRLVHZLWK0XQLFLSDO&RGH&KDSWHU1RLVH&RQWURO7KH
RWKHUZLVHUHOHYDQWSRUWLRQVRIWKLVQRQELQGLQJFRGHDUHDVIROORZV &LW\RI5LDOWR
 
6&(¶VSURMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVDUHH[HPSWIURPWKHSURYLVLRQVRI&KDSWHURI
WKH&LW\¶VPXQLFLSDOFRGH$VSURYLGHGLQWKDWFKDSWHU
([HPSWLRQV7KHIROORZLQJDFWLYLWLHVDQGQRLVHVRXUFHVVKDOOEHH[HPSWIURP
WKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKLVFKDSWHU
.&RQVWUXFWLRQRSHUDWLRQPDLQWHQDQFHDQGUHSDLUVRIHTXLSPHQWDSSDUDWXVRUIDFLOLWLHV
RISDUNDQGUHFUHDWLRQGHSDUWPHQWVSXEOLFZRUNSURMHFWVRUHVVHQWLDOSXEOLFVHUYLFHVDQG
IDFLOLWLHVLQFOXGLQJWUDVKFROOHFWLRQDQGWKRVHRISXEOLFXWLOLWLHVVXEMHFWWRWKHUHJXODWRU\
MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV&RPPLVVLRQ

2-86

/&RQVWUXFWLRQUHSDLURUH[FDYDWLRQZRUNSHUIRUPHGSXUVXDQWWRDYDOLGZULWWHQ
DJUHHPHQWZLWKWKHFLW\RUDQ\RILWVSROLWLFDOVXEGLYLVLRQVZKLFKDJUHHPHQWSURYLGHVIRU
QRLVHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV
7KH&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJ
SROLFLHVIURPWKH3XEOLF+HDOWKDQG6DIHW\(OHPHQW &LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD 

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD
*HQHUDO3ODQWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIODQGXVHSROLFLHV
VKRXOGEHFODULILHG

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD
0XQLFLSDO&RGHWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIORFDO
PXQLFLSDOFRGHVVKRXOGEHFODULILHG

1RLVH



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHV $SSURDFKWR$QDO\VLV LQWKHDGGLWLRQ
WRWKHIDFWWKDWFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVZRXOGW\SLFDOO\
EHDOORZHGLIWKH\RFFXUGXULQJWKHKRXUVSUHVHQWHG
LQ7DEOHDQ\ZRUNDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH)DOFRQ
5LGJH3URMHFWLQWKH&LW\RI5LDOWRZRXOGDOVREH
H[HPSWIURPRWKHUZLVHDSSOLFDEOH1RLVH&RQWURO
UHJXODWLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKHFLW\¶V
0XQLFLSDO&RGHDVDXWLOLW\SURMHFWVXEMHFWWRWKH
UHJXODWRU\MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF
8WLOLWLHV&RPPLVVLRQ 6HH .  

A-1.140

7KH&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJDUHJXODWHVQRLVHZLWK0XQLFLSDO&RGH7LWOH
1RLVH$EDWHPHQW7KHRWKHUZLVHUHOHYDQWSRUWLRQVRIWKLVQRQELQGLQJFRGH
DUHDVIROORZV
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHIDFWWKDWFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVLQXQLQFRUSRUDWHG6DQ%HUQDUGLQR
&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQDDQG5LDOWRDUHH[HPSWIURPWKHQRLVHUHJXODWLRQ
SURYLVLRQVLQWKHLUFRGHVLIWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRFFXUGXULQJWKHKRXUVSUHVHQWHGLQ
7DEOHLWVKRXOGDOVREHQRWHGWKDWDVDXWLOLW\SURMHFWVXEMHFWWRWKHUHJXODWRU\
MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV&RPPLVVLRQDQ\ZRUNDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH
)DOFRQ5LGJH3URMHFWLQWKH&LW\RI5LDOWRZRXOGDOVREHH[HPSWIURPRWKHUZLVH
DSSOLFDEOH1RLVH&RQWUROUHJXODWLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKHFLW\¶V0XQLFLSDO
&RGH&RQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVLQXQLQFRUSRUDWHG6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI
)RQWDQDDQG5LDOWRDUHH[HPSWIURPWKHQRLVHUHJXODWLRQSURYLVLRQVLQWKHLUFRGHLIWKH
FRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRFFXUGXULQJWKHKRXUVSUHVHQWHGLQ7DEOH




A-1.141

A-1.142

A-1.143

A-1.144

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

1RLVH



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHDVDXWLOLW\SURMHFWVXEMHFW
WRWKHUHJXODWRU\MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD3XEOLF
8WLOLWLHV&RPPLVVLRQDQ\ZRUNDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH
)DOFRQ5LGJH3URMHFWLQWKH&LW\RI5LDOWRZRXOG
DOVREHH[HPSWIURPRWKHUZLVHDSSOLFDEOH1RLVH
&RQWUROUHJXODWLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKH
FLW\¶V0XQLFLSDO&RGH3OHDVHDGGDIRRWQRWHWRWKH
7DEOHWRLQGLFDWHWKDW6&(SURMHFWZRUN
DFWLYLWLHVDUHH[HPSWIURPWKHSHUPLWWHGKRXUV
LQGLFDWHGLQWKHWDEOH

A-1.145


$GGLWLRQDOQRWH

2-87

$OWKRXJKWKHVHKRXUVUHJXODWLRQVDUHDSSOLFDEOHWRFRQVWUXFWLRQZRUNLQJHQHUDO
SOHDVHQRWHWKDWDVDXWLOLW\DOO6&(XWLOLW\SURMHFWZRUNDFWLYLWLHVDUHH[HPSWIURPDOO
WLPLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVXQGHU&LW\RI5LDOWR V0XQLFLSDO&RGH



Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

1RLVH



0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHVZRXOGQRWPLWLJDWHDQ\
VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWXQGHU&(4$FULWHULRQD IRUQRLVH
DQGVKRXOGWKHUHIRUHEHGHOHWHG
,QDGGLWLRQWKHUHGRHVQRWVHHPWREHDQ\FRQFOXVLYH
EHQHILWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUH$V
QRWHGRQSDJH³LWLVQRWSRVVLEOHWRILUPO\
VXEVWDQWLDWHWKDWLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHZRXOGDFKLHYHQRLVHUHGXFWLRQVRI
PRUHWKDQG%$´%HFDXVHG%$LVH[SODLQHGWR
EHWKHW\SLFDOFKDQJHLQQRLVHOHYHOUHTXLUHGIRUDQ\
QRWLFHDEOHFKDQJHLQKXPDQUHVSRQVH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDWZRXOG
QRWDFKLHYHWKDWQRWLFHDEOHFKDQJHVKRXOGQRWEH
LPSOHPHQWHG

2-88

7KHDQDO\VLVDOVRGRHVQRWFRQVLGHUSRWHQWLDOQRLVH
LPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIVRPH
DVSHFWVRIWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVGHVFULEHGLQWKH
'(,5)RUH[DPSOH0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH
LQFOXGHVDSURYLVLRQVWDWLQJWKDWWHPSRUDU\QRLVH
EDUULHUVVKRXOGEHLQVWDOOHG+RZHYHULQVWDOODWLRQRI
QRLVHEDUULHUVPD\SURYHWREHFRXQWHUSURGXFWLYHLI
DSSOLHGWRZRUNDVVRFLDWHGZLWKN9
VXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHV0RVWN9OLQH
FRQVWUXFWLRQLVRIVKRUWGXUDWLRQDQGLQVWDOODWLRQDQG
UHPRYDORIWKHEDUULHUVFRXOGWDNHORQJHUDQGFRXOG
SURGXFHDVPDQ\RUPRUHLPSDFWVLQFOXGLQJQRLVH
LPSDFWVWKDQWKHN9ZRUNLWVHOI



A-1.146
1R6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

1RLVH



5HJDUGLQJ0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHWKHPHDVXUH
GRHVQRWVSHFLI\QRLVHOHYHOOLPLWVRUVWDQGDUGVRI
DQ\VRUWLQZKLFK6&(LVWU\LQJWRDFKLHYH2WKHU
WKDQWKHGLVWDQFHWRDUHFHSWRUZKLFKGRHVQRW
QHFHVVDULO\HTXDWHWRDQ\SDUWLFXODUVRXQG
PHDVXUHPHQWWKHUHLVQRZD\RIGHWHUPLQLQJ
FRPSOLDQFHRUZKHQLWLVQHFHVVDU\

2-89

$VQRLVHLPSDFWVDUHEDVHGRQQRLVHOHYHOVDQGQRW
VROHO\RQGLVWDQFHWRDSRWHQWLDOUHFHSWRUWKH
GHWHUPLQDWLRQRIZKHQDQGZKHUHWKLVPHDVXUH
VKRXOGEHLPSOHPHQWHGVKRXOGEHEDVHGRQIDFWRUV
RWKHUWKDQVLPSO\GLVWDQFH)RUH[DPSOHWKHNH\
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHZKHWKHUSURMHFWUHODWHG
QRLVHOHYHOVZRXOGUHSUHVHQWDQLQFUHDVHRYHU
DPELHQWQRLVHOHYHOVRUDORFDOVWDQGDUGE\D
SDUWLFXODUDPRXQW7KHUHIRUHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUH
ZRXOGQRWPLWLJDWHDQ\VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWXQGHU
&(4$FULWHULRQG IRUQRLVHDQGVKRXOGEHGHOHWHG
3RSXODWLRQ 
+RXVLQJ



3RSXODWLRQ 
+RXVLQJ



3RSXODWLRQ 
+RXVLQJ



0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHVKRXOGEHGHOHWHG

A-1.147

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJXODWRU\6HWWLQJ 6RXWKHUQ
&DOLIRUQLD$VVRFLDWLRQRI*RYHUQPHQWV SOHDVH
UHYLVHWKHGDWHWRUHIOHFWWKDW6&$*KDVSUHSDUHGWKH
QH[W5+1$ZKLFKFRYHUVWKHSHULRGIURP2FWREHU
WR6HSWHPEHU 6&$*1RYHPEHU
 

«7KHPRVWUHFHQWO\SXEOLVKHG5+1$FRYHUHGWKHSODQQLQJSHULRGRI-DQXDU\WR
-XQH%HFDXVHRIWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRI6HQDWH%LOO 6% 6&$*LVSUHSDULQJ
WKHQH[W5+1$SODQQLQJF\FOHZKLFKZLOOFRYHU-DQXDU\2FWREHUWR
6HSWHPEHU 6&$*E 

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
*HQHUDO3ODQSOHDVHFODULI\WKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
SURYLVLRQVRIWKDWSODQWRWKH3URMHFWJLYHQ*2
'

7KH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQFRQWDLQVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQG
SROLFLHVWKDWDUHZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV 6DQ
%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\ 

A-1.149


7KH3XEOLF)DFLOLWLHV6HUYLFHV ,QIUDVWUXFWXUH(OHPHQWRIWKH&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO
3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVWKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEH
UHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV &LW\RI)RQWDQD 


A-1.150

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQ
SOHDVHFODULI\WKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKHSURYLVLRQVRI
WKDWSODQWRWKH3URMHFWJLYHQ*2'



A-1.148

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

3RSXODWLRQ 
+RXVLQJ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQ
SOHDVHFODULI\WKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKHSURYLVLRQVRI
WKDWSODQWRWKH3URMHFWJLYHQ*2'

3RSXODWLRQ 
+RXVLQJ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD
*HQHUDO3ODQSOHDVHFODULI\WKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
SURYLVLRQVRIWKDWSODQWRWKH3URMHFWJLYHQ*2
'

3XEOLF6HUYLFHV



7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJJRDODQGSROLF\DUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5LDOWR 
7KHIROORZLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVDUHZRXOG
RWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW &LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD 

7KHIROORZLQJIRRWQRWHSURYLGHVGDWDUHODWHGWR
5LYHUVLGH&RXQW\WKH3URMHFWDUHDLVORFDWHGLQ6DQ
%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\WKHUHIRUHWKHGDWDLQWKHIRRWQRWH
VKRXOGEHUHYLVHG

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

2-90

³,Q5LYHUVLGH&RXQW\LQKRXVHKROGV
KDGFKLOGUHQXQGHUWKHDJHRIDQGWKHWRWDO
FRXQW\SRSXODWLRQRIFKLOGUHQXQGHUWKHDJHRI
ZDV 86&HQVXV%XUHDX ´
5HFUHDWLRQ



7KH6DIHW\(OHPHQWRIWKH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQFRQWDLQVWKHIROORZLQJ
QRQELQGLQJSROLF\UHODWHGWRUHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW
DQGDOWHUQDWLYHV 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\ 



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&RXQW\RI6DQ%HUQDUGLQR
*HQHUDO3ODQDOWKRXJKWKHWH[WLQWKHDERYH
SDUDJUDSKH[SODLQVWKDWWKHJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVIURP
WKHJHQHUDOSODQDUHQRWDSSOLFDEOHLWVKRXOGEH
IXUWKHUFODULILHGLQWKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWDVZHOO
³7KH6DIHW\(OHPHQWRIWKH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
*HQHUDO3ODQFRQWDLQVWKHIROORZLQJSROLF\UHODWHGWR
UHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQG
DOWHUQDWLYHV 6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\ ´



A-1.151

A-1.152

A-1.153

A-1.154

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

5HFUHDWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQ
DOWKRXJKWKHWH[WLQWKHSULRUSDUDJUDSKH[SODLQVWKDW
WKHJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVIURPWKHJHQHUDOSODQDUHQRW
DSSOLFDEOHLWVKRXOGEHIXUWKHUFODULILHGLQWKH
IROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWDVZHOO

7KH&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHV
UHODWHGWRUHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV &LW\
RI)RQWDQD 



A-1.155

³7KH&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKH
IROORZLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVUHODWHGWRUHFUHDWLRQWKDW
ZRXOGEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV
&LW\RI)RQWDQD ´
5HFUHDWLRQ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQ
DOWKRXJKWKHWH[WLQWKHSULRUSDUDJUDSKH[SODLQVWKDW
WKHJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVIURPWKHJHQHUDOSODQDUHQRW
DSSOLFDEOHLWVKRXOGEHIXUWKHUFODULILHGLQWKH
IROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWDVZHOO

7KH&LUFXODWLRQ&KDSWHURIWKH&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQ
ELQGLQJSROLF\UHODWHGWRUHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQG
DOWHUQDWLYHV &LW\RI5LDOWR 



A-1.156

2-91

³7KH&LUFXODWLRQ&KDSWHURIWKH&LW\RI5LDOWR
*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJSROLF\UHODWHGWR
UHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQG
DOWHUQDWLYHV &LW\RI5LDOWR ´
5HFUHDWLRQ



7KH&RPPXQLW\6HUYLFHV(OHPHQWRIWKH&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQ
LQFOXGHVWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVUHODWHGWRUHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEH
UHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV &LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD 


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD
*HQHUDO3ODQDOWKRXJKWKHWH[WLQWKHSULRU
SDUDJUDSKH[SODLQVWKDWWKHJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVIURP
WKHJHQHUDOSODQDUHQRWDSSOLFDEOHLWVKRXOGEH
IXUWKHUFODULILHGLQWKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWDVZHOO



³7KH&RPPXQLW\6HUYLFHV(OHPHQWRIWKH&LW\RI
5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD*HQHUDO3ODQLQFOXGHVWKH
IROORZLQJSROLFLHVUHODWHGWRUHFUHDWLRQWKDWZRXOGEH
UHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFWDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV &LW\RI
5DQFKR&XFDPRQJD ´



A-1.157

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

5HFUHDWLRQ



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

5HJDUGLQJWKHDQDO\VLVIRU,PSDFWWKH
IROORZLQJDVVXPSWLRQLVQRWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
LQIRUPDWLRQSURYLGHGLQ&KDSWHU3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQDQGQHHGVWREHUHYLVHG
³%RWKWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHDQGILEHURSWLFFDEOH
ZRXOGEHVWUXQJDORQJH[LVWLQJDERYHJURXQG
VWUXFWXUHVLQWKHVHSRUWLRQVRIWKHDOLJQPHQWDQGQR
QHZZRRGSROHV763VRURWKHUVWUXFWXUHVZRXOGEH
FRQVWUXFWHGZLWKLQWKHVHSRUWLRQVRIWKH52:
7KHUHIRUHQRJURXQGGLVWXUELQJFRQVWUXFWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHVZRXOGWDNHSODFHZLWKLQWKHVHVHJPHQWVRI
WKH52:DQG3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQZRXOGQRW
FRQWULEXWHWRRUDFFHOHUDWHWKHVXEVWDQWLDOSK\VLFDO
GHWHULRUDWLRQRIWKHVHIDFLOLWLHVDQGWKLVLPSDFW
ZRXOGEHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW´

%RWKWKHVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQOLQHDQGILEHURSWLFFDEOHZRXOGEHVWUXQJDORQJH[LVWLQJ
DERYHJURXQGVWUXFWXUHVLQWKHVHSRUWLRQVRIWKHDOLJQPHQWDQGQRQHZZRRGSROHV763V
RURWKHUVWUXFWXUHVZRXOGEHFRQVWUXFWHGZLWKLQWKHVHSRUWLRQVRIWKH52:7KHUHIRUHQR
JURXQGGLVWXUELQJFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVZRXOGWDNHSODFHZLWKLQWKHVHVHJPHQWVRIWKH
52:1HZVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQSROHVDQGDFFHVVURDGVZRXOGEHORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHVH
SRUWLRQVRIWKH52:+RZHYHUDQG3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQRIDFFHVVURDGVDQGQHZSROHV
ZRXOGQRWFRQWULEXWHWRRUDFFHOHUDWHWKHVXEVWDQWLDOSK\VLFDOGHWHULRUDWLRQRIWKHVH
IDFLOLWLHVDQGWKLVLPSDFWZRXOGEHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW



2-92



A-1.158

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

5HFUHDWLRQ



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

5HJDUGLQJWKHDQDO\VLVIRU,PSDFWWKH
IROORZLQJGLVFXVVLRQLVQRWUHODWHGWRWKH&(4$
FULWHULDLWLVHYDOXDWLQJ

2-93

³3URMHFWRSHUDWLRQZRXOGKDYHQRHIIHFWZLWKUHVSHFW
WRWKHXVHRUVXEVWDQWLDOGHWHULRUDWLRQRISDUNV
3URMHFWPDLQWHQDQFHZRXOGEHLQIUHTXHQWZRXOGQRW
VXEVWDQWLDOO\LQFUHDVHDERYHH[LVWLQJOHYHOVDQG
ZRXOGEHXQOLNHO\WRUHVXOWLQFORVXUHVRIWKHVH
SHGHVWULDQSDWKZD\VDQGRUSDVVLYHUHFUHDWLRQDO
DUHDV+RZHYHU3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQFRXOGDIIHFW
SHGHVWULDQVDQGSDUNXVHUVDW)RQWDQD3DUNDQG
5RVHQD3DUN(DVWDQG:HVWE\UHVXOWLQJLQ
WHPSRUDU\FORVXUHVRISHGHVWULDQSDWKZD\VDQGRU
SDVVLYHUHFUHDWLRQDODUHDVZLWKLQWKH52:
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHZRXOGHQVXUHWKDW
UHFUHDWLRQDOLVWVDUHDZDUHRIDQ\SRVVLEOHSDWKZD\RU
SDUNFORVXUHVGXULQJ3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHV´

7KH&(4$VLJQLILFDQFHFULWHULDUHTXHVWVDQDQDO\VLV
EHSURYLGHGWRGHWHUPLQHLIWKH3URMHFWZRXOG
LQFUHDVHWKHXVHRIH[LVWLQJQHLJKERUKRRGDQG
UHJLRQDOSDUNVRURWKHUUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHVVXFK
WKDWVXEVWDQWLDOSK\VLFDOGHWHULRUDWLRQRIWKHIDFLOLW\
ZRXOGRFFXURUEHDFFHOHUDWHG

³3URMHFWRSHUDWLRQZRXOGKDYHQRHIIHFWZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHXVHRUVXEVWDQWLDO
GHWHULRUDWLRQRISDUNV3URMHFWPDLQWHQDQFHZRXOGEHLQIUHTXHQWZRXOGQRWVXEVWDQWLDOO\
LQFUHDVHDERYHH[LVWLQJOHYHOVDQGZRXOGEHXQOLNHO\WRUHVXOWLQFORVXUHVRIWKHVH
SHGHVWULDQSDWKZD\VDQGRUSDVVLYHUHFUHDWLRQDODUHDV+RZHYHU3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQ
FRXOGDIIHFWSHGHVWULDQVDQGSDUNXVHUVDW)RQWDQD3DUNDQG5RVHQD3DUN(DVWDQG:HVW
E\UHVXOWLQJLQWHPSRUDU\FORVXUHVRISHGHVWULDQSDWKZD\VDQGRUSDVVLYHUHFUHDWLRQDO
DUHDVZLWKLQWKH52:0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHZRXOG
HQVXUHWKDWUHFUHDWLRQDOLVWVDUHDZDUHRIDQ\SRVVLEOHSDWKZD\RUSDUNFORVXUHVGXULQJ
3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHV´

0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH6&(VKDOOFRRUGLQDWHZLWKWKH&LW\RI)RQWDQD&RPPXQLW\
6HUYLFHV'HSDUWPHQWWRHQVXUHWKDWDSSURSULDWHZDUQLQJVLJQVDUHSRVWHGDOHUWLQJ
SHGHVWULDQVDQGSDUNXVHUVWRSHGHVWULDQSDWKZD\DQGSDUNFORVXUHVDQGLQIRUPLQJXVHUV
DERXWQHDUE\DOWHUQDWLYHUHFUHDWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVVXFKDV.RHKOHUDQG1RUWK)RQWDQD
SDUNV

>3OHDVHDOVRUHYLVHWKHDQDO\VLVWRUHVSRQGWRWKH&(4$FULWHULDUHJDUGLQJSRWHQWLDO
SK\VLFDOGHWHULRUDWLRQ@

7KHGLVFXVVLRQDVSUHVHQWHGH[SODLQV3URMHFW
FRQVWUXFWLRQFRXOGDIIHFWXVDJHSDWWHUQVRISDUN
XVHUVEXWVXFKDGLVFXVVLRQLVQRWZDUUDQWHGLQWKLV
VHFWLRQRIWKHDQDO\VLVDQGVKRXOGEHUHPRYHGIURP
WKH'(,5DVZHOODVWKHDVVRFLDWHG0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUH3OHDVHQRWHWKDW0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHDOUHDG\SURYLGHVWKDW6&(VKDOO
SUHSDUHDQGLPSOHPHQWDWUDIILFFRQWUROSODQWKDW
ZRXOGDPRQJRWKHUWKLQJVLGHQWLI\GHWRXUVIRU
SHGHVWULDQVGXULQJ3URMHFWFRQVWUXFWLRQ



A-1.159

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6HWWLQJ /RFDO
5RDGZD\V LWLVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHURDGZD\V
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK$OWHUQDWLYHEHLGHQWLILHGLQWKLV
VHFWLRQDOWKRXJKDVH[SODLQHGXQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ
$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW5HDOLJQPHQW
$OWHUQDWLYH SDJH WKHDOWHUQDWLYHLQFOXGHV
VLPLODUURDGZD\VWRWKH3URMHFW

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

&38&VWDIIFRQVLGHUHGWKHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVLGHQWLILHGLQWKHJHQHUDOSODQV
IRU6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWRDQG5DQFKR&XFDPRQJDWR
LGHQWLI\WKHDGRSWHG/26VWDQGDUGVIRUURDGZD\VSRWHQWLDOO\DIIHFWHGE\WKH3URMHFW


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ5HJXODWRU\6HWWLQJ /RFDO 
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG

2-94

³&38&VWDIIFRQVLGHUHGWKHIROORZLQJSROLFLHV
LGHQWLILHGLQWKHJHQHUDOSODQVIRU6DQ%HUQDUGLQR
&RXQW\DQGWKHFLWLHVRI)RQWDQD5LDOWRDQG5DQFKR
&XFDPRQJDWRLGHQWLI\WKHDGRSWHG/26VWDQGDUGV
IRUURDGZD\VSRWHQWLDOO\DIIHFWHGE\WKH3URMHFW´
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



7KH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQFRQWDLQVQRQELQGLQJJRDOVSROLFLHVDQG
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWR3URMHFW2WKHUZLVH
U5HOHYDQWQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVDQGSURJUDPVWRWKH3URMHFWDUHGLVFXVVHGEHORZ


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG
³7KH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\*HQHUDO3ODQFRQWDLQV
JRDOVSROLFLHVDQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDW
ZRXOGEHUHOHYDQWWR3URMHFW5HOHYDQWSROLFLHVDQG
SURJUDPVWRWKH3URMHFWDUHGLVFXVVHGEHORZ´

7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ6DQ%HUQDUGLQR&RXQW\
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG





A-1.160

A-1.161

A-1.162

2WKHUZLVH5UHOHYDQWQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVWRWKH3URMHFWDUHGLVFXVVHGEHORZ



³5HOHYDQWJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVWRWKH3URMHFWDUH
GLVFXVVHGEHORZ´



A-1.163

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
6SHFLILFQRQELQGLQJJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVWKDWRWKHUZLVHZRXOGEHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW
LQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJ



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI)RQWDQD*HQHUDO3ODQ
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG

A-1.164

³6SHFLILFJRDOVDQGSROLFLHVWKDWZRXOGEHUHOHYDQW
WRWKH3URMHFWLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJ´
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



7KHIROORZLQJQRQELQGLQJSROLFLHVIURPWKHJHQHUDOSODQZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHOHYDQWWR
WKH3URMHFW


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&LW\RI5LDOWR*HQHUDO3ODQ
FODULILFDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSOLFDELOLW\RIWKH
IROORZLQJVHQWHQFHVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHG
³7KHIROORZLQJSROLFLHVIURPWKHJHQHUDOSODQZRXOG
EHUHOHYDQWWRWKH3URMHFW´

7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



2-95

$VVWDWHGFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGIDFLOLWLHVZRXOGZRUNVLPXOWDQHRXVO\ZKHQHYHU
SRVVLEOHKRZHYHUWKHHVWLPDWHGGHSOR\PHQWDQGQXPEHURIFUHZPHPEHUVZRXOG
GHSHQGRQORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQQRQGLVFUHWLRQDU\SHUPLWWLQJPDWHULDODYDLODELOLW\DQG
FRQVWUXFWLRQVFKHGXOLQJ


8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ&RQVWUXFWLRQ 5HODWHG9HKLFOH
7ULSV WKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWUHJDUGLQJORFDO
MXULVGLFWLRQVVKRXOGEHFODULILHG
³$VVWDWHGFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGIDFLOLWLHV
ZRXOGZRUNVLPXOWDQHRXVO\ZKHQHYHUSRVVLEOH
KRZHYHUWKHHVWLPDWHGGHSOR\PHQWDQGQXPEHURI
FUHZPHPEHUVZRXOGGHSHQGRQORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQ
SHUPLWWLQJPDWHULDODYDLODELOLW\DQGFRQVWUXFWLRQ
VFKHGXOLQJ´

7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF







8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ2SHUDWLRQDQG0DLQWHQDQFH
&RQVWUXFWLRQ DOWKRXJKQRWDVFRPPRQVRPH
PDWHULDOGHOLYHULHVKDYHWKHSRWHQWLDOWRRFFXUGXULQJ
SHDNKRXUV

,WLVH[SHFWHGWKDW3URMHFWJHQHUDWHGWUXFNWULSVGHOLYHULQJPDWHULDOVDQGHTXLSPHQW
ZRXOGJHQHUDOO\RFFXUGXULQJRIISHDNFRPPXWHKRXUVZRXOGXWLOL]HGHGLFDWHGWUXFN
URXWHVZLWKLQHDFKMXULVGLFWLRQDQGZRXOGFRPSO\ZLWKDOO&DOWUDQVSHUPLWWLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWVZKHQDQ\WUXFNORDGVDUHRYHUVL]H

A-1.165

A-1.166

A-1.167


7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ
7UDIILF



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ$OWHUQDWLYH/RZHOO6WUHHW
5HDOLJQPHQW$OWHUQDWLYHWKHWH[WUHIHUHQFHV
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH
KRZHYHUQRVXFKPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHH[LVWVLQWKH
GRFXPHQWWKHUHIRUHWKHWH[WVKRXOGEHXSGDWHG

7KHUHIRUH0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHVDQGLGHQWLILHGIRUWKH3URMHFWZRXOGDOVR
EHUHTXLUHGIRUWKLVDOWHUQDWLYH







A-1.168

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

8WLOLWLHV



8WLOLWLHV

2-96

8WLOLWLHV





&RPPHQW
5HJDUGLQJWKHDQDO\VLVIRUVLJQLILFDQFHFULWHULRQF 
XQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHVWKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWVGRQRWFOHDUO\
UHIOHFWWKHFRPSRQHQWVRIWKH3URMHFWDQGVKRXOGEH
UHYLVHG
³&RQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQ
VRXUFHOLQHURXWHVZRXOGVSDQGUDLQDJHVEXW6&(
GRHVQRWDQWLFLSDWHSODFLQJVWUXFWXUHVZLWKLQ
GUDLQDJHV7KHSURSRVHGWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
IDFLOLWLHVDQGSURSRVHGGLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\VZRXOG
QRWDGGDQ\QHZDERYHJURXQGVWUXFWXUHV´

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHVVLJQLILFDQFHFULWHULRQG SOHDVHDGG
ODQJXDJHWRVWDWHWKDWFRQVWUXFWLRQZRXOGEH
DSSUR[LPDWHO\PRQWKVDVWKHGXUDWLRQPD\
FKDQJHVOLJKWO\GHSHQGLQJRQILHOGFRQGLWLRQV
%DVHGRQWKHHGLWVSURYLGHGLQWKH3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQLWLVVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHRSWLRQIRUWKH
SHUPDQHQWUHVWURRPZLWKDVHOIFRQWDLQHGZDVWH
GLVSRVDOV\VWHPEHUHIHUHQFHGLQWKHDQDO\VLV

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
&RQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHURXWHVZRXOGVSDQGUDLQDJHV
EXW6&(GRHVQRWDQWLFLSDWHSODFLQJVWUXFWXUHVZLWKLQGUDLQDJHVZRXOGUHTXLUH
FRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVEHFRQGXFWHGLQDQH[LVWLQJGUDLQDJHRXWVLGHRI(WLZDQGD
6XEVWDWLRQDVH[SODLQHGDQGDQDO\]HGLQ&KDSWHU%LRORJLFDO5HVRXUFHV7KH
SURSRVHGWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVIDFLOLWLHVDQGSURSRVHGGLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\VZRXOGQRW
DGGDQ\QHZDERYHJURXQGVWUXFWXUHVDVWKHWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVIDFLOLWLHVDUHSURSRVHGWR
EHORFDWHGRQWKHQHZVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQSROHV



&RQVWUXFWLRQUHODWHGZDWHUXVHZRXOGEHWHPSRUDU\ DSSUR[LPDWHO\PRQWKV DQGZDWHU
XVHGGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQZRXOGEHDYDLODEOHIURPH[LVWLQJPXQLFLSDOZDWHUVRXUFHVDQG
ZRXOGQRWDIIHFWWKHORFDOZDWHUVXSSO\

'XULQJ3URMHFWRSHUDWLRQDSRUWDEOHFKHPLFDOWRLOHWZRXOGEHSODFHGZLWKLQWKH
VXEVWDWLRQSHULPHWHUZDOOIRUXVHE\6&(SHUVRQQHODQGPDLQWHQDQFHFRQWUDFWRUVDQG
ZRXOGEHUHJXODUO\PDLQWDLQHGE\DQRXWVLGHVHUYLFHFRPSDQ\$GGLWLRQDOO\DQRWKHU
SRWHQWLDORSWLRQFRXOGLQFOXGHDSHUPDQHQWUHVWURRPHTXLSSHGZLWKDVHOIFRQWDLQHG
ZDVWHGLVSRVDOV\VWHPLQVWDOOHGZLWKLQWKHVXEVWDWLRQSHULPHWHUQHDUWKHHQWU\JDWH
%HFDXVHWKHSURSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQZRXOGEHXQVWDIIHGDQGUHPRWHO\
RSHUDWHGYLVLWVWRWKHSURSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH6XEVWDWLRQVLWHZRXOGEHOLPLWHGWRWKUHHWR
IRXUWLPHVSHUPRQWK,IDWWKHWLPHRIILQDOHQJLQHHULQJDVHZHUFRQQHFWLRQEHFRPHV
DYDLODEOHDVWDQGDORQHSUHIDEULFDWHGSHUPDQHQWUHVWURRPPD\EHLQVWDOOHGLQSUR[LPLW\
WRWKHPHFKDQLFDODQGHOHFWULFDOHTXLSPHQWURRP6LQFHWKHSURSRVHG)DOFRQ5LGJH
6XEVWDWLRQZRXOGEHXQVWDIIHGDQGUHPRWHO\RSHUDWHGZDVWHZDWHUGLVFKDUJHZRXOGEH
PLQLPDO:DVWHZDWHUZRXOGQRWEHGLVFKDUJHGGXULQJRSHUDWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHG
GLVWULEXWLRQJHWDZD\VSURSRVHGVXEWUDQVPLVVLRQVRXUFHOLQHURXWHVRUWKHSURSRVHG
WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQIDFLOLWLHV



A-1.169

A-1.170

A-1.171

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

8WLOLWLHV



&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
$VGHVFULEHGLQ&KDSWHU3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQWKH3URMHFWZRXOGUHTXLUHWKHUHPRYDO
DQGGLVSRVDORIDSSUR[LPDWHO\ZRRGSROHV


5HJDUGLQJWKHDQDO\VLVIRUVLJQLILFDQFHFULWHULRQI 
XQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHVWKHIROORZLQJVWDWHPHQWVKRXOGEH
XSGDWHGIRUUHDVRQVSUHYLRXVO\GHVFULEHGLQWKH
3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ

A-1.172

³$VGHVFULEHGLQ&KDSWHU3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQWKH
3URMHFWZRXOGUHTXLUHWKHUHPRYDODQGGLVSRVDORI
DSSUR[LPDWHO\ZRRGSROHV´
&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(YDOXDWLRQRI3URMHFW
$OWHUQDWLYHVEDVHGRQWKHUHDVRQLQJSURYLGHGLQWKH
DHVWKHWLFVDQDO\VLVDGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIDVLJQLILFDQW
XQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWIRUDHVWKHWLFVLVQRWZDUUDQWHG

2-97
&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV

&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV





7KHUHZRXOGEHVLJQLILFDQWXQDYRLGDEOH &ODVV, DHVWKHWLFDLUTXDOLW\DQGQRLVHLPSDFWV
XQGHUWKH3URMHFWDQG$OWHUQDWLYH 7DEOH 

7KHVLJQLILFDQWXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWVRIWKH3URMHFWDQG$OWHUQDWLYHRQDHVWKHWLFVDQG
QRLVHZRXOGRFFXUDORQJWKHSURSRVHG(WLZDQGD6XEWUDQVPLVVLRQ6RXUFH/LQHURXWH
ZKLFKZRXOGEHWKHVDPHXQGHUERWKVFHQDULRV7KHUHIRUHWKHUHZRXOGEHQRGLIIHUHQW
EHWZHHQWKH3URMHFWDQG$OWHUQDWLYHZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHVHVLJQLILFDQWXQDYRLGDEOH
LPSDFWV
6FHQLF9LVWD±6LJQLILFDQW8QDYRLGDEOH7KH3URMHFWZRXOGUHVXOWLQDQDGYHUVHHIIHFWRQ
DVFHQLFYLVWDIURP6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHDW6DQ6HYDLQH5RDGORRNLQJQRUWKZHVW


5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHEDVHGRQWKHUHDVRQLQJ
SURYLGHGLQWKHDHVWKHWLFVDQDO\VLVDGHWHUPLQDWLRQ
RIDVLJQLILFDQWXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWIRUDHVWKHWLFVLV
QRWZDUUDQWHG

6FHQLF9LVWD±6LJQLILFDQW8QDYRLGDEOH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGUHVXOWLQDQDGYHUVHHIIHFW
RQDVFHQLFYLVWDIURP6RXWK+LJKODQG$YHQXHDW6DQ6HYDLQH5RDGORRNLQJQRUWKZHVW

8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDOO\6XSHULRU
$OWHUQDWLYHEDVHGRQWKHUHDVRQLQJSURYLGHGLQWKH
DHVWKHWLFVDQDO\VLVDGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIDVLJQLILFDQW
XQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWIRUDHVWKHWLFVLVQRWZDUUDQWHG

$VGLVFXVVHGLQWKHSUHYLRXVVHFWLRQWKH3URMHFWDQG$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGKDYHVLJQLILFDQW
DQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWVRQDHVWKHWLFVDLUTXDOLW\DQGQRLVH




A-1.173

A-1.174

A-1.175

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDOO\6XSHULRU
$OWHUQDWLYHWKHWH[WLQGLFDWHVWKHUHLVQRPDWHULDO
HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKH3URMHFW
DQG$OWHUQDWLYHIRU+D]DUGVDQG+D]DUGRXV
0DWHULDOVDQG+\GURORJ\DQG:DWHU4XDOLW\
+RZHYHUEDVHGRQWKHSULRUFRPPHQWVWKDW
FRQFOXVLRQLVQRWDFFXUDWHDQGWKLVVHFWLRQVKRXOGEH
XSGDWHG

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.176

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.177

3OHDVHDOVRVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU
&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU$LU4XDOLW\LWLVH[SODLQHG
WKDW$OWHUQDWLYHLV3UHIHUUHGWRWKH3URMHFW
KRZHYHUD1R3UHIHUHQFHRU1RW3UHIHUUHG
FRQFOXVLRQLVZDUUDQWHGJLYHQWKHSRWHQWLDOIRU
LQFUHDVHG7$&HPLVVLRQVZLWK$OWHUQDWLYH

2-98

3OHDVHDOVRVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU
&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU+D]DUGVDQG+D]DUGRXV
0DWHULDOVLWLVH[SODLQHGWKDWWKHUHLV1R3UHIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQ$OWHUQDWLYHDQGWKH3URMHFWKRZHYHUWKLV
FRQFOXVLRQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKDWFRQWDLQHGLQ
7DEOH(6DQGWKHLQIRUPDWLRQFRQWDLQHGLQSULRU
FRPPHQWV7KH3URMHFWVKRXOGEH6OLJKWO\3UHIHUUHG
RU3UHIHUUHGWRPDLQWDLQFRQVLVWHQF\LQWKHGRFXPHQW
DQGDFFXUDWHO\UHIOHFWWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUHQFRXQWHULQJ
FRQWDPLQDWHGVRLOLQFRQQHFWLRQZLWK$OWHUQDWLYH

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

A-1.178

3OHDVHDOVRVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU
&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV



5HJDUGLQJ7DEOHIRU+\GURORJ\DQG:DWHU
4XDOLW\LWLVH[SODLQHGWKDWWKHUHLV1R3UHIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQ$OWHUQDWLYHDQGWKH3URMHFWKRZHYHU
EDVHGRQSULRUFRPPHQWVDFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH
3URMHFWLV6OLJKWO\3UHIHUUHGPD\EHZDUUDQWHG

>3OHDVHUHYLVHWKHWH[WDFFRUGLQJO\@

3OHDVHDOVRVHH6&(¶VDFFRPSDQ\LQJFRYHUOHWWHU



A-1.179

Comment Letter A-1
)$/&215,'*('5$)7(19,5210(17$/,03$&75(3257
6&(&200(176 68**(67('5(9,6,216

6HFWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ

&RPSDULVRQRI
$OWHUQDWLYHV



8QGHUWKHKHDGLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDOO\6XSHULRU
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$OWHUQDWLYH3DUDOOHOWRN97UDQVPLVVLRQ/LQH 8QGHUJURXQG DQG6HFWLRQ
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6XJJHVWHG5HYLVLRQ
7KHLPSDFWDQDO\VLVFRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHLPSDFWRIWKH3URMHFWRQVFHQLFYLVWDVIURPWKHVH
FRUULGRUVZDVOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWZLWKPLWLJDWLRQZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQRI+LJKODQG
%RXOHYDUGIURPZKLFKLPSDFWVZRXOGEHVLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOH*LYHQWKH
PRGHUDWHWRPRGHUDWHKLJKYLVXDOVHQVLWLYLW\RIWKHURDGZD\VLQTXHVWLRQDQGWKHFORVH
SUR[LPLW\RI3URMHFWFRPSRQHQWVDQGWKHVHFXPXODWLYHSURMHFWVWKH3URMHFW¶VLQFUHPHQWDO
FRQWULEXWLRQZRXOGEHFXPXODWLYHO\FRQVLGHUDEOHWRVFHQLFYLVWDVIURPWKHVHURDGZD\V
EHFDXVHWKHFXPXODWLYHYLVXDOFKDQJHZRXOGEHPRGHUDWHWRKLJK1RPLWLJDWLRQLV
IHDVLEOHWKDWZRXOGUHGXFHLPSDFWVIURPWKHVHORFDWLRQVWROHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWDV
VFUHHQLQJWHFKQLTXHVWRUHGXFHLPSDFWVIURP3URMHFWFRPSRQHQWVZRXOGEHZKROO\
LQHIIHFWLYHLQPLWLJDWLQJYLVXDOLPSDFWVIURPRWKHUFXPXODWLYHSURMHFWVJLYHQWKHVL]H
VFDOHDQGFKDUDFWHURIWKHFXPXODWLYHSURMHFWV LHODUJHVFDOHUHVLGHQWLDODQGFRPPHUFLDO
GHYHORSPHQWV


3OHDVHUHPRYH0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH&808/$7,9(75$16&RRUGLQDWHG
5HJDUGLQJ0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH&808/$7,9(
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ0DQDJHPHQW3ODQ
75$16WKLVPHDVXUHVKRXOGEHGHOHWHGIRUWZR
VHSDUDWHDQGLQGHSHQGHQWUHDVRQV)LUVWWKHPHDVXUH
LVLQIHDVLEOHEHFDXVHLWZRXOGUHTXLUH6&(WR
FRRUGLQDWHWUDIILFFRQWUROSODQVZLWKWKHGHYHORSHUV
DQGFRQWUDFWRUVRIRWKHUSURMHFWVLQWKHYLFLQLW\EXW
6&(KDVQRZD\WRIRUFHWKRVHGHYHORSHUVDQG
FRQWUDFWRUVWRSDUWLFLSDWHLQDQ\VXFKFRRUGLQDWLRQ
$VDUHVXOWWKHUHLVQRZD\WRHQIRUFHWKLVPHDVXUH
DQGLWLVWKHUHIRUHLQIHDVLEOH6HFRQGWKHPHDVXUHLV
H[FHVVLYHDQGXQQHFHVVDU\EHFDXVHLWVHHNVWR
DFKLHYHWKHVDPHEHQHILWVWKDWZRXOGDOUHDG\EH
DFKLHYHGWKURXJKLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ
0HDVXUHLQFOXGLQJSODQVUHJDUGLQJURDGZD\
FORVXUHVGHWRXUSODQVSDUNLQJDGYDQFHQRWLILFDWLRQV
DQGWUXFNKDXOURXWHV
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2. Comments and Responses

2.6.1 Letter A-1 – Responses to Comments from SCE
A-1.1 Regarding the proximity of Alternative 1 to the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site, see
MR1(A). This correctly recites the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR that Alternative 1
would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, see MR1(B) for further
information regarding this alternative.
A-1.2 For the reasons provided in the Draft EIR and in these responses to comments, the CPUC
disagrees that Alternative 1 has a greater potential to result in new and different impacts
to air quality, hazards, and hydrology and water quality. Because this comment does not
offer supporting data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts,
or expert opinion supported by facts, the CPUC is providing only a general response at
this time. Specific concerns about the analysis of potential impacts to these resource areas
are addressed in subsequent responses to the more detailed comments that follow.
Comments about the Draft EIR’s identification of Alternative 1 as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative are addressed in MR1(B).
A-1.3 Questions about the effects of Alternative 1 to air quality, hazards, and hydrology and water
quality are addressed in MR1(A). As stated in Response A-1.2, the CPUC disagrees that
Alternative 1 has the potential to cause different and potentially more significant impacts to
air quality, hazards, and hydrology and water quality. Regarding the CPUC’s identification
of Alternative 1 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, see MR1(B). Table 5-2 (Draft
EIR, p. 5-4 et seq.) provides a comparison of potential impacts by alternative for each
resource category. For the reasons provided in MR1(A) and in these responses to
comments, no change to Table 5-2 has been made in response to this comment.
A-1.4 Concerns about construction-related disturbance of contaminated soils on the portion of
the Goodrich site now occupied by Rialto Concrete Products are addressed in MR1(A).
The stated preference for the proposed Project over Alternative 1, which was identified in
the Draft EIR as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in MR1(B), is noted.
A-1.5 Concerns about hazards and hazardous materials-related impacts associated with the
disturbance of contaminated soil on the portion of the Goodrich site now occupied by
Rialto Concrete Products are addressed in MR1(A). The fact that multiple federal and
state agencies, including the EPA, are coordinating with respect to the existing
groundwater remediation effort for the Goodrich site has no effect on the efficacy of the
Health and Safety Plan that would be required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-1. Finally,
conclusions about which is the Environmentally Superior Alternative are made after
mitigation measures are implemented, not before. This comment provides no data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts that would support a conclusion that, as mitigated by Mitigation
Measure 4.9-1, Alternative 1 would cause any incrementally greater impact than the
proposed Project as mitigated by Mitigation Measure 4.9-1.
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A-1.6 Concerns about the analysis of hydrology and water quality-related impacts of
Alternative 1 are addressed in MR1(A). For the reasons discussed therein, Section 4.10.5
has not been revised in response to this comment.
A-1.7 The most up-to-date information known to the CPUC about the current status of the
clean-up at the Goodrich site is provided in MR1(A). Also as discussed in MR1(A), the
CPUC will not speculate in this Final EIR as to the potential range of impacts that could
result from possible future inconsistencies between a plan that has yet to be developed
and Alternative 1.
A-1.8 This comment has been addressed in Responses A-1.1 through and including A-1.7.
Neither those comments nor the responses to them trigger CEQA’s threshold for
requiring all or portions of the Draft EIR to be recirculated for agency and public input.
Any revisions made to the Draft EIR in response to Comments A-1.1 through and
including A-1.7 are as indicated in MR1(A). For the reasons indicated therein, Draft EIR
Chapter 5 has not been revised to conclude that the Project, instead of Alternative 1, is
the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
A-1.9 Comments about the Draft EIR’s identification of Alternative 1 as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative are addressed in MR1(B). For the reasons indicated therein, the
conclusion stated on Draft EIR page ES-1 has not been revised.
A-1.10 The number “2” refers to footnote 2: It should have been formatted as superscript.
Accordingly, the seventh bullet on page ES-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:


Serving long-term projected electrical demand requirements in the
Electrical Needs Area beginning in 2014;2 2

The e-mail cited in footnote 2 communicates the input of a technical expert and
consultant to the CPUC concerning his independent review of the basis for including a
2014 in-service date as one of the CPUC’s basic objectives of the Project. Without a
technical basis, the CPUC would not necessarily have identified the Applicant’s desired
in-service date as such.
A-1.11 The first sentence of the second paragraph on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
SCE proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 66/12 kV unattended,
automated, 56 megavolt-ampere (MVA) low-profile substation (the Falcon Ridge
Substation) on an approximately 2.7 acres of an approximately 7.5-acre parcel
located just south of Casa Grande Avenue, east of Sierra Avenue, north of Summit
Avenue and adjacent to SCE’s existing transmission ROW, in the City of Fontana,
California.
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A-1.12 The third sentence of the second paragraph on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
In addition to the proposed substation, the Project would include the installation of
two subtransmission source line segments; construction of three new five new
underground vaults, which also are referred to as distribution getaways;
telecommunications (fiber-optic) infrastructure work; and upgrades to existing
optical communications equipment at Etiwanda, Alder, and Randall Substations.
The first sentence of the fourth paragraph on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
Construction of three five underground 12 kV distribution “getaways.” Three
Five new underground vaults, located outside the substation walls on either the
SCE substation property, private property, or in franchise.
The first sentence of the third paragraph on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The initial distribution getaways would consist of three five new underground
vaults.
A-1.13 The second sentence of the third paragraph on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
One segment would be approximately 3 miles in length to form the new Alder
66 115 kV Subtransmission Source Line; the other would be approximately 9
miles in length to form the new Etiwanda 66 kV Subtransmission Source Line.
A-1.14 The second sentence of the fifth paragraph on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
At ultimate build out, the Falcon Ridge Substation could accommodate sixteen
separate 16- 12 kV distribution circuits.
A-1.15 The first sentence of the fifth paragraph on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
Within the substation site, distribution circuits would be placed in an
underground conduit system, also known as a “distribution getaway.” A
distribution getaway consists of multiple vaults connected by one or more
conduit systems (a conduit is also sometimes referred to as a duct).
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A-1.16 The second sentence under “Applicant Proposed Measures” on page ES-5 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:
These measures relate to aesthetics, biological resources, and paleontological
resources.
A-1.17 The last sentence under “APM-BIO-01” on page ES-5 and on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR
has been deleted:
APM-BIO-02: Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean
Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Sage Scrub, and Annual
Grassland/Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub Project impacts on
sage scrub vegetation.
A-1.18 The following is added after the last sentence under “APM-BIO-02” on Draft EIR page
ES-6:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.
A-1.19 The “No Project Alternative” on page ES-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Under the No Project Alternative, no action would be taken. The proposed
substation site would continue to be undeveloped used for agriculture unless and
until some other use was approved (consistent with applicable land use
regulations and in accordance with available infrastructure and community
services). The existing electric power infrastructure (including the Nuevo
Substation, temporary Model Pole Top Substation, subtransmission and
telecommunications facilities) would remain in place, serving the Electrical
Needs Area with decreasing reliability as the electrical demands of growing area
communities increase. The projected energy demand in this area is expected to
exceed the combined energy capacity of the existing substations in the 20132014 timeframe.
The analysis of the No Project Alternative in this document focuses on a nodevelopment/no Project scenario where the existing undeveloped agricultural use
is continued. With a no-development scenario, the proposed substation site would
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continue to be undeveloped in agricultural use and the existing environmental
setting would be maintained. Changes to that setting, including changes to the
landscape (aesthetics, habitat, and land use/agriculture); construction-related
noise, traffic, and air and greenhouse gas emissions would not occur. Available
irrigation infrastructure would remain in place, and public services and utilities
would continue to be provided or available to the site as they are now.
A-1.20 The last sentence under “Alternative 1” on page ES-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
Approximately 12 Three tubular steel poles (TSPs) would be required, one at
each of the proposed corners. Approximately 76 light weight steel (LWS) Wood
poles and 6 wood/LWS guy poles would be installed along the extension of
Summit Avenue, Mango Avenue, North Alder Street, Lowell Street, and along
Locust Avenue.
A-1.21 See Response A-1.2. Questions about the effects of Alternative 1 to air quality are
addressed in MR1(A). Regarding the CPUC’s identification of Alternative 1 as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, see MR1(B). For the reasons provided in MR1(A)
and in these responses to comments, no change to the Draft EIR has been made in
response to this comment.
A-1.22 Revisions to Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Project,
are shown in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
A-1.23 Following the last bullet point in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 on Draft EIR page 4.4-34
(and shown in Table ES-1 on Draft EIR page ES-13), the following text is added:
As an alternative to developing an off-site restoration program for permanent
impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE shall purchase mitigation credits from
the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved conservation
and mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate the project’s mitigation
requirements.
A-1.24 The last bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 on page 4.4-36 (and shown in Table ES-1) of
the Draft EIR is revised as follows:


Shield wires to minimize the effects from bird collisions.

A-1.25 See MR1.
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A-1.26 Table 1-1 on page 1-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Permits and Other Requirements

Agency

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Federal
Nationwide or Individual Permit
(Section 404 of the Clean Water Act)

United States Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps)

Construction impacting Waters of the
United States, including wetlands

Notification and approval request for
use of construction cranes

Federal Aviation Administration

Use of objects greater in height than the
distance from the closest runway divided by
100, to a distance of 20,000 feet, including
along most of the Alder Subtransmission
Source Line Route.

Permit to Construct

California Public Utilities
Commission

Overall project approval and California
Environmental Quality Act review

Encroachment Permit

California Department of
Transportation, District 8

Caltrans has the discretionary authority to
issue special permits for the movement of
vehicles/loads exceeding statutory
limitations on the size, weight, and loading
of vehicles contained in Division 15 of the
California Vehicle Code.

State

Permit for Oversize Loads

Caltrans also has discretionary authority to
issue encroachment permits for the use of
California State highways for purposes
other than normal transportation, including
construction, operation and maintenance
activities within, under or over a state
highway right-of way.
Aerial Utility Crossing Permit

San Bernardino County Flood
Control District (SBCFCD)

Aerial crossings of flood control and storm
drain facilities.

Wire Line Crossing Permit

Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF) Railway

Per CPUC General Order No. 95, consent
must be obtained from rail line owners for
supply and communication line crossings.

Section 7 Consultation

California Department of Fish
and Game

Construction, operation, and maintenance
activities that may affect a state-listed
species or its habitat; incidental take
authorization (if required)

Streambed Alteration Agreement
(1600)

California Department of Fish
and Game

Construction, operation, and maintenance
activities that may modify the bed, bank, or
channels of any streambeds.

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Construction
General Stormwater Permit

Santa Ana California Regional
Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB)

Stormwater discharges associated with
construction activities disturbing more than
1 acre of land

Section 401 Water Quality
Certification (or waiver)

RWQCB

Certifies that project is consistent with state
water quality standards

Encroachment Permit (ministerial)

San Bernardino County

Construction, operation, and maintenance
1
within, under, or over city road ROW

Regional and Local

City of Rialto
City of Rancho Cucamonga
City of Fontana
Permits and Other Requirements

Agency

Traffic Control Permit

City of Fontana

Temporary lane closures

Lane Closure Permit

City of Rancho Cucamonga

Temporary lane closures
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Permits and Other Requirements

Agency

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Regional and Local (cont.)
Ministerial Grading Permit/SWPPP

County of San Bernardino
City of Rialto
City of Rancho Cucamonga

San Bernardino County: before a project
may undertake excavation greater than two
feet in depth or a fill one foot or more in
thickness
Rialto: before a project may move more
than 50 cubic yards of earth

City of Fontana

Rancho Cucamonga: before a project may
do any grading
Fontana: before a project may cut or fill soil
to a depth of more than 12 inches to
support a structure
Aerial Utility Crossing Permit

San Bernardino County Flood
Control District (SBCFCD)

Aerial crossings of flood control and storm
drain facilities.

Encroachment Permit or Agreement

Southern California Regional
Rail Authority (SCARRA)

Per CPUC General Order No. 95, consent
must be obtained from rail line owners for
supply and communication line crossings.

Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan

San Bernardino County Fire
Department

For storage of mineral oil in an
aboveground tank with a capacity greater
than 1,320 gallons.

1 Encroachment permits for San Bernardino County and the City of Rialto include traffic control and temporary lane closures.
SOURCES: SCE, 2010a; SBCFCD, 2011; BNSF, 2010; San Bernardino County, 2011; City of Fontana, 2011; City of Rancho
Cucamonga, 2011; City of Rancho Cucamonga, 2010; SBCFD, 2011

A-1.27 Requested revisions to Draft EIR Table 1-1 are incorporated in Response A-1.26.
A-1.28 The first two complete sentences on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:
The 66 kV subtransmission facilities would then again extend northeast within
SCE’s existing transmission ROW to a point until it intersects with
approximately 0.25 mile north of Summit Avenue. The 66 kV subtransmission
facilities would then extend east primarily on SCE’s existing transmission ROW
until it reaches the Falcon Ridge Substation.
A-1.29 The seventh sentence under “Falcon Ridge Substation” on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows:
The Falcon Ridge Substation would include a 66 kV switchrack, a 66 kV Circuit
Breakers and Disconnect Switches, two 28 MVA, 66/12 kV Transformers, one
12 kV Switchrack, capacitor banks, a Mechanical and Electrical Equipment
Room (MEER), distribution getaways, a restroom facility, an asphalt concrete
access road, lighting, perimeter walls, gates, and drainage.
A-1.30 The first two sentences under “66 kV Switchrack” on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR are
revised as follows:
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One steel 66kV switchrack, up to 196 154 feet long by 82 feet wide by 25 feet
high would be installed. The switchrack would consist of eight 22 18-foot-wide
positions (e.g., two for subtransmission source lines, two for transformer banks,
one for a bus-tie between the operating and transfer buses; and three vacant for
future use).
This change in the dimensions of the switchrack does not affect the adequacy or accuracy
of the analysis in the Draft EIR because the full (revised) extent of the switchrack would
be constructed, operated, and maintained within the area of disturbance considered in the
Draft EIR.
A-1.31 Figure 2-2 on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR has been replaced in order to accurately show the
access roads. Revised Draft EIR Figures, including Figure 2-2, are included in
Appendix G.
A-1.32 Figure 2-3 on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR has been replaced in order to show the modified
substation layout (see Appendix G).
A-1.33 Consistent with Response A-1.20, the first sentence on Draft EIR page 2-7 is revised as
follows:
Each operating and transfer bus would be 196 144 feet long and consist of two
1,590 kcmil (thousand circular mills) Aluminum Conductor Steel Reinforced
(ACSR) for each of the three electrical phases.
A-1.34 The last sentence on Draft EIR page 2-7 is revised as follows:
The MEER dimensions would be approximately 36 feet long by 15 20 feet wide
by 11 feet tall.
A-1.35 Although this comment provides insufficient detail about the proposed additional
restroom option to determine whether the scope of potential environmental effects of
such a system has been evaluated in the Draft EIR, SCE subsequently provided additional
information about the proposed restroom option.21 The proposed facility would consist of
a manufactured prefabricated concrete structure measuring approximately 8 feet by 10
feet and 10 feet tall placed on a 12-inch thick reinforced concrete foundation slab. The
restroom would be located within a chain link fenced enclosure approximately 40 feet
north of the substation driveway gate. A separate walk-in gate would allow a contracted
service provider to access the restroom without entering the substation operating areas.
The exterior wall surface texturing of the facility would be either a “Barn-wood”
simulation of rustic siding or stucco. The roof texture would either be cedar shake or tile
simulation. All exterior colors would be determined during the design and procurement
phase and would match as close as possible the substation’s external concrete modular
block wall, with concurrence by the City of Fontana. Exterior lighting would consist of a
21 Response to Data Request No. 7, August 30, 2012.
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manually operated wall-mounted dual lamp fixture located over the toilet area door. No
automatic lighting would be required.
Waste storage would be managed by the installation of a separate 5 feet by 8 feet
subsurface reinforced concrete septic tank buried at a depth of approximately 7 feet with
approximately 12 inches of soil cover that would be located immediately inside the walkin gate. There would be no leaching lines installed either inside or outside the substation
facility and property. All external and internal surfaces of the tank would be sealed to
prevent seepage through the walls. Two top surface access ports would allow for
servicing. The location of the septic tank would prevent any vehicle traffic from driving
over the tank. Periodic maintenance of the tank would be conducted by a contracted
service provider. Water would be provided by domestic water line connected to the
nearest water service source and would be potable.
The proposed restroom facility option would not result in any new significant
environmental impact or any substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact relative to the effects analyzed in the Draft EIR. There could be an extra hour or
two of work for a dozer (e.g., to clear an area for the concrete pad), a half day for an
excavator (e.g., to dig out the area for the tank), and approximately two to four trips to
deliver materials including the prefabricated bathroom and concrete. The tank would be
totally closed to the environment, and so would not pose a waste-related hazard under
normal conditions. Potential upset conditions would be addressed by compliance with the
Health ans Safety Plan that would be required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (Draft EIR,
p. 4.9-20). Therefore, the following is added after the last sentence of the first paragraph
on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR:
Additionally, another potential option includes a permanent restroom equipped
with a self-contained waste disposal system installed within the substation
perimeter near the entry gate.
A-1.36 For clarity, the second sentence of the fifth paragraph on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows:
At ultimate build out, the Falcon Ridge Substation could accommodate sixteen
separate 1612 kV distribution circuits.
A-1.37 The following is added after the last sentence on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR to clarify that
future 12 kV may require supplemental CEQA analysis, but would not be subject to
further CEQA analysis by the CPUC:
Supplemental CEQA analysis may be required before these circuits are
constructed, operated and maintained in the future; however, under General
Order No. 131-D, the future 12 kV distribution circuits would not be subject to
additional CEQA analysis by the Commission.
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A-1.38 The last two sentences of the third paragraph on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR are revised as
follows:
Prior to commencement of the substation construction, SCE would consult with
the City of Fontana to develop an appropriate landscaping plan and perimeter
wall design that would be submitted with the ministerial grading permit
application for the Project. The landscaping plan, to the extent practicable, would
be consistent with Fontana Ordinance 1625, Landscaping and Water
Conservation.
A-1.39 Because the nature of the grading permit as “ministerial” has been emphasized and
clarified in Draft EIR Table 1-1 (p. 1-3) and two paragraphs above where this proposed
change is requested, the clarification has not been reiterated here.
A-1.40 Per section 25270.3 of Chapter 6.67 of the Health and Safety Code, a tank facility is
subject to the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act if the tank facility has a petroleum
storage capacity of 1,320 gallons or more regardless of whether the tank facility has a
reasonable expectation of discharging oil into a navigable water or adjoining shoreline.
Therefore, if the proposed tank facility would store 1,320 gallons or more of petroleum,
the Project would be subject to the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act and a federally
compliant SPCC Plan would be required to be prepared and implemented. Alternatively,
if the Project ultimately does not trigger the requirements of the Aboveground Petroleum
Storage Act, then the Act’s SPCC requirement would not apply. Therefore, the suggested
revisions are rejected; however, the following changes have been made to the
Aboveground Storage of Petroleum Products regulatory setting discussion on Draft EIR
page 4.9-12 to clarify the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act requirements.
Assembly Bill 1130 (2007) updated the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act of
1990 (Health and Safety Code §§25270 to 25270.13) and requires the owner or
operator of a tank facility with an aggregate storage capacity greater than
1,320 gallons of petroleum to file an inventory statement with the local CUPA and
to prepare a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure (SPCC) plan. An SPCC
plan must identify appropriate spill containment or equipment for diverting spills
from sensitive areas, as well as discuss facility-specific requirements for the
storage system, inspections, recordkeeping, security, and personnel training.
The Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act (1990) and Assembly Bill 1130 (2008)
require the owner or operator of a tank facility with an aggregate storage capacity
greater than 1,320 gallons of petroleum to file an inventory statement with the
CUPA and to prepare and implement a spill prevention, control, and
countermeasure (SPCC) plan in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 112.
The plan must identify appropriate spill containment or equipment for diverting
spills from sensitive areas, as well as discuss facility-specific requirements for the
storage system, inspections, recordkeeping, security, and personnel training.
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A-1.41 Consistent with Response A-1.28, the third and fourth complete sentences on Draft EIR
page 2-12 are revised as follows:
The 66 kV subtransmission line would then again extend northeast within SCE’s
existing transmission ROW, to a point approximately 0.25 mile north of until it
intersects with Summit Avenue. The 66 kV subtransmission line would then
extend east primarily on SCE’s existing transmission ROW until it reaches the
substation site.
A-1.42 Table 2-1 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
TABLE 2-1
APPROXIMATE SUBTRANSMISSION STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS

Approximate
Diameter

Approximate
Height Above
Ground

Approximate
Auger Hole Depth

Approximate
Auger Hole
Diameter

1 to 2 feet

35 to 75 feet

8 to 10 feet

2 to 4 feet

Light Weight Steel (LWS)

1 2 to 3 feet

35 65 to 100 feet

8 to 11 feet

2 to 4 feet

Tubular Steel Pole (TSP)

2 to 4 feet

70 to 100 feet

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

TSP Concrete Foundation

5 to 8 feet

2 to 4 feet

20 to 30 feet

5 to 8 feet

Pole Type
Wood

SOURCE: SCE, 2010a

The second sentence under “Light Weight Steel Poles” on Draft EIR page 2-14 is revised
as follows:
LWS poles typically range from 35 65 to 100 feet ags with a base diameter of
1 2 to 3 feet tapering to approximately 1 foot diameter at the top of the pole.
This refinement of the dimensions of LWS poles does not affect the adequacy or
accuracy of the environmental analysis in the EIR because analysis of slightly larger (i.e.,
taller or larger-diameter) poles than actually would be installed would tend to overstate
rather than understate potential ground disturbance-related, visual and other potential
effects. Consequently, the analysis in the EIR is appropriately conservative.
A-1.43 Comment noted. Revised Draft EIR figures, including Figure 2-5, are included in
Appendix G.
A-1.44 The following is added after “Location 6” on Draft EIR page 2-15:


Location 7: In the area of future Mango Avenue south of Summit Avenue,
approximately 12 distribution poles would be removed and the existing
facilities and transferred to the proposed subtransmission poles.
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These poles would be removed in accordance with the description provided in Draft EIR
Section 2.9.8 (p. 2-34). As indicated in Draft EIR Table 2-5 (p. 2-37), no permanent
disturbance would result from this proposed activity. The potential impacts of pole removal
and the relocation of existing distribution facilities are analyzed on a resource-by-resource
basis in the Draft EIR (see, e.g., Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
p. 4.9-19; and Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, p. 4.18-10).
A-1.45 Section 2.7, “Rights-of-Way Requirements” on Draft EIR page 2-16 is revised as
follows:
The Falcon Ridge Substation would be constructed on an approximately 7.5-acre
parcel of land owned by SCE.
SCE would need to upgrade existing rights for a strip of land approximately 24
acres with a 30 feet foot wide by approximately 6 miles long strip of land located
within the existing 250-foot-wide ROW corridor which extends 7 miles along the
SCE’s existing transmission ROW. SCE’s current easement does not allow SCE
to install additional facilities in the easement ROW; therefore, SCE would amend
the existing easement to allow additional facilities, such as the proposed
subtransmission line, to be installed within the existing easement.
SCE would also utilize approximately 7.5 acres with a 30-foot-wide strip of land
located within the existing SCE fee owned 330-foot-wide, 2 miles in length
transmission ROW ROW corridor extending approximately 1.75 miles in length,
parallel to and north of Summit Avenue. In addition, SCE would need to acquire
rights for a 30-foot-wide strip of land located outside of the existing 330-footwide transmission ROW, extending approximately 0.5 mile. The additional 30foot-wide easement strip is required to maintain conductor clearance between the
existing 500 kV line and the proposed 66 kV line to accommodate conductor
swing. This segment begins approximately 716 feet east of Cypress Avenue and
extends east approximately 1,944 feet to Sierra Avenue and continues east and
northeast approximately 703 feet to the proposed substation location.
Finally, SCE would need to acquire approximately 13 acres of new easement
rights for a 30-foot-wide ROW for the subtransmission source lines and access
roads. SCE would acquire a 30-foot-wide easement for the subtransmission
source lines for a distance of approximately 3.6 miles. The new acquisition of
ROW would occur along South Highland Avenue, San Sevaine Road, the future
extension of Mango Avenue, West Casmalia Street, and Locust Avenue.
This clarification of new right-of-way requirements is shown on Figures 2-3a through 2-3c.
In general, the Project would cause or contribute to each of the direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects analyzed in the EIR regardless of the underlying ownership or control of
the affected property. Specific concerns about potential effects of this ROW clarification on
Land Use and Planning are addressed in responses to Comment Letter C-3.
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A-1.46 If additional geotechnical investigations prove not to be necessary, then none would be
required. No change to the text of the Draft EIR has been made.
A-1.47 The sentence above the bulleted list under “Construction” on page 2-18 of the Draft EIR
is revised for clarity as follows:
Project construction would generally consist of the following components occur
in the following manner:
A-1.48 The last sentence of the second paragraph under “Access Roads” on page 2-19 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The graded road would have a minimum drivable width of 14 feet with 2 feet of
shoulder on each side but may be wider depending upon field conditions as well as
at some individual curve locations.
The study areas analyzed in the Draft EIR are wider than the individual road widths. See,
e.g., Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources (p. 4.5-6), which discloses that the San
Bernardino Archaeological Information Center record search conducted for the Project
extended at least 0.25 mile from proposed Project features. Accordingly, having access
roads be wider than 18 feet on some curves would not cause or contribute to any different
or greater impacts than were analyzed in the Draft EIR.
A-1.49 The first complete sentence on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Additionally, for new access roads, road gradients would be leveled so that any
sustained grade does not exceed 14 12 percent.
A-1.50 The eighth bulleted item on page 2-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:


A new 24-foot-wide paved access road accessed via an asphalt concrete
driveway along Sierra Avenue would be utilized for both substation and
subtransmission line access. It is described in Section 3.1.1, Falcon Ridge
Substation Description, subsection Substation Access. New 14-foot stub
roads extending from this paved access road would be constructed in order to
provide access to any subtransmission structures between Sierra Avenue and
Mango Avenue ROW. These stub roads would be approximately 1,100 feet
in length.

A-1.51 The tenth bulleted item on page 2-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:


A concrete driveway apron would be provided for all access roads
extending from major roads.

A-1.52 Additional staging areas are identified, and their potential impacts analyzed, in MR4. If
additional alternative staging areas are required, supplemental CEQA review could be
required.
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A-1.53 As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.17.4 (p. 4.17-9), “It is expected that Project-generated
truck trips, delivering materials and equipment, would occur during off-peak commute
hours….” Accordingly, the requested change has not been made.
A-1.54 “Multiple” means more than one. The existing description is clear that LWS poles consist
of more than one section. The precise number of component pieces of a LWS pole would
not affect the direct, indirect, or cumulative effects of their construction, operation, or
maintenance. Differences between wood poles and LWS poles are shown in Draft EIR
Figure 2-5. The requested change has not been made.
A-1.55 The clarification that bolts or welds may not be required is noted. Accordingly, the
second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph on page 2-26 of the Draft EIR are
revised as follows:
For LWS poles, after the base section is secured, the remaining top section would
be placed onto the base section and the two sections would be set into place
bolted together. The two sections may also be spot welded together for additional
stability.
A-1.56 Clarification of the timing of slurry installation is noted. The second sentence of the third
paragraph on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Mud slurry would be placed in the hole after during drilling as required to
prevent the sidewalls from sloughing.
A-1.57 See Response A-1.54.
A-1.58 Consistent with Response A-1.55, the last two sentences of the sixth paragraph on page
2-27 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:
When the base section is secured, the remaining sections would be set into place
top section of the TSP would be set into place onto the base section and the two
sections would be bolted together. The two sections may also be spot welded
together for additional stability.
A-1.59 The requested revision does not affect the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis of
potential environmental effects of the Project, and so has not been made.
A-1.60 The first sentence under “Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan” on page 2-36 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Construction of the Project would disturb a surface area greater than 1 acre;
therefore, SCE would be required to obtain coverage under the Statewide
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ) from the Santa Ana
RWQCB.
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A-1.61 The following footnote is added to “City of Rialto” in Table 2-7 on page 2-44 of the
Draft EIR:
Additionally, it should be noted that, for construction activities occurring within
the City of Rialto, Rialto Municipal Code Section 9.50.060 exempts
“[c]onstruction, operation, maintenance and repairs of equipment, apparatus or
facilities…including…those of public utilities subject to the regulatory
jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission.”
A-1.62 Consistent with Response A-1.16, the first sentence of the last paragraph on Draft EIR
page 2-44 is revised as follows:
SCE identified a number of applicant proposed measures (APMs) that would
avoid or reduce potential impacts of the Project related to aesthetics, biological
resources and paleontological resources.
A-1.63 Consistent with Responses A-1.17 and A-1.18, the last sentence of the second paragraph
on Draft EIR page 2-45 is deleted:
APM-BIO-02: Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean
Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Sage Scrub, and Annual
Grassland/Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub Project impacts on
sagescrub vegetation.
And the following is added after the last paragraph of APM-BIO-02 on page 2-46:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.
A-1.64 See MR1(A). For the reasons provided in MR1(A) and in these responses to comments,
no change has been made to Table 3-2 in response to this comment.
A-1.65 Consistent with MR1(A), the “Environmental Criteria” column for Alternative 1 on
page 3-6 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Hazards: Has potential to cross areas of higher fire hazard classification and
would cross the Rialto Concrete Products site, which occupies a portion of the
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area that is the subject of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site cleanup plan be
adjacent to three sites listed on the USEPA’s CERCLIS database of contaminated
sites.
See also Final EIR Figure 2-1, which clarifies the boundary of the Goodrich site relative
to Alternative 1.
A-1.66 See MR1(A). For the reasons provided in MR1(A) and in these responses to comments,
no change has been made to Table 3-2 in response to this comment.
A-1.67 The “Environmental Criteria” column for Alternative 1 on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows:
Aesthetics: no change anticipated.
Noise: no change anticipated.
A-1.68 Alternative 1 in Table 3-2 on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Three Approximately 12 TSPs would be required, one at each of the proposed
corners. Wood Approximately 76 lightweight steel (LWS) poles and 6 wood/LWS
guy poles would be installed along the extension of Summit Avenue, Mango
Avenue, North Alder Street, Lowell Street, and along N. Locust Avenue.
A-1.69 Alternative 2 in Table 3-2 on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:


Replacement of two 22.4 MVA transformers with two 28 MVA
transformers at the Randall Substation, extension of distribution
switchrack, and construction of one 1-mile 12 kV distribution circuit
estimated to be approximately 1 mile in length; and



Replacement of two 22.4 MVA transformers with two 28 MVA
transformers at the Alder Substation, relocation of existing substation
equipment, equipment upgrades, and construction of one 1-mile 12 kV
distribution circuit estimated to be approximately 1 mile in length.

A-1.70 Consistent with Response A-1.68, the description of Alternative 1 on page 3-11 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Three Approximately 12 TSPs would be required, one at each of the proposed
corners. Wood Approximately 76 LWS poles and 6 wood/LWS guy poles would
be installed along the extension of Summit Avenue, Mango Avenue, North Alder
Street, Lowell Street, and along N. Locust Avenue.
A-1.71 The following is added to the description of Alternative 1 on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR:
Additional detail regarding Alternative 1 is as follows:
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Removal of one existing LWS pole and replacement with one new TSP
outside of Alder Substation.



Reconfiguring of several existing pole heads to accommodate the
additional circuit from Alder Substation.



Removal of approximately 31 existing wood distribution poles along
Locust Avenue that contain distribution facilities, SCE telecommunications
cable, and three third party (private) communication lines. Installation of
new LWS poles and TSPs along Locust Avenue to accommodate the new
66 kV source line and the existing distribution facilities. The three third
party (private) communication lines would have the option of attaching to
the new subtransmission poles or relocating/re-routing due to the voltage
increase.



Installation of a combination of LWS poles and TSPs along Lowell Street,
N. Alder Avenue, Summit Avenue, and Mango Avenue.



Installation of several wood/LWS guy poles at several locations along the
route.



Existing sidewalks would need to be repaired and widened at several
locations along the route.



New access roads would be required to construct and maintain the
subtransmission facilities.



New fiber-optic cable would be attached to the new subtransmission poles.



The final alignment and configuration of the new 66 kV line crossing
private property between the end of Lowell Street and Alder Avenue would
be determined during negotiations for easements with the property owner.
Easements also would be required along the future west side of Mango
Avenue. Easements would be required on Lowell Street to allow the poles
to be set behind the future curb. Easements rights would be required to be
upgraded on Locust in addition to overhang easements at Locust Avenue
and Lowell Street. Overhang and/or anchor guy easements may be required
along Locust Avenue, and at the corner of Alder Avenue and Summit
Avenue.

A-1.72 Consistent with Response A-1.71, the second sentence under “Alternative 1” on page 311 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
This component of Alternative 1 would consist of the new 66 kV subtransmission
facilities that would leave Alder Substation on existing structures (EtiwandaAlder-Randall 66 kV Subtransmission Line) to the west for approximately 600
feet and would include removing one LWS pole, replacing it with one new TSP,
and re-framing pole-heads to accommodate the second circuit. The new 66 kV
subtransmission facilities on new structures would then extend north on Locust
Avenue (spanning the 210 Freeway) and continue north along Locust Avenue
(overbuilding an existing 12 kV line) until it intersects with Lowell Street extend
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north from Alder Substation, spanning the 210 Freeway and following Locust
Avenue until its intersection with Lowell Street.
A-1.73 Consistent with MR1(A), the second sentence of the second paragraph on page 3-12 of
the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
It also has the potential to cross areas of higher fire hazard classification than the
Project alignment and would cross the Rialto Concrete Products site, which
occupies a portion of the area that is the subject of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund
Site cleanup plan be adjacent to three sites listed on the USEPA’s CERCLIS
database of contaminated sites.
A-1.74 Figure 3-1 (Draft EIR, p. 3-14) has been replaced to reflect updated information
associated with Alternative 1. Revised Draft EIR figures, including this one, are included
in Appendix G.
A-1.75 The second bulleted item on page 4-1 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:


Installation of two one approximately 3-mile-long and one approximately
9-mile-long 66 kV subtransmission source line segments to connect the
Falcon Ridge Substation to the existing Alder and Etiwanda Substation,
respectively.

These numbers and distances were correctly recited in the Draft EIR’s Executive
Summary (p. ES-4) and Project Description (Draft EIR, p. 2-3 and p. 2-11), and the
analysis of direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the Project considered
subtransmission source line segments of these distances (see, e.g., Draft EIR
Section 4.14.4, p. 4.14-5, Population and Housing criterion b)). The inadvertent
misstatement in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis (Draft EIR, p. 4-1) does not
affect the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis.
A-1.76 Consistent with Response A-1.18, the following is added after the last paragraph of
APM-BIO-02 on page 4-4 and on page 4.4-31:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.
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A-1.77 The second sentence under “Land Use and Development Pattern” on page 4.1-6 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The visual quality of the site is representative and characteristic of vacant and
undeveloped agricultural land in the study area.
A-1.78 The fifth sentence under “Land Use and Development Pattern” on page 4.1-6 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:
Surface terrain is characterized by undeveloped agricultural and open space land
covered with grass and brush (see Figure 4.1-2a, Photo A).
A-1.79 The paragraph under “Local,” preceding the statement in question, contains clear
language indicating that local land use regulations would not apply to the Project.
Further, in the context of the analysis of significance criterion b), Draft EIR
Section 4.11.4 (p. 4.11-11) is clear that the permit requirements of the land use plans,
policies, and regulations of San Bernardino County and the cities of Fontana, Rialto, and
Rancho Cucamonga do not apply, and that the analysis in that section is provided “for
informational purposes only.” Accordingly, the requested change has not been made.
A-1.80 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.81 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.82 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.83 As stated on Draft EIR page 4.11-2, the CPUC has sole and exclusive jurisdiction over
Project siting and design. The Project is therefore exempt from local land use and zoning
regulations. Any inconsistencies of the Project with local land use policies, such as the
City of Fontana’s preference for scenic view corridors, would not limit the CPUC’s
discretionary authority over the Project. The determination under CEQA that the Project
would have an adverse effect on a local scenic vista is unrelated to the permitting
authority retained exclusively by the CPUC. Therefore, no change to the impact analysis
or conclusion is warranted.
A-1.84 The eighth sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.1-26 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
Although not visible in the simulation, from this KOP viewers would also see the
Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line Route as it crossed Sierra Avenue and
headed west adjacent to within existing ROW.
A-1.85 The description of the view from South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road is
accurately presented in the Draft EIR; no change is warranted.
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A-1.86 See Responses A-1.83 and A-1.85. No change in the impact discussion or conclusion is
warranted.
A-1.87 The second sentence under Impact 4.1-4 on page 4.1-31 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
All telecommunication equipment upgrades at the existing substations would
occur within the existing MEER or within existing structures; therefore, no
additional ground disturbance is associated with the proposed
telecommunications work.
A-1.88 The requested supplementation of the definition of “Prime Farmland” on page 4.2-2 of
the Draft EIR does not affect the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis in the Draft EIR
because no Prime Farmland would be affected by the Project (see Draft EIR, p. 4.2-3 and
Figure 4.2-1, which is found on page 4.2-4). Accordingly, the requested addition has not
been made.
A-1.89 The following is added to the definition of “Unique Farmland” on page 4.2-2 of the Draft
EIR:
Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time
during the four years prior to the mapping date.
A-1.90 The requested supplementation of the definition of “Farmland of Statewide Importance”
on page 4.2-2 of the Draft EIR does not affect the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis in
the Draft EIR because no Farmland of Statewide Importance would be affected by the
Project (see Draft EIR Figure 4.2-1 p. 4.2-4). Accordingly, the requested addition has not
been made.
A-1.91 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.92 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.93 The quoted regulatory exemptions apply whether the regulatory setting summarizes them
or not. Because the requested additional language, if added, would not affect the
adequacy or accuracy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, the change has not been made.
A-1.94 The following changes have been made to the cleaning forms rows of Table 4.3-3 on
Draft EIR page 4.3-10 to more accurately describe the requirements of SCAQMD Rule
403.

Clearing forms
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A-1.95 The subject paragraph on Draft EIR page 4.3-11 contains clear language indicating that
the local land use policies would not apply to the project. The requested edit is not
necessary.
A-1.96 Based on a South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) recommendation,
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a has been revised to require SCE to make a good faith effort
to use the highest USEPA-certified tiered construction equipment available (see
Response B-4.1, below).
A-1.97 The following edit has been made to Draft EIR page 4.3-17 to accurately state the
applicable air district.
As noted above, implementation of the BAAQMD SCAQMD fugitive dust
BACMs have been factored into the emission estimates presented in Table 4.3-6
A-1.98 The following edits have been made to the end of the first paragraph under Impact 4.3-5
on Draft EIR page 4.3-21 to acknowledge that there would be a small amount of longterm Project-related vehicle DPM emissions associated with the Project.
There would be no long-term mobile or stationary permanent sources of DPM
emissions associated with operation and maintenance of the Project; however,
there may occasionally be a need for a small number of diesel operated vehicles
to perform certain maintenance activities. Emissions from these vehicles would
be negligible and would not contribute to regional air quality violations.
A-1.99 The reduction in PM10 and PM2.5 that would occur under construction of Alternative 1 is
based on a reduction of travel on unpaved roads compared to the travel on unpaved
roads that would occur during construction of the proposed Alder Subtransmission
Source Line route. The reduction in travel on unpaved roads would result in
approximately 40 fewer pounds of fugitive dust in the form of PM10 (see Draft EIR
Appendix C, Air Quality Calculations). This is equal to a reduction of approximately 16
percent when compared to the peak daily construction PM10 emissions identified in
Draft EIR Table 4.3-6 (p. 4.3-16).
A-1.100 See MR1(A).
A-1.101 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.102 Consistent with Response A-1.18, the following is added to APM-BIO-02 on page 4.431 of the Draft EIR:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
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bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.
A-1.103 Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 on page 4.4-35 of the Draft EIR (and shown in Table ES-1 on
Draft EIR page ES-13) is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: SCE and/or its contractors shall avoid impacts to
occupied Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat to the maximum extent feasible in
the final Project design. SCE shall define Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat as
“off limits” in construction plans and specifications. If complete avoidance is not
feasible, mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potential project
impacts within occupied habitat to the maximum extent feasible. Such measures
could include minimizing that portion of the project footprint that could encroach
on an occupied habitat area and staging materials and work so as not to encroach
into such an area. The presence of a Biological Monitor during Project
construction shall be required to would further ensure that any potential impacts
to special-status wildlife species are avoided and minimized. For those impacts
that cannot feasibly be avoided or further minimized, SCE shall purchase
mitigation credits from the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFGapproved conservation and mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate the
project’s mitigation requirements.
A-1.104 The last sentence of the first paragraph under Impact 4.4-5 on page 4.4-37 of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:
Proposed construction at the existing Etiwanda Substation would not impact
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. Construction of the
subtransmission source line from the existing Etiwanda Substation would
temporarily impact a small area of disturbed mule fat scrub that occurs in
association with drainage depressions. Mule fat scrub often is considered sensitive
by CDFG and impacts to this community may be subject to state regulation.
Additionally, the second sentence of the second bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 on
page 4.4-33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Residual temporary impacts on disturbed mule fat scrub and
undisturbed/disturbed Riversidean sage scrub shall be restored on site and/or
mitigated at a replacement ratio of 1:1.
A-1.105 The last complete sentence on page 4.4-37 is revised as follows:
Construction at the existing Etiwanda Substation would temporarily impact two
features totaling about 0.004 acre (180 sq. ft.) of waters of the U.S. and about
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0.006 acre (260 sq. ft.) of waters of the state within the existing Etiwanda
Substation (SCE, 2010, pg. 4.4-35; BonTerra, 2010e). Due to engineering
restrictions and safety requirements regarding electrical clearances from adjacent
power lines, avoidance of these features would not be feasible.
A-1.106 The meaning of the term “relocated” is sufficiently clear from the context provided in
Draft EIR Section 4.5. Accordingly, the requested revision has not been made.
A-1.107 Mitigation Measure 4.5-3 on page 4.5-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: If human remains are uncovered during Project
construction, SCE and/or its contractors shall immediately halt all work, in the
immediate vicinity, and SCE’s archaeologist or cultural resources consultant
shall contact the county coroner to evaluate the remains, and shall follow the
procedures and protocols set forth in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (e)(1). If the
county coroner determines that the remains are Native American, SCE and/or its
contractors shall contact the NAHC, in accordance with Health and Safety Code
§7050.5, subdivision (c), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 (as amended by
AB 2641). Per Public Resources Code 5097.98, SCE shall ensure that the
immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological
standards or practices, where the Native American human remains are located, is
not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the SCE
archaeologist and/or its cultural resources contractor has discussed and conferred,
as prescribed in this section (PRC 5097.98), with the most likely descendents
regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the
possibility of multiple human remains.
A-1.108 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.109 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.110 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.111 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.112 Although the SCAQMD GHG significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons CO2e per
year for stationary/industrial sources is considered interim, it is not draft. The following
edits have been made to the first two sentences in Section 4.8.4, Approach to Analysis,
on Draft EIR page 4.8-6 to clarify that the adopted screening threshold is considered
interim.
This analysis uses an approach for the determination of significance of GHG
emissions based on the interim GHG significance thresholds adopted by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has
adopted an interim operational screening significance threshold of 10,000 metric
tons CO2e per year for stationary/industrial sources (SCAQMD, 2008).
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A-1.113 See MR1(A).
A-1.114 The first sentence on page 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The Project would remove 28 37 existing wood poles.
A-1.115 Despite the editorial error, the number of preschool and day-care facilities within
0.25 mile of the Project is clear from the bullet point list provided on Draft EIR
page 4.9-9. Nonetheless, for internal consistency, the second sentence on page 4.9-9 of
the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Four Five public or private preschool and day-care centers were identified within
0.25 mile of the Project (SCE, 2010):
A-1.116 Comment noted. Although the agency’s name change does not affect the adequacy or
accuracy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental effects, the third sentence under
“Hazardous Materials Emergency Response” on page 4.9-13 of the Draft EIR is revised
as follows:
The plan is administered by the California Emergency Management Agency
(Cal-EMA) State Office of Emergency Services (OES). The Cal-EMA OES
coordinates the responses of other agencies, including the USEPA, CHP, CDFG,
the RWQCBs, the local air districts (in this case, the SCAQMD), and local
agencies.
A-1.117 The following sentence in the first paragraph under Impact 4.9-1 on Draft EIR page 4.918 has been revised to clarify that RWQCB would not review or approve the Project
SWPPP.
Among other things, the WEAP would provide instructions for implementation of
the Project SWPPP, including site-specific BMPs required by the RWQCB through
its review and approval of the SWPPP, the location of the MSDS, and notification
procedures in the event of a spill, leak, or discovery of soil contamination.
A-1.118 See Response A-1.40.
A-1.119 The following sentence in the first paragraph under Impact 4.9-3 on Draft EIR page 4.922 has been revised to clarify that RWQCB would not review or approve the Project
SWPPP.
Standard construction water quality BMPs required by the RWQCB through its
review and approval of the SWPPP include measures for the safe handling and
storage of hazardous materials used during construction to prevent a release and
methods to contain any such release if it should occur.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-126

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

A-1.120 The San Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) did not provide any site-specific
recommendations for this Project. Regardless, the bullet includes language to ensure
that the provisions identified can be changed by the applicable fire jurisdiction if
necessary.
The commenter also asks for clarification on the training that would be required for
SCE personnel relative to the size of the fire. The referenced requirement (bullet 3) is
for SCE workers and personnel to receive training on the proper use of fire-fighting
equipment and the procedures to be followed in the event of a fire. The training itself
would distinguish between the procedures to be followed in the event of a small fire and
those to be followed in the event of a large one. No revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.96 are necessary.
A-1.121 See MR1.
A-1.122 See MR1.
A-1.123 See MR1, which describes ongoing remediation activities on the Goodrich site and,
together with the Draft EIR, identifies what mitigation measures would be required if
Alternative 1 were approved. CEQA considers the effects of a proposed project and
alternatives on the existing environment. The fact that multiple federal and state
agencies, including the EPA, are coordinating with respect to the existing groundwater
remediation effort for the Goodrich site has no effect on the efficacy of the Health and
Safety Plan that would be required by Mitigation Measure 4.9-1.
A-1.124 “Construction General Permit” on page 4.10-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Construction General Permit (SWRCB Order 2009-0009-DWQ as amended
by 2010-0014-DWQ).
A-1.125 Correction noted. References in the Draft EIR to “General Construction” Permit are
understood to refer to the Construction General Permit. This clarification does not affect
the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis in the EIR, and so the document
has not been revised in response to this comment.
A-1.126 The fourth and fifth sentences of the third paragraph on page 4.10-18 of the Draft EIR
are revised as follows:
Permit requirements would include the preparation of a SWPPP or multiple
SWPPPs, implementation and monitoring of BMPs, implementation of best
available technology (BAT) for toxic and non-conventional pollutants,
implementation of best conventional technology (BCT) for conventional pollutants,
and periodic submittal of performance summaries and reports to the Santa Ana
RWQCB. The SWPPP(s) would apply to the Project as a whole would include
reference to the major construction areas, such as the proposed Falcon Ridge
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Substation, materials staging areas, and underground work associated with
telecommunications facilities and relocation of existing transmission poles.
A-1.127 See Response A-1.126.
A-1.128 See Response A-1.40.
A-1.129 See MR1.
A-1.130 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.131 In response to this comment and in reflection of the clarified maps of the ROW areas
provided by SCE, the second and third sentences of the last paragraph on page 4.11-4 of
the Draft EIR are revised as follows:
The subtransmission source line route would be within the existing SCE ROW,
delineated as P-UC on the city’s land use map and not included in the specific
plan areas, with the exception of: 1) the portion that would divert from SCE’s
ROW and extend east parallel to South Highland Avenue to San Sevaine Road,
then extend north paralleling San Sevaine Road and spanning the 210 Freeway
until reentering SCE’s ROW; and 2) approximately 0.5 mile between Cypress
Street and the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation location through the Summit at
Rosena Specific Plan area, where SCE’s existing rights would be upgraded.
These This portions would be located within areas of RMU and R-PC designation
within the West Gate Specific Plan and Summit at Rosena Specific Plan, which
that are not yet built out (City of Fontana 1996, 2011a-f).
A-1.132 The last sentence on page 4.11-10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
While the proposed Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line route and proposed
telecommunication facilities would cross through existing residential
communities in the City of Fontana, the portions of the route that would traverse
these communities would be primarily within the existing SCE ROW and these
facilities would not restrict access or constitute a physical barrier to these
communities.
A-1.133 See Response A-1.79.
A-1.134 The second paragraph under “Regulatory Context” on page 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR
clearly states the applicability of land use regulations (which include noise ordinances)
as follows: “CPUC General Order No. 131-D explains that local land use regulations
would not apply to the Project and alternatives.” Therefore, it is not necessary to
precede any mention of policies or codes by “non-binding.”
A-1.135 See Response A-1.134.
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A-1.136 The San Bernardino County Code discussion on Draft EIR page 4.13-8 has been revised
as follows to include San Bernardino County’s stationary noise source limits:
San Bernardino County regulates noise with County Code §83.01.080, Noise.
The interior Ldn noise level limit for mobile noise sources adjacent to noisesensitive uses, such as residences, is 45 dB and the interior Ldn noise level limit is
60 dB. Noise from stationary sources at receiving residential land uses is limited
to 55 dB Leq from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 45 dB Leq from 10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m. Temporary construction, maintenance, repair, or demolition activities
are exempt if they occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., except on Sundays
and Federal holidays (San Bernardino County, 2007b).
A-1.137 See Response A-1.134.
A-1.138 See Response A-1.134.
A-1.139 See Response A-1.134.
A-1.140 See Response A-1.134.
A-1.141 The City of Rialto Municipal Code discussion on Draft EIR page 4.13-9 has been
revised as follows to include the exemption related to public utilities subject to the
regulatory jurisdiction of the CPUC:
Construction activities under the Project are exempt from the provisions of
Chapter 9.50 of the City of Rialto Municipal Code.


§9.50.060, Exemptions. The following activities and noise sources shall be
exempt from the provisions of this chapter:
K.

Construction, operation, maintenance and repairs of equipment,
apparatus or facilities of park and recreation departments, public
work projects or essential public services and facilities, including
trash collection and those of public utilities subject to the regulatory
jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission.

L.

Construction, repair, or excavation work performed pursuant to a
valid written agreement with the city or any of its political
subdivisions which agreement provides for noise mitigation
measures.

A-1.142 See Response A-1.134.
A-1.143 See Response A-1.134.
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A-1.144 The first paragraph in Section 4.12.4 on Draft EIR page 4.13-12 has been revised as
follows to acknowledge the City of Rialto’s exemption related to public utilities subject
to the regulatory jurisdiction of the CPUC:
In addition to the fact that construction activities in unincorporated San Bernardino
County and the cities of Fontana and Rialto are exempt from the noise regulation
provisions in their codes if the construction activities occur during the hours
presented in Table 4.13-3, it also should be noted that as a utility project subject to
the regulatory jurisdiction of the CPUC, any work associated with the Project in
the City of Rialto also would be exempt from otherwise applicable noise control
regulations contained in Chapter 9.50 of the city’s municipal code. Construction
activities in unincorporated San Bernardino County and the cities of Fontana and
Rialto are exempt from the noise regulation provisions in their code if the
construction activities occur during the hours presented in Table 4.13-3.
Construction activities are allowed within the City of Rancho Cucamonga during
the hours presented in Table 4.13-3, and must also comply with noise exposure
limits (see Impact 4.13-2 discussion). Construction activities would not be allowed
on Sundays or national holidays within any jurisdiction in the study area.
A-1.145 Table 4.13-3 on Draft EIR page 4.13-13 has been revised as follows to acknowledge the
City of Rialto’s exemption related to public utilities subject to the regulatory jurisdiction
of the CPUC:
TABLE 4.13-3
LOCAL JURISDICTIONS-PERMITTED HOURS FOR CONSTRUCTION WORK
Permitted Hours
Monday-Friday

Saturday

Sunday and
Holidays

San Bernardino County

7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

None

City of Fontana

7:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.

8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

None

City of Rialto (Oct.-Apr)*
City of Rialto (May-Sep)*

7:00 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.
6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
8:00 a.m.- 5:00 p.m.

None
None

City of Rancho
Cucamonga**

6:30 a.m. - 8:00 p.m.

6:30 a.m. - 8:00 p.m.

None

City/County

* Although these regulations are applicable to construction work in general, as a utility, all SCE utility project
work activities are exempt from all timing requirements under the City of Rialto’s Municipal Code.
** Construction noise exposure shall not exceed 65 dB L25, 70 dB L17, 79 dB L8, or 80 dB Lmax at noise-sensitive
property lines (e.g., residential property lines).
SOURCES: San Bernardino County, 2007b; City of Fontana, 2007; City of Rialto, 2008; and City of Rancho
Cucamonga, 1983

A-1.146 Although its decision-making authority over the Project is not bound by local agency
noise ordinance restrictions, the CPUC has elected to analyze the significance of Projectrelated noise effects relative to standards that otherwise apply in the Project area (see the
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discussion of the “Approach to Analysis” provided on Draft EIR, p. 4.13-12). As a result,
the conclusion of analysis of Impact 4.13-1 (Draft EIR, p. 4.13-13) was that construction
noise would violate the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s exterior noise standards, and so
cause a significant unavoidable impact. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1) obligates
the CPUC to describe feasible measures that could minimize significant adverse impacts.
Although Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would not avoid or reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level, it would minimize the impact by reducing noise levels by at least 5 dB.
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 has not been deleted.
The commenter indicates that implementation of a noise mitigation measure that would
not achieve a noticeable change of 5 dBA (i.e., one that would achieve a change of less
than 5 dBA) should not be implemented. However, as indicated on Draft EIR page 4.1315, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would achieve a noise reduction of at
least 5 dBA (i.e., equal to or greater than 5 dBA). Therefore, implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would achieve a noticeable reduction in noise and so, based
on the commenter’s own criteria, should be implemented.
No data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert
opinion supported by facts is offered to substantiate the commenter’s suggestion that
installation and removal of noise barriers could take longer and produce as many or more
noise impacts than construction of the proposed 66 kV subtransmission source lines.
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.13-1, the shields used during linear construction
activities would be required to be readily removable and moveable so they may be
repositioned, as necessary. In addition, positioning of noise shields would not involve the
same intense construction activities (e.g., clearing, auguring, etc.) that generate elevated
noise levels as would be required to construct the subtransmission source lines.
Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 has not been deleted in response to this comment.
A-1.147 The paragraph that precedes Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 on Draft EIR page 4.13-19 has
been revised as follows to clarify the basis relied upon in the Draft EIR to recommend
the mitigation measure:
Although construction activities generally would occur during daytime hours,
there remains a possibility that some limited nighttime construction work could
be required. As described above, construction activity noise levels could be up to
84 dBA at the closest residences, and average hourly nighttime noise levels in the
Project area have been measured to be as low as 43 dBA (see Table 4.13-1). At
1,000 feet from construction activity at the substation site, the maximum noise
level would be up to approximately 51 dBA. Therefore, at this distance and
beyond, the increase in nighttime noise level would be expected to be less than
10 dBA. Because a 10 dBA change subjectively is heard as approximately a
doubling in loudness and can cause an adverse response, it is assumed that
nighttime construction activity noise 1,000 feet or farther from an active
construction area would not cause a significant effect on residential sensitive
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receptors. Therefore, In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-5
would ensure that construction activities outside of permitted hours (Table 4.13-3)
would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by reducing the noise audible
at residences within 1,000 feet of nighttime construction activities.
A-1.148 The last sentence of the first paragraph on Draft EIR page 4.14-3 is revised as follows:
Because of the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 375, SCAG is preparing the next
RHNA planning cycle which will cover January 1, 2011 October 1, 2013 to
September 30, 2021 (SCAG, 2011b).
A-1.149 See Response A-1.79, which addresses this issue the context of Land Use and Planning,
and Response A-1.134, which addresses this issue in the context of noise. The same
rationale for not making the requested change applies regardless of the specific resource
area.
A-1.150 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.151 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.152 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.153 The footnote on page 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to correct the editorial error in
identifying the county. In addition, while there were 242,985 households with their own
children under the age of 18 in San Bernardino County in 2010, there were a total of
283,252 households with any children under the age of 18. The total population under
18 also was slightly higher than previously reported: a total of 664,577 children instead
of 594,588. This results in a slightly lower average number of children per household
with children present and a slightly lower increase in the number of potential students.
Even with a slightly higher number of potential Project-related students, the analysis
concluded that no impact would result with respect to the provision of new or physically
altered school facilities. Regardless, for accuracy, footnote 1 on Draft EIR page 4.15-10
has been revised as follows:
In San Bernardino Riverside County in 2010, 283, 252242,985 households had
children under the age of 18, and the total county population of children under
the age of 18 was 664,577594,588 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). This gives a
rough average of 2.45 children per household with children present. Assuming
each of the 90 temporary construction workers represented one average
household with children, this could result in an increase of 216225 children in the
service areas of the Rialto Unified, Etiwanda, or Fontana Unified school districts.
A-1.154 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.155 See Response A-1.149.
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A-1.156 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.157 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.158 The portion of the last paragraph on Draft EIR page 4.16-7 that carries over to the top of
page 4.16-8 discloses that the proposed Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line and
Fiber-Optic Cable Route ROW would traverse Fontana Park, separate Rosena Park East
and Rosena Park West, and be adjacent to a landscaped recreational path that runs
adjacent to the Heritage neighborhood in Fontana. It is revised as follows to clarify of
the work that would occur within SCE’s ROW:
Both the subtransmission line and fiber-optic cable would be strung along
existing aboveground structures in these portions of the alignment, and no new
wood poles, TSPs, or other structures would be constructed within these portions
of the ROW. Therefore, no ground-disturbing construction activities would take
place within these segments of the ROW, New subtransmission poles and access
roads would be located within these portions of the ROW. However, and Project
construction of access roads and new poles would not contribute to or accelerate
the substantial physical deterioration of these facilities, and this impact would be
less than significant.
SCE anticipates a total of approximately 90 construction personnel to be working on
any given day during the 12-month construction period, and it is expected that area
parks and other recreational facilities have capacity to serve associated recreational
demands (see Draft EIR page 4.16-7). The clarification of activities to occur in the
ROW within and near Fontana Park, Rosena Park East, Rosena Park West, and the
Heritage neighborhood pathway would not increase the use of these existing
recreational areas beyond the level analyzed in the Draft EIR. To be clear, significance
criterion a) in Draft EIR Section 4.16, Recreation, asks whether a proposed project
would cause an increase in use of existing neighborhood and regional parks and other
recreational facilities – use that would cause substantial deterioration of the facilities to
occur or be accelerated and thereby necessitate rehabilitation, replacement, or other
work to occur to address the deterioration. The clarification of activities to occur in the
ROW would not affect the number of workers who could use park or recreational
facilities, the duration of construction, or otherwise affect the analysis of potential
impacts related to Recreation significance criterion a). Therefore, regardless of the
clarification, the analysis in Draft EIR Section 4.16 remains accurate.
A-1.159 Temporary construction-related closures of park and recreational facilities could cause
secondary environmental effects on traffic, fuel consumption, vehicle emission-related
air quality, and other resources. If people travel to a specific location for recreational
purposes and then must travel to one or more other locations to accomplish the original
purpose, then potential significant impacts would be created that could have been
avoided with advance notice. The type of coordination and noticing contemplated by
Mitigation Measure 4.16-1 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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To the extent that the requirements of Mitigation Measures 4.16-1 and 4.17-1 overlap, if
at all, duplication of effort would not be required.
A-1.160 The roadways associated with Alternative 1 are listed in Draft EIR Section 3.4.1 on
page 3-11.
A-1.161 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.162 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.163 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.164 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.165 See Response A-1.149.
A-1.166 The requested revision does not affect the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR’s
environmental impact analysis, and so has not been made.
A-1.167 See Response A-1.53.
A-1.168 The second sentence of the second paragraph on Draft EIR page 4.17-16 is revised to
correct this editorial error as follows:
Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.17-1 and 4.17-2 identified for the Project
would also be required for this alternative.
A-1.169 For accuracy and to maintain internal consistency, the third paragraph on page 4.18-8 of
the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Construction of the proposed subtransmission source line routes would span
drainages, but SCE does not anticipate placing structures within drainages would
require construction activities to be conducted in an existing drainage outside of
Etiwanda Substation, as explained and analyzed in Section 4.4, Biological
Resources. The proposed telecommunications facilities and proposed distribution
getaways would not add any new aboveground structures, as the telecommunication
facilities are proposed to be located on the new subtransmission poles.
Maintenance of these structures would also not affect drainage. Therefore,
construction, operation, and maintenance would not alter existing drainage patterns
or stormwater runoff.
A-1.170 The Project Description is clear that work durations are estimates. See, for example,
Draft EIR Table 2-6, Construction Equipment and Workforce Estimates, which includes
the approximate number of days required for particular activities, and Draft EIR
Section 2.12 (p. 2-44), which states, “…construction of the Project would take
approximately 12 months.” This understanding is consistent with the resource analysis.
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See, for example, Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics (pp. 4.1-25, 4.1-31, 4.1-33);
Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 4.8-7); Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials (p. 4.9-18); Section 4.14, Population and Housing (p. 4.14-5); Section 4.15,
Public Services (pp. 4.15-8, 4.15-9, 4.15-10); and Section 4.17, Transportation and
Traffic (p. 4.17-7), all of which explicitly state that the anticipated construction period is
approximately 12 months. In fact, the Draft EIR recognizes that the 12-month estimated
construction period is an approximation in the context of utilities (Draft EIR, p. 6-21).
Many factors, including those cited, could affect the precise number of days required for
construction. The requested revision has not been made.
A-1.171 See Response A-1.35.
A-1.172 Consistent with Response A-1.172, the first sentence under Impact 4.18-4 on page 4.1810 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project would require the
removal and disposal of approximately 37 25 existing wood poles.
A-1.173 See Responses A-1.83 and A-1.85.
A-1.174 See Responses A-1.83 and A-1.85.
A-1.175 See Responses A-1.83 and A-1.85.
A-1.176 See MR1.
A-1.177 See MR1.
A-1.178 See MR1.
A-1.179 See MR1.
A-1.180 See MR1.
A-1.181 See MR1.
A-1.182 As explained in Draft EIR Section 6.1 (p. 6-1), the cumulative effects analysis relies on
a blend of two approaches to analyze cumulative effects: the “list-of-projects” approach
and the “summary of projections” approach. As noted, the impacts of projects must
overlap in time as well as geographically before they could accumulate with the
incremental impacts of the Project to cause cumulative effects. Projects were included
on the list provided in Draft EIR Table 6-1 (p. 6-4) based on communications with local
agencies in the vicinity of the Project that occurred around the time that the NOP was
issued for the Project. Table 6.1 on page 6-7 of SCE’s PEA identifies five Applicantsponsored projects as potential cumulative projects.
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The first two projects are described in SCE’s PEA as “Alder-Declez 66-kilvolt (kV)
bundle 5,500-foot of 1,750 underground cable 2010/2011” and “Etiwanda-AlderRandall 66-kV reconductor & re-build three miles of 653 ACSR to 954 SAC from
Etiwanda to Baseline Road” (SCE, 2010).22 Neither of these was included in the
cumulative effects analysis of the Draft EIR because the construction of both was
projected to be complete before construction of the Project was expected to begin: SCE
estimated that the first project would be complete in 2010/2011 and the second would
be complete in 2012. By contrast, SCE anticipated that construction of the Falcon Ridge
Substation Project would not begin until 2013. Consequently, there was no chance that
the impacts of these two projects could overlap temporally with those of the Project.
The remaining three projects identified by SCE in its PEA involve work at the Etiwanda
Substation. Of these, the first involves the relocation of lines from the east bus to the
west bus, the second involves the construction of a new subtransmission source line
segment that would connect the Etiwanda and Genamic substations and related work,
and the third involves the addition of a new transformer at the Etiwanda Substation.
These projects could cause air quality and other impacts similar to those of the Project
that could overlap with the environmental effects of the Project. The potential for
cumulative effects to result was analyzed in PEA Section 6.0. The EIR preparers have
reviewed the analysis provided in the PEA and independently agree that the addition of
the three SCE-proposed projects to the EIR’s cumulative analysis does not result in new
or different impacts relative to those identified in the Draft EIR.
A-1.183 See Responses A-1.83 and A-1.85.
A-1.184 See Responses A-1.83 and A-1.85.
A-1.185 To clarify, Mitigation Measure CUMULATIVE-TRANS would require SCE to prepare
a draft transportation management plan that meets the minimum requirements identified
in the mitigation measure and submit it to the affected cities and County so that those
local agencies can review it to determine whether any adjustments are necessary to
avoid or reduce significant adverse cumulative effects that could occur if other projects’
transportation and traffic impacts would overlap geographically and temporally with
those of the Project. If no input is received from one or more of those agencies within a
reasonable time, then SCE would document its efforts to work with the agency or
agencies and, thereby, would satisfy its obligations under Mitigation Measure
CUMULATIVE-TRANS. If input is received from one or more of the local agencies,
then SCE would make a reasonable good faith effort to integrate and accommodate
reasonable requests to modify the plan. It would be incumbent upon the affected local
agencies, not SCE, to work with other projects’ proponents. Any overlap of
requirements with Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 would not require duplication of effort.

22 SCE, 2010. Proponents Environmental Assessment. Falcon Ridge Substation Project. December 29, 2010.
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A-1.186 The Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting and Compliance Program has been revised as
indicated in these responses to comments. See Appendix H.
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B-1.1
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2.6.2 Letter B-1 - Responses to Comments from California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
B-1.1

Comment acknowledged, no response required.
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B-2.2

B-2.3
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B-2.4

B-2.5

B-2.6

B-2.7

B-2.8

B-2.9
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B-2.9
(cont.)
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2.6.3 Letter B-2 – Responses to Comments from California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
B-2.1

The Draft EIR evaluates whether implementation of the Project could pose a threat to
human health or the environment. For example, Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality,
considers whether Project-related air pollutants would result in a violation of an air
quality standard designed to protect human health and/or the environment, as well as
whether the Project would expose people to substantial pollutant concentrations. Further,
as explained in Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the term
“hazardous materials” is defined expressly with human health and environmental
considerations in mind (see Draft EIR, page 4.9-1). Several of the agency databases
identified in the comment informed the analysis in the Draft EIR, including DTSC’s
EnviroStor database as well as GeoTracker, the NPL, and CERCLIS (see Draft EIR
pages 4.9-1, 4.9-2, 4.9-3, 4.9-4, 4.9-10, and 4.9-28).

B-2.2

The existing environmental setting with respect to hazardous materials-related site
conditions is described in Draft EIR Section 4.9 starting on page 4.9-2. As explained
therein, soil sampling and chemical analysis were performed to evaluate the disposal
requirements of soil excavated for the construction of the proposed substation. Soil samples
from five soil borings were collected at various depths up to 10 feet below ground surface
and submitted for laboratory analysis of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH),
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and California Code of Regulations Title 22 metals.
Laboratory results reported that TPH and PCBs were not detected in any of the samples,
and metal detections were well below the thresholds for hazardous waste classification.
In addition, agency database searches were conducted to identify hazardous materials sites
that would be within 0.25 mile of all Project facilities. See also Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1
(page 4.9-3), which shows the locations of identified hazardous materials sites in the
vicinity of the Project. Because there are no hazardous materials sites within the Project
footprint (either the substation site or within the linear right-of-way), it is not expected that
further investigation or remediation would be necessary (Draft EIR Section 4.9.4, page 4.922). In the event that unanticipated conditions are discovered during the construction,
operation, or maintenance of the Project that necessitate remediation, DTSC’s authority to
investigate and oversee such efforts independent of the CPUC’s environmental review
process is described in the Draft EIR on page 4.9-12, which states: “DTSC has primary
hazardous material regulatory responsibility, but can delegate enforcement responsibilities
to local jurisdictions that enter into agreements with DTSC for the generation, transport,
and disposal of hazardous materials under the authority of the HWCL.”

B-2.3

Sampling, analysis, and research regarding any hazardous conditions on the Project site
are summarized in Response B-2.2. TPH and PCBs were not detected in any of the
samples, and metal detections were well below the thresholds for hazardous waste
classification. Thus, closure, certification, or remediation approval reports were not
required.
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B-2.4

The Project, as described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, would not include the demolition of
buildings, other structures, asphalt, or concrete-paved surfaces.

B-2.5

As noted in Response B-2.2, existing contaminated soils were not identified during
testing or research and are not expected to be disturbed by Project activities. If
contaminated soils are later identified, applicable laws would govern treatment, storage,
and disposal activities. Draft EIR Table 2-4 (page 2-25) discloses that approximately
120,000 square feet (5,000 yards) of material would be imported for the Project. See also
page 2-26, which explains that clean fill or crushed rock also could be used as backfill
during the erection of wood or lightweight steel holes. As would be required by
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (page 4.9-20), SCE and/or its contractors shall prepare and
implement a Health and Safety Plan in accordance with applicable regulations prior to
construction. The Health and Safety Plan shall identify the chemicals potentially present
in soil, health and safety hazards associated with those chemicals, monitoring to be
performed during site activities, soil handling methods required to minimize the potential
for harmful exposures, appropriate personnel protective equipment, and emergency
response procedures. The plan shall be submitted to the CPUC for approval prior to
commencement of construction activities and shall be distributed to all construction crew
members prior to construction and operation of the Project. As described in the context of
Impact 4.9-2 (Draft EIR, page 4.9-21), construction worker training under the WEAP
would provide site personnel with instruction on the notification procedures to be
followed in the event that soil contamination is discovered. Because the implementation
of these actions would assure that imported soil would not cause or contribute to a
significant impact related to contamination, no additional actions are required.

B-2.6

As indicated in Response B-2.4, no demolition is planned. Human health and the
environment would be protected during construction activities. Potential air qualityrelated impacts (including human health impacts) to sensitive receptors during
construction are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality (see, e.g., page 4.3-19 et
seq.) and noise-related impacts to sensitive receptors are addressed in Section 4.13, Noise
(see page 4.13-12 et seq.).
Health risk assessments (HRAs) determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to
environmental pollutants, such as toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions. They generally
are based on a 70-year exposure period when assessing diesel particulate matter and other
TACs that have only cancer or chronic non-cancer health effects; however, it is
appropriate to limit an HRA to the duration of the emission-producing activities. For this
Project, DPM emissions would occur only over the 12-month construction period. As
shown in Table 4.3-8 (Draft EIR, page 4.3-20), maximum PM2.5 emissions from on-site
equipment for the Project would be up to 10 pounds per day. The health risk over a 70year exposure period from short-term Project DPM emissions would be negligible. A
separate HRA for TAC emissions has not been determined to be necessary. An HRA
relative to groundwater or soil contamination would not be necessary for the Project
based on the apparent lack of contamination at the Project sites and routes, and would not
be required for Alternative 1 for the reasons discussed in MR1.
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B-2.7

For the reasons explained in Response B-2.2, no additional investigation or remediation
has been determined to be necessary.

B-2.8

Comment noted. The regulatory setting, including summaries of the Hazardous Waste
Control Law and its implementing regulations and the Unified Hazardous Waste and
Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program, are provided in Draft EIR
Section 4.9.1 (page 4.9-10 et seq.). If it is determined that the Project would trigger
hazardous waste permitting requirements, then the Project Applicant would be subject to
them.

B-2.9

Comment noted.
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2.6.4 Letter B-3 – Responses to Comments from California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
B-3.1

SCE’s botanical surveys documents cite that methods were consistent with the CDFG
2009 survey protocol. The first sentence of the fifth paragraph on page 4.4-22 of the
Draft EIR has been revised as follows to reflect this information:
Following comprehensive botanical surveys that were consistent with the current
protocols created by CDFG (CDFG, 2009), two non-listed special-status plants
were identified in the study area: Plummer’s mariposa lily and Parry’s spineflower,
and are discussed below (BonTerra, 2010b; 2011). No other special-status plant
species were observed during focused plant surveys.
The following has been added to the References on page 4.4-42 of the Draft EIR:
California Department of Fish and Game, 2009 (November 24). Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Natural Communities. Sacramento, CA: CDFG.

B-3.2

Surveys for listed plants and wildlife were comprehensive in nature and considered the
presence or absence of all species with the potential to occur in the Project Area.
Trapping surveys for San Bernardino kangaroo rat and Los Angeles pocket mouse
included a habitat assessment to characterize the distribution of potential habitat for these
species and surveys subsequently were performed within potentially suitable habitat.
Surveys for other listed species, including rare plants, Delhi sands flower-loving fly, and
Coastal California gnatcatcher, were performed consistent with state and federal survey
protocols.

B-3.3

CDFG’s comment appears to concur with the Draft EIR assessment that numerous plant
and wildlife species have a moderate to high potential to occur in the Project Area. The
CDFG comment also summarizes identified impacts of several proposed facilities and
notes that impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub habitat are not quantified
because much of the habitat will be avoided. Comment noted.

B-3.4

Nine focused biological survey reports and technical reports are referenced in the Draft
EIR, totaling more than 600 pages in length, including the following:


Biological Technical Report: Falcon Ridge Substation Project (2010)



Results of the Special-Status Plant Surveys for the Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(2010)



Results of 2011 Focused Plant Surveys for the Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(2011)



Results of Western Burrowing Owl Surveys for the Falcon Ridge Substation
Project (2010)
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Results of Focused Presence/Absence Surveys for the Coastal California
Gnatcatcher for the Falcon Ridge Substation Project (2010)



Jurisdictional Delineation Report, Falcon Ridge (Etiwanda) Substation Project
(2010)



Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) Focused
Adult Survey at Southern California Edison’s Falcon Ridge Project (2010)



Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis)Focused
Adult Survey at Southern California Edison’s Falcon Ridge Project (2011)



Results of a Habitat Assessment and Trapping Survey for San Bernardino
Kangaroo Rat and Los Angeles Pocket Mouse on the Falcon Ridge Substation
Project (2010)

These survey reports are readily accessible and available for agency and public review
upon request as part of the administrative record for the Project. Vegetation maps are
included in the Biological Technical Report as well as in the special-status plant surveys
and the gnatcatcher survey. Due to the large size of these reports, they have not been
appended to the EIR.
B-3.5

The Draft EIR relies on a qualitative basis to define and identify disturbed native habitat.
Such areas that were characterized as “disturbed” in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, showed a moderate to high degree of historic ground disturbance, and
consequently exhibited low densities of native vegetation, large areas of bare ground, and
extensive distribution of invasive non-native species. “Disturbed” habitat included a
range of lands that supported low- to moderately vegetated remnants of native habitat
(e.g., disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and
disturbed mule fat scrub) and barren areas that were mostly void of vegetation due to
ground disturbance (e.g., parking areas, dirt roads, and road margins). Due to past earthmoving activities, such disturbed habitats tended to have a high density of non-native
grasses such as wild oats, foxtail chess, soft chess, foxtail fescue, Mediterranean grass,
and goldentop grass. Disturbed areas showed evidence of historic ground disturbance and
hydroseeding. The presence of old service roads also weighed toward the classification of
areas as intact or disturbed habitat. This qualitative basis for designating habitat as
disturbed or undisturbed is sufficient; use of a quantitative basis was not required.

B-3.6

As discussed in Response B-3.1, botanical surveys were performed consistent with
CDFG’s 2009 survey requirements.

B-3.7

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 (Draft EIR, page 4.4-36), the Project Applicant shall
follow the standardized avian protection guidelines developed by the Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee to minimize avian mortality from interactions with power lines. The
recommendations rely on the initial design of tower facilities to provide configurations that
minimize impacts to birds. A Draft Mitigation, Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance
Program is included in Appendix H of this Final EIR. It has been prepared and will be used
to ensure that the mitigation measures adopted as conditions for Project approval are
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implemented (Pub. Res. Code §21081.6; CEQA Guidelines §15097). If and when the
Project is approved by the CPUC, the CPUC will compile a Final Mitigation, Monitoring,
Reporting, and Compliance Program Plan based on this draft and the mitigation measures
included in the Final EIR, as certified by the CPUC.
B-3.8

Table 4.4-1 on page 4.4-4 of the Draft EIR presents the total acreage of habitats in the
Project Area. Impacts to sensitive natural communities are identified in Impact 4.4-5, and
include Riversidean sage scrub (4.60 acres at the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation, up
to 2.0 acres at the Falcon Ridge staging area, up to 3.0 acres at the Etiwanda staging area,
and 3.55 acres for the proposed subtransmission source line and fiber-optic cable routes).
The following text and new Table 4.4-4 is added to the first paragraph under Impact 4.4-5
on page 4.4-37 of the Draft EIR:
Anticipated Project impacts to vegetation communities are summarized in
Table 4.4-4.
TABLE 4.4-4
ANTICIPATED PROJECT IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES
Project Component
Etiwanda and Alder
Subtransmission
Source Line and FiberOptic Cable Routes

Alternative
Subtransmission
Source Line and
Fiber-Optic

Falcon Ridge
Substation
and Staging
Area

Etiwanda
Substation
Upgrades and
Staging Area

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

0.23

0.23

0.00

0.00

Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial
Fan Sage Scrub

3.27

1.65

4.60

3.00

Disturbed Riversidean Sage
Scrub

0.05

0.15

0.00

0.00

Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

Annual Grassland

1.55

1.55

0.00

0.00

Annual Grassland/Disturbed
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

1.12

1.12

0.00

0.00

Vegetation Types

Vineyards

1.36

1.36

0.00

0.00

Ruderal

11.48

11.03

0.04

0.11

Ornamental

0.70

0.70

0.00

0.00

Disturbed

0.61

0.61

0.00

0.00

Developed

2.51

2.84

0.00

0.00

Developed/Ornamental

0.57

3.83

0.00

0.00

Developed/Ruderal

0.54

0.55

0.00

0.00

Flood Control Channel

0.13

0.13

0.00

0.00

Total Acreage

24.18

25.81

7.39

3.11

SOURCE: BonTerra, 2010a, modified based on subsequent survey data and project modifications
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B-3.9

Impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub and Riversidean sage scrub habitat are
quantified in Table 4.4-4 (see Response B-3.8). Mitigation ratios for impacts to these
vegetation communities are presented in APM-BIO-02 on page 4.4-30 of the Draft EIR
and are summarized below:


1:1 minimum replacement ratio for permanent impacts to disturbed
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and
annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub vegetation;



1:1 replacement ratio for temporary impacts on undisturbed/disturbed
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub; and



3:1 replacement ratio for permanent impacts on undisturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, with final compensation ratios for impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub subject to approval from USFWS and
CDFG.

B-3.10 The Applicant is in the process of submitting an application for a Lake and Streambed
Alternation Agreement to CDFG.
B-3.11 The 2010 Jurisdictional Delineation Report prepared by BonTerra is disclosed in the
Draft EIR. See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-6, 4.4-37. See also, Mitigation Measure 4.4-6(a-c)
on Draft EIR page 4.4-38, which addresses impacts to jurisdictional waters, prefers
avoidance over mitigation, and establishes a “minimum replacement ratio of 1:1, or as
otherwise agreed to by the resource agencies, would be required to ensure that there
would be no net loss of habitat value.” The mitigation measures, as drafted, are clear that
CDFG could impose a mitigation ratio different than 1:1 depending on the impacts, the
quality of affected habitat, and other factors. As noted in Response B-3.10, the Applicant
is in the process of submitting an application for a Lake and Streambed Alternation
Agreement to CDFG.
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South Coast
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000  www.aqmd.gov

E-mailed: March 9, 2012
falconridge@esassoc.com

March 9, 2012

Mr. John Boccio
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
c/o ESA
225 Bush St. Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104
Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are intended to
provide guidance to the lead agency and should be incorporated into the final
environmental impact report (Final EIR) document as appropriate.
Construction Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation
Based on the air quality analysis summarized in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR the
proposed project would have significant regional air quality impacts. Specifically, the
proposed project would exceed the AQMD’s regional construction emissions thresholds
for NOx and PM10. As a result, the lead agency proposed mitigation measure 4.3-1 that
requires a 20% NOx reduction and 45% PM10 reduction from the project’s construction
equipment compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. However, the proposed
project remains significant; therefore, to further reduce air quality impacts from the
proposed project the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency revise mitigation
measure 4.3-1a as follows:
During project construction, all internal combustion engines/construction equipment
operating on the project site shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 3 emissions standards, or
higher according to the following:


Project start, to December 31, 2014: All offroad diesel-powered construction
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad emissions standards. In
addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a
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Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined
by CARB regulations.


Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment greater
than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. In addition,
all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by
CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve
emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3
diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB
regulations.



A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and
CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.



Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD “SOON” funds.
Incentives could be provided for those construction contractors who apply for
AQMD “SOON” funds. The “SOON” program provides funds to accelerate clean
up of off-road diesel vehicles, such as heavy duty construction equipment. More
information on this program can be found at the following website:
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm

For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to the mitigation
measure tables located at the following website:
www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html.
Contact Information
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, AQMD staff requests that the lead
agency provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior
to the adoption of the Final EIR. Further, staff is available to work with the lead agency
to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan
Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any
questions regarding the enclosed comments.
Sincerely,
Ian MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Attachment
IM:DG
SBC120127-03
Control Number
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2.6.5 Letter B-4 – Responses to Comments from South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
B-4.1

It is acknowledged that only using construction equipment that would meet USEPAcertified Tier 3 or higher emission standards would achieve reductions beyond the
requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a; however, it may not be practical or feasible
for the Applicant to use such equipment exclusively due to equipment availability in the
Project Area. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a on page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR has
been revised as shown below to require the Applicant to make a good faith effort to use
the highest USEPA-certified tiered construction equipment available, and the Applicant
shall provide documentation of its efforts to obtain such equipment for construction of
the Project.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: For diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment
of more than 50 horsepower and on-road diesel fueled vehicles, SCE shall make
a good faith effort to use available construction equipment that meets the highest
USEPA-certified tiered emission standards ensure achievement of a Project-wide
fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent PM10 exhaust reduction
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. An Exhaust Emissions Control
Plan to achieve that indentifies each unit’s certified tier specification, Best
Available Control Technology (BACT), and the CARB or SCAQMD operating
permit number (if applicable) these reductions shall be submitted to the CPUC
for review and approval at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction
activities. Construction activities cannot commence until the plan has been
approved. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit
technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as such become
available. For all pieces of equipment that would not meet Tier 3 emission
standards, the Exhaust Emissions Control Plan shall include documentation from
at least two local heavy construction equipment rental companies that indicates
that the companies do not have access to higher tiered equipment for the given
class of equipment.

B-4.2

It is acknowledged that construction contractors can receive incentives by applying for
SCAQMD “SOON” program funds to accelerate clean-up of off-road diesel vehicles,
such as heavy duty construction equipment. The CPUC encourages all efforts to reduce
adverse effects on the environment, including effects associated with construction vehicle
emissions.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-157

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

B-5

B-5.1

2-158

B-5

B-5.1
(cont.)

B-5.2

B-5.3

2-159

B-5

B-5.3
(cont.)

B-5.4

B-5.5

B-5.6

B-5.7

2-160

B-5

B-5.7
(cont.)

B-5.8

2-161

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-162

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-163

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-164

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-165

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-166

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-167

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-168

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-169

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-170

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-171

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-172

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-173

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-174

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-175

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-176

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-177

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-178

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-179

B-5

B-5.8
(cont.)

2-180

2. Comments and Responses

2.6.6 Letter B-5 – Responses to Comments from City of
Fontana
B-5.1

The CPUC received and considered input from the City of Fontana during the preparation
of the Draft EIR. See, for example, Draft EIR Appendix A, Scoping Report, pages A-12
through A-14, which identify the City as a source of input and summarize comments
made regarding potential aesthetic impacts of the Project. See also, Scoping Report
Appendix A (Draft EIR, p. A-36) and Appendix E (Draft EIR, pp. A-67 and A-71 et
seq.), which register the City’s attendance and participation at the scoping meeting.
Further, Scoping Report Appendix F (Draft EIR, p. A-96 et seq.) provides a copy of the
City’s January 26, 2011, scoping letter and Appendix G (Draft EIR, p. A-112 et seq.)
summarizes a separate meeting between the CPUC and the City on May 11, 2011. The
City’s May 27, 2011, letter provided additional input regarding potential aesthetic effects.
Receipt of the additional copies of the January 26 and May 27, 2011, letters, including
view corridor photographs representative of baseline conditions, is acknowledged.
As indicated in Draft EIR Figure 2-2 (p. 2-5), a total of 24 tubular steel poles, 204 light
weight steel poles and 6 wood poles would be installed between the existing Etiwanda
Substation and the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation. Figure 2-2 also identifies locations
where a portion of the existing line could be installed underground as part of the Project
and two locations where existing poles would be removed. The new poles would be a
maximum of 100 feet tall, as indicated in Draft EIR Table 2-1 (p. 2-12) and shown in
Draft EIR Figure 2-5 (p. 2-13), and not “at a height of 128 to 225 feet” as indicated in the
comment.
Impacts to views of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains are analyzed as Draft
EIR Impact 4.1-1 (p. 4.1-25 et seq.), pertaining to adverse effects on scenic vistas, and
Impact 4.1-5 (p. 4.1-32 et seq.), pertaining to degradation of the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings. Draft EIR page 4.1-25 explains, “As described
in the Setting, the cities of Fontana, Rialto, and Rancho Cucamonga consider the San
Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains as important scenic and character-defining
backdrops. Although not “scenic vistas” per the definition provided under Definitions
Related to Visual Resources, this analysis includes the scenic view corridors identified by
the cities of Fontana, Rialto and Rancho Cucamonga, because unencumbered views of
the mountains are considered as a scenic resource by all three cities for the purpose of
land use planning and community design.”
Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would require the use of non-reflective insulators and
conductors, which would reduce the level of glare associated with Project components
and would, by extension, reduce the degree to which Project components would attract
viewer attention. While this would reduce the level of visual contrast associated with
glare, glare is only one of many factors that collectively affect the overall visual change
caused by the Project, which in turn determines impact significance. The overall visual
change is influenced by other elements of visual contrast including view blockage, and
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form, bulk, and dominance of the proposed structures. Each individual factor alone may
not create a significant visual impact; however, collectively they contribute to a potential
significant adverse impact. After implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 to reduce
the impact of glare, the Draft EIR considers: (1) the numerous individual factors that
influence visual contrast, (2) their contribution to the overall visual change created by
construction of the Project, and (3) the visual sensitivity of the viewsheds in question.
The Draft EIR then concludes that impacts to scenic vistas and scenic roadways would be
less than significant with mitigation, with the exception of San Sevaine Road and
Highland Avenue (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-28 et seq.) from which impacts would be significant
and unavoidable.
Further mitigation is not required for locations from which impacts would be less than
significant, because the CPUC does not have jurisdiction to require more. The CPUC’s
authority to impose mitigation measures in an EIR is subject to the constitutional
requirement that there must be a nexus, or reasonable relationship, between an impact to
be mitigated and the project proposed (CEQA Guidelines §§15041(a), 15126.4(a)(4);
Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987)).
For significant and unavoidable impacts at San Sevaine Road and Highland Avenue
(Draft EIR, p. 4.1-28 et seq.), the Draft EIR does not recommend that additional
mitigation measures be imposed because no other mitigation measures were determined
to be feasible. For a discussion of undergrounding of Project components, see MR3.
B-5.2

Draft EIR determinations of visual sensitivity are based on the combined factors of visual
quality, viewer types and volumes, and visual exposure to the Project. Although the Draft
EIR does analyze views from the perspective of motorists on local scenic and major
roadways, it equally analyzes views from other visually sensitive locations, including
parks and recreational areas and views from scenic vistas (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-8 et seq.) The
choice of these viewsheds and viewer types is driven by a number of factors, including
that visual sensitivity is characteristically more pronounced in areas of more distinctive
visual quality, such as designated scenic highways, designated scenic roads, parks, and
recreation and natural areas (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-2).
Pedestrian views are described in the Regional and Local Setting on Draft EIR page 4.1-7,
under the discussion of land use and development patterns in urban/developed areas, and
on page 4.1-10, under the description of views from scenic vistas. Visual impacts to
pedestrian views of scenic vistas is addressed under Draft EIR Impact 4.1-1, pages 4.1-26
and 4.1-27, and range from less than significant with mitigation incorporated to
significant and unavoidable, depending on the viewshed. Variations in impact
significance are due to the fact that duration of views is not the only factor used in
determining Project impacts. Other considerations include the visual quality of the
viewshed (e.g., industrial, representative, or distinctive); viewer exposure (e.g., landscape
visibility, viewing distance, viewing angle, extent of visibility, and duration of view);
viewer type and volume (e.g., motorist, recreationalist, small/medium/high number of

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-182

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

views); and the degree of visual change caused by construction of the Project (e.g., visual
contrast, project dominance, and view blockage or impairment).
The comment states that the City has plans for expansion of its extensive walking trails
and bike path network, but does not state to what plan the comment is referring, nor does
it state what planned walking trails and bike paths would be impacted by the Project that
are not analyzed in the Draft EIR. Setting information and analysis of potential impacts to
bike paths in the study area is provided in Draft EIR Section 4.17, Transportation and
Traffic. The analysis of impacts to bike paths considers the bike paths identified in
Fontana General Plan Figure 10-4, Existing and Proposed Bikeway System. Setting
information and analysis of potential impacts to walking trails and recreational areas are
analyzed in Draft EIR Sections 4.1 (Aesthetics) and 4.16 (Recreation). City of Fontana
recreational areas analyzed in the Draft EIR were drawn from several sources,
predominantly the Parks, Recreation & Trails Element of the City of Fontana General
Plan (2003), which includes Figure 10-1, Existing and Planned Future Parks, and Figure
10-3, Recreation Trails. Information was also gathered via personal communication with
park coordinators (Cloke, 2011; Wolf, 2011).
Additional information about future plans in the Project area is included in Draft EIR
Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts. A list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, the impacts of which could interact with those of the Project, is provided in
Table 6-1 (Draft EIR, p. 6-4). Cumulative projects were identified based on review of
local, regional, and statewide planning documents and environmental analyses that have
been adopted or certified (including the Fontana General Plan), in addition to personal
communication with City of Fontana staff (Fahie, 2011; Molinos, 2010a; Molinos, 2010b).
No additional future plans for expansion of walking trails or bike path networks were
identified in this process.
B-5.3

See MR3(B) regarding the possible underground installation of the proposed
subtransmission line at key view corridors, including along South Highland Avenue and
San Sevaine Road. See also MR2 for discussion of a proposed alternate route at this
location.

B-5.4

An overview of the CPUC’s decision-making process was presented during the April 14,
2011, Scoping Meeting. The powerpoint slides presented at the Scoping Meeting were
provided in Appendix A of the Scoping Report (see Draft EIR, p. A-38 et seq.). In
exercising its discretion to approve or deny the Project, the CPUC will consider and
evaluate all relevant evidence in the administrative record, including all of the
alternatives presented in the EIR and factors warranting adoption of those alternatives. As
indicated on Draft EIR pages A-46 and A-47, conclusions reached during the
environmental review process are one of several factors to be considered in the decisionmaking process. It would be premature before the EIR is certified to predict how the
Commission will weigh the relevant environmental and other factors in reaching its
decision.
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See MR1(B) for a discussion of Alternative 1 as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.
Regardless of whether Alternative 1 ultimately is approved, the route of the
subtransmission line has been clarified in response to this comment. The fifth and sixth
sentences of the second paragraph on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:
The new 66 kV subtransmission line would leave Alder Substation and parallel
West Casmalia Street until it reaches the boundary line of the City of Fontana
and the City of Rialto Mango Avenue. The subtransmission line would then
traverse north to intercept and follow along the future extension of Mango
Avenue until it reaches the Falcon Ridge Substation.
B-5.5

The 13 acres of new ROW for the subtransmission source lines and access roads would
be located along South Highland Avenue, San Sevaine Road, the future extension of
Mango Avenue, West Casmalia Street, and Locust Avenue. See also Response A-1.45
and Final EIR Figures 2-3a, 2-3b, and 2-3c for further detail.
The EIR analyzes the Project as proposed without regard to the necessity for each
separate component (or the overall proposal) when the requested approval is a Permit to
Construct. Therefore, the CPUC did not inquire as to the Applicant’s rationale for
proposing a new access road in the vicinity of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine
Road. The City’s opinion about relative construction costs and visual impacts is noted.

B-5.6

As discussed in Response B-5.1, the CPUC considered input received from the City
during the preparation of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of undergrounding of the
proposed subtransmission line at key view corridors, including along South Highland
Avenue and San Sevaine Road, see MR3(B). See also MR2 for discussion of a proposed
alternate route at this location.

B-5.7

The comment disagrees with the references to agricultural development and agricultural
land in the discussion of the visual qualities of the Project area in Draft EIR Section 4.1,
Aesthetics. As stated on Draft EIR page 4.1-2, “The visual study area, shown in Figure
4.1-1, was delineated based on a site visit conducted by ESA on August 18, 2010 (ESA,
2010). During this site visit, ESA staff surveyed locations from which the Project area
would be visible.” While not a major feature in the visual landscape, land currently used
for agricultural purposes (primarily row crops) was observed in select locations in the
vicinity of the Project area, including west of Cherry Avenue and east of San Sevaine
Road, between South Highland Avenue and Baseline Avenue.
Based on the August 18, 2010 site visit, the visual character of areas surrounding the
subtransmission source line routes was generally characterized as falling within one of
two distinct visual contexts: urban/developed or vacant/open space/agricultural. As
described on Draft EIR page 4.1-7, the vacant/open space/agricultural designation was
used to describe land in the vicinity of the Project that allows for greater opportunity for
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long-range middleground and background views of the distinctive San Bernardino
Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains, due to the lack of urban development.
Vacant/open space/agricultural land is generally disturbed by human influence, including
the presence of overhead electrical lines, transportation infrastructure, graded or disturbed
areas, and/or past or present agricultural activity. Nonetheless, to address stated concerns
that the Draft EIR mischaracterizes non-agricultural land, specific references to
agricultural areas in Draft EIR Section 4.1 have been clarified, when the land is not
currently being used for agricultural purposes:
Page 4.1-2, fourth paragraph, fifth sentence:
However, other locations provide a wider viewshed with views of the Project
area from relatively greater distances, including from locations characterized by
undeveloped open space agriculture, vacant land, or parks.
Page 4.1-6, second full paragraph:
…The visual quality of the site is representative and characteristic of vacant and
undeveloped agricultural land in the study area…. Surface terrain is characterized
by undeveloped agricultural and open space land covered with grass and brush
(see Figure 4.1-2a, Photo A).
Page 4.1-7, second full paragraph:
… The visual character of areas surrounding the subtransmission source line
routes can be generally characterized as falling within one of two distinct visual
contexts: urban/developed and vacant/open space/agricultural, as discussed
below. Figure 4.1-1 delineates the locations of these visual contexts, which were
determined during the August 18, 2010 site visit.
Page 4.1-7 to 4.1-8, fifth full paragraph:
Vacant/open space/agricultural land in the vicinity of the Project is generally
disturbed by human influence, including the presence of overhead electrical lines,
transportation infrastructure, graded or disturbed areas, and remnants of past or
present agricultural activity (see Figure 4.1-2b, Photos G and H). Vacant/open
space/agricultural areas, however, provide greater opportunity for long-range
middleground and background views of the distinctive San Bernardino
Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains, which form the character-defining
backdrop for the region. While uncommon, northeasterly to northwesterly views
of agricultural land that are unencumbered by visual disturbances (e.g.,
transmission towers, construction grading, highway overpasses and adjacent
development) represent the most unique and high-quality views in the study area
due to their bucolic nature. Generally, these areas are representative of
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undeveloped areas or agricultural development in the Project area, with distinct
views from select locations.
Page 4.1-8, under subheading Nighttime Light Environment, second sentence:
Even in vacant or undeveloped agricultural land uses within the study area,
nighttime lighting is likely to be intense due to the close proximity of existing
light sources.
Page 4.1-9, third paragraph:
Although these corridors provide views of scenic mountains in the background,
the visual quality of landscape surrounding the scenic corridors is generally
representative, as they are surrounded by the suburban, and/or developed, and/or
agricultural development land described above under Land Use and Development
Pattern.
Page 4.1-29, under subheading SR 210 and I-15, eighth sentence:
Foreground features include open space, undeveloped agricultural areas, and
highway structures such as light poles and signage.
B-5.8

The commenter asserts that the visual simulation photographs of the Project (a) do not
provide a fair representation of the neighborhoods that would be impacted, (b) are not
accurate depictions of the environment/view corridors in which the subtransmission lines
would be located, and (c) are taken along the existing and proposed transmission lines
and not perpendicular to the transmission lines to show the impact the view corridors that
run north and south. The comment further provides language from the City of Fontana
General Plan regarding scenic view corridors, and photographs taken from scenic
corridors in the vicinity of the Project.
The scenic value of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains is recorded
throughout Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, starting on page 4.1-6, which states: “The
dominant topographic landforms in the study area are the visually distinctive San
Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains, which rise steeply to the north of the Project
area; and the Jurupa Hills, which are at a greater distance to the south and more subdued
in form. The San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains form the primary backdrop in
views from most places on the valley floor that do not have foreground or middleground
view obstacles (e.g., large trees, tall buildings, elevated freeways, etc.)”
Furthermore, in the discussion of motorists on major or scenic travel routes (page 4.1-9),
the Draft EIR highlights the same designated scenic corridors identified in the comment,
and includes additional corridors reflecting the importance of views of the mountains:
“[T]he General Plans for the cities of Fontana, Rancho Cucamonga, and Rialto identify
scenic corridors for special design treatment (City of Fontana, 2003; City of Rancho
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Cucamonga, 2010; City of Rialto, 2010). The following scenic corridors are located in
the visual study area:




North-south routes: Beech, Sierra, Citrus, Cherry, and Etiwanda Avenues
East-west routes: Foothill Boulevard; Wilson, Baseline, and Highland
Avenues
Major freeways: Interstate (I)-15 and State Route (SR) 210”

In its discussion of scenic vistas, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the cities of Fontana,
Rialto, and Rancho Cucamonga generally define major north-south arterial roads as view
corridors, reflecting the importance and value of northerly views of the mountains (Draft
EIR page 4.1-10). Therefore, although scenic vistas are generally considered to be a
location from which the public can experience unique and exemplary high-quality views
(typically from elevated vantage points that offer panoramic views of great breadth and
depth), the Draft EIR considers scenic vistas in the study area as including those scenic
view corridors discussed above under Motorists on Major or Scenic Travel Routes. As
such, the Draft EIR takes into consideration the scenic view corridors described in the
City of Fontana General Plan, including the specific roadways designated as scenic
corridors and highways, and other roadways oriented such that they provide scenic views
of the mountains.
As discussed in Response B-5.2, the choice of viewsheds and viewer types analyzed in
the Draft EIR is driven by a number of factors, including that visual sensitivity is
characteristically more pronounced in areas of more distinctive visual quality, such as
designated scenic highways, designated scenic roads, parks, and recreation and natural
areas. In areas of more indistinctive or representative visual quality, sensitivity to change
tends to be less pronounced, depending on the level of visual exposure (Draft EIR
page 4.1-2). The simulations in the Draft EIR provide a fair representation of the visually
sensitive viewsheds that would be impacted by the Project. As described on Draft EIR
page 4.1-10, “Key observation points (KOPs) were established to provide a
representative cross-section of affected landscapes in the visual study area. KOPs were
selected based on the Project’s viewshed, visual exposure, and important viewer
groups…” In addition to views from three recreational areas, the Draft EIR provides
simulations for four of the scenic corridors identified above, including two north-south
routes (Sierra Avenue and Citrus Avenue), and two east-west routes (Baseline Avenue
and Highland Avenues). Views depicted in the simulations for these four scenic corridors
are representative of views from other scenic corridors. For example, visual changes to
scenic views from the Beech Avenue and Cherry Avenue scenic corridors would be
similar to those shown for Citrus Avenue (Draft EIR Figure 4.1-5), and the visual change
to viewers on Foothill Boulevard and Wilson Avenue would be similar to those shown
for Baseline Avenue (Draft EIR Figure 4.1-6).
The commenter expresses the opinion that the Draft EIR simulations are not accurate
depictions of the environment/view corridors in which the subtransmission lines would
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be located, because they are taken along the existing and proposed subtransmission lines
and not perpendicular to the subtransmission lines. For example, the comment provides
photographs showing views from Baseline Avenue looking west along the designated
view corridor, and photographs of views from Citrus Avenue looking north along the
designated view corridor, with the recommendation that the Draft EIR include
simulations showing views from these perpendicular orientations. However, from these
locations a simulation showing the view perpendicular to the Project would actually
minimize the visual effects of the Project, because it would show just the subtransmission
conductor traversing the road. It would not capture the full effect of installation of a new
subtransmission corridor with dozens of poles and miles of conductor. For this reason, in
the Draft EIR the directions of simulation photos were conservatively chosen to capture
the viewsheds with the highest degree of change, and hence the highest degree of visual
impact. For example, Draft EIR Figure 4.1-6 shows the existing and simulated view from
Baseline Avenue near Heritage Intermediate School looking northwest (KOP 2), to show
a wide swath of subtransmission line visible from this location. Similarly, Draft EIR
figure 4.1-5 shows the existing and simulated view from Citrus Avenue looking east
down the subtransmission corridor, to capture the viewshed with the greatest visual
change. For this reason, the CPUC acknowledges the receipt of the commenter’s
additional setting photos, but will not create new simulations to depict additional vantage
points from the chosen KOPs.
Regarding the commenter’s suggested mitigation to underground portions of the
subtransmission alignment, see MR3.
As noted in Response B-5.1, the CPUC received and considered the City’s prior letters.
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City ofRialto
California

March 12.2012

Mr. John Boccio

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
c/o ESA 225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104

Sent Via Facsimile (415) 896-0332

Re:

Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017) SCH No. 2011041009

Dear Mr. Boccio:

The City of Rialto has several concerns regarding the proposed Falcon Ridge substation project.
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for consideration of an application by Southern California Edison (SCE) to
construct a new 66 Vi kilovolt (kV) substation in north Fontana and two 66 kV sub-transmission

electrical lines to power the substation. The three mile electrical line to connect the proposed
substation to the existing Alder station is proposed to be constructed above ground in the rightof-way in the City of Rialto. The City of Rialto is opposed to above ground construction
because:

•

The project wiU have a negative impact on Aesthetics. Using non-reflective wires will
not address the negative impact caused by the poles. The poles will have a negative
visual impact on Locust Avenue and Casmalia Street which serve as the gateway to the
City's regionally significant Renaissance Rialto project. The proposed project will result
in poles on both sides (north and south) of the 1-210 freeway. The cumulative negative

B-6.1

impact to the Rialto community has not been addressed in the DEIR.

•

The project will nave a negative impact on Land Use/Planning. The proposed project is
not compatible with the development standards of the City of Rialto and must be
mitigated. All new development in Rialto is required to place electrical transmission
lines underground. Acceptable measures to mitigate the negative impact to Land
Use/Planning are: 1) underground the proposed utility lines; 2) pay the cost to
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2.6.7 Letter B-6 – Responses to Comments from City of Rialto
B-6.1

Regarding Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, which requires the use of non-reflective insulators
and conductors, see Response B-5.1.
Regarding concerns about visual impacts to Casmalia Street, Locust Avenue, and I- 210,
as described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, public viewer groups evaluated in the Draft EIR
include motorists along major or scenic roadways, visitors to parks and recreational areas,
and visitors to scenic vistas. I-210 is identified as a major roadway and scenic corridor in
the visual study area and is described on Draft EIR page 4.1-9, and analyzed under
Impact 4.1-1, which pertains to adverse effects on a scenic vista (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-29 et
seq.). The commenter correctly notes that the Project would construct poles on both the
north and south sides of I-210, as it would traverse the highway in two locations.
However, as described in the Draft EIR, impacts to the I-210 viewshed would be less
than significant for the following reasons: “The addition of new subtransmission poles
and conductor would cause a small but perceptible increase in structure prominence and
industrial character within the landscape, as motorists approach and drive under the
proposed subtransmission source line. Other features in the viewshed would co-dominate
or dominate views, including transmission lattice structures and conductor. The
narrowness of poles and conductor would prevent the Project from blocking scenic vistas
in the background. The overall visual change at both crossings of I-210 would be
moderate. In consideration of I-210’s high visual sensitivity, the resulting visual impact
would be adverse and potentially significant. However, per the definition of ‘adverse and
potentially significant’ in Table 4.1-2, site-specific circumstances determine whether the
impacts are perceived as negative and exceed environmental thresholds. In the case of
views from I-210, because the highway is oriented east-west, the viewer would
experience the change in an urbanized context of surrounding development. For viewers
looking north towards the mountains (i.e., the scenic views), the visual change would be
experienced only very briefly, while approaching and crossing under the subtransmission
source line. Actual impacts at this [key observation point] would be adverse but less than
significant.”
Draft EIR Figure 4.1-2a, Photo B, shows a setting photo of Alder Substation at the
intersection of West Casmalia Street and North Locust Avenue. However, neither
Casmalia Street nor Locust Avenue is identified as a major roadway or a scenic corridor
in the Draft EIR because neither are designated as such in the City of Rialto General Plan
(2010). According to the City of Rialto General Plan, Locust Avenue is a Secondary
Arterial, and Casmalia Avenue is a Collector Street. Per the City of Rialto General Plan,
“Secondary Arterials have two lanes of travel in each direction and left-turn lanes, and
typically accommodate or accommodate intermediate traffic speeds. Travel lanes must be
narrower than on Major Arterials… Although through traffic will utilize Secondary
Arterials, their primary purpose is to link Local Streets with Major Arterials…Collector
Streets provide a transition between Local Streets and higher-speed arterial roadways.
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These roadways typically have one travel lane in each direction and low design speeds…
As their name implies, Collector Streets collect local traffic for delivery to Arterials.”
Per the City of Rialto Draft Renaissance Specific Plan, Locust Avenue and Casmalia
Avenue in the vicinity of the Project are Secondary Arterials, defined as follows:
“Secondary Arterials are smaller than Major Arterials but are extremely important in
creating a backbone circulation system. They serve as the primary roadways within
Renaissance, carrying the majority of traffic into and throughout the site.”
Neither Casmalia Street nor North Locust Avenue is identified in the City of Rialto
General Plan, nor the City of Rialto Draft Renaissance Specific Plan, as having a scenic
designation; they are not designated major or minor gateways, or scenic corridors
(Exhibit 2.4 – Community Design, City of Rialto, 2010). North Locust Avenue, because
of its north-south orientation, does provide views of scenic San Bernardino Mountains to
the north. However, as shown in Draft EIR Figure 4.1-2a, Photo B, the portion of the
Project on North Locust Avenue is adjacent to the existing Alder Substation, in a location
with prominent industrial features. For this reason, Locust Avenue was not analyzed as a
scenic location in the Draft EIR.
Cumulative impacts to visual resources are analyzed in Draft EIR Chapter 6, Section
6.2.1, page 6-7 et seq. The Project’s incremental contribution would be cumulatively
considerable to scenic vistas along the following scenic corridors: Cherry Avenue, Beech
Avenue, Citrus Avenue, Sierra Avenue, Highland Boulevard, and I-210.
B-6.2

See MR3(A) for discussion of compatibility with the City’s development standards
regarding undergrounding.

B-6.3

Regarding Alternative 1, designated in the Draft EIR as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, see MR1.
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Mr.JohnBoccio
FalconRidgeSubstationProject
c/oEnvironmentalScienceAssociates
225BushStreet,Suite1700
SanFrancisco,CA94104
FalconRidge@esassoc.com

Re:FALCONRIDGESUBSTATIONDRAFTEIR(sentviaemail)

TheDistricthasthefollowingcommentsregardingtheDraftEIR:

Title5Requirements
TheDraftEIRdoesnotaddressTitle5requirements,anddoesnotevaluatetheplacementofthetransmissionlinesat
theproposedlocationsinlightofthoserequirements.Title5oftheCaliforniaCodeofregulations(article2,section
14010)provides,inpart:

c. Thepropertylineofthesiteevenifitisajointuseagreementasdescribedinsubsection(o)ofthissection
B-7.1
shallbeatleastthefollowingdistancefromtheedgeofrespectivepowerlineeasements:
1. 100feetfor50133kVline.
2. 150feetfor220230kVline.
3. 350feetfor500550kVline.

TheDistrictrequeststheEIRincludetheserequirementsandverifythattheproposedprojectdoesnotviolatethese
requirements.

FutureFUSDElementarySchoolSitewithin450FeetofProposedProject
TheDistricthasareservedelementaryschoolsitewithin450feetoftheproposedprojectlocation.Thissiteisnot
B-7.2
includedinFigure4.151,thelistingofschoolswithin0.5mileoftheproject.Althoughitisnotanactiveschool,itis
expectedtobedevelopedinthefutureandthereforeitisreasonabletoincludeitonthelistofsites.Thissiteis
locatedoutsideofthe350footrequirementlistedabove,butgiventheproximitytheDistrictwantstoemphasizethat B-7.3
anyfuturechanges,revisions,oradditionstotheprojectwouldneedtomaintainthoseminimumdistances.Please
seetheenclosedmapforadepictionofthefutureschoolsiteandtheproposedprojectlocation.
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TheDistrictappreciatestheopportunitytocommentontheproposedproject.

Pleasedonothesitatetocontactmewithanyquestions,(909)3577528.

Sincerely,
RobertCopeland
Director,FacilitiesPlanning,Design,Construction,Maintenance&Operations
FontanaUnifiedSchoolDistrict
9851CatawbaAvenue
Fontana,CA92335

Encl.
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2.6.8 Letter B-7 – Responses to Comments from Fontana
Unified School District (FUSD)
B-7.1

Title 5, Article 2, of the California Code of Regulations, pertains to the standards for the
selection of new school sites, not the selection of power line easements. Therefore,
although the requirements quoted in the comment letter have been included in the
administrative record for this Project, these regulations are not applicable to the proposed
Project.

B-7.2

Draft EIR Figure 4.15-1 (p. 4.15-2) depicts existing public services facilities; therefore, it
would not be appropriate to show the reserved elementary school site on this figure.
However, the future school site is listed as a proposed school site in Section 4.9 of the
Draft EIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, on page 4.9-9.

B-7.3

Commenter correctly notes that the future school site is located beyond Title 5’s
requirements regarding proximity to 500-550 kV power line easements. The proposed
66 kV subtransmission line would be constructed within the existing 500 kV transmission
right-of-way; therefore, development of the Project in the proposed location would occur
at an appropriate distance from the future school site.
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2.6.9 Letter C-1 – Responses to Comments from Lewis
Operating Corporation, LLC
C-1.1

As described in the Draft EIR, Appendix A, Scoping Report, on page A-22, “The EIR
will be used to guide decision-making by the CPUC by providing an assessment of the
potential environmental impacts that would result from the Project. The weighing of
project benefits (environmental, economic, or otherwise) against adverse environmental
effects is outside the scope of the EIR. When the CPUC considers whether to approve
SCE’s application for the Project, it will consider the EIR along with economic and other
considerations.” Thus, the Draft EIR does not address concerns related to land values.

C-1.2

Noise-related impacts of the Project and alternatives to current residents are analyzed in
Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR (p. 4.13-12 et seq.) and, relative to past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future residents in Section 6.2.13 (p. 6-17 et seq.). The closest
noise-sensitive receptors to the subtransmission source line segment are identified in
Section 4.13.1 (see, e.g., p. 4.13-6). Among these, the closest residential receptors within
the City of Fontana would be approximately 30 feet from the Etiwanda Subtransmission
Source Line Route generally west of Cypress Avenue; within the City of Rancho
Cucamonga, the closest residences would be approximately 50 feet from the Etiwanda
Subtransmission Source Line Route north of Arrow Route and south of Foothill
Boulevard; and, within the City of Rialto, the closest residences would be approximately
600 feet south of the Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route. As discussed under
Impact 4.13-2 on page 4.13-15 and Impact 4.13-4 on page 4.13-18 of the Draft EIR, the
closest residential receptor to the subtransmission source line would not be expected to be
exposed to corona-related noise exceeding 34 dB. This noise level is well below the
existing daytime ambient noise in the Project vicinity and would not be expected to
increase nighttime ambient noise exposure. It is also noted that corona noise levels
associated with the proposed Project would be substantially less than levels associated
with the existing 500 kV transmission line that would parallel the Etiwanda
Subtransmission Source Line route.

C-1.3

The EIR considers environmental factors in addition to other feasibility considerations.
For a discussion of undergrounding at specific locations, see MR3(C).

C-1.4

When a proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, an
EIR should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable
environmental considerations to influence project design and yet late enough to provide
meaningful information for environmental review (CEQA Guidelines §15004(b)).
Draft EIR Figure 2-2 (p. 2-5) identifies how many of the proposed poles would be
installed in each portion of the subtransmission source line route; however, it does not
provide the requested level of specificity. Draft EIR Figure 2-2 provides meaningful
information for environmental review and allows for the conclusions of the
environmental review to inform where specific individual poles would be located. In this
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way, potential sensitive resources and/or hazards that are not currently known may be
avoided. Visual simulations provided in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, adequately represent
proposed poles in multiple locations along the subtransmission source line routes for
purposes of the environmental analysis. Illustration of exact pole locations is not
necessary in order to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the proposed Project.
Nonetheless, in response to this comment, the first sentence of the fourth paragraph on
page 2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Figure 2-2, Proposed Project shows the locations of the subtransmission source
line segments and lists the type and number of all new poles within each
segment.
C-1.5

As noted in Response C-1.4, CEQA Guidelines section 15004(b) instructs that an EIR
should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process. Although the level of
design detail requested in the comment is not yet available, the level of data and other
information provided in the Draft EIR about the construction, operation, and maintenance
of the Project, including the proposed subtransmission source lines, is adequate to inform
decision makers and the public about the potential environmental effects of the Project.
Each of the possible permutations of route segments, poles, and pole locations may be
evaluated based on the information provided in the Draft EIR. The impact analysis
documented in the EIR assumes that the reasonable maximum level of impact would
occur, and so reaches appropriately conservative conclusions about the overall
environmental effect of the Project, including its subtransmission source lines.

C-1.6

The EIR considers environmental factors in addition to other feasibility considerations.
For a discussion of undergrounding at specific locations, see MR3(C).

C-1.7

The 13 acres of new ROW for the subtransmission source lines and access roads would
be located along South Highland Avenue, San Sevaine Road, the future extension of
Mango Avenue, West Casmalia Street, and Locust Avenue. See also Response A-1.45
and Figures 2-3a, 2-3b, and 2-3c for further detail.

C-1.8

Above ground transformers would be located at the Falcon Ridge Substation. As shown
in Draft EIR Figure 2-3 (p. 2-6) and described on Draft EIR page 2-7, the proposed
Project would include two 28 MVA 66/12 kV transformers. The transformer area would
be approximately 108 feet long by 64 feet wide by 25 feet high. Impacts of the Project,
including the transformers, are analyzed on a resource-by-resource basis throughout Draft
EIR Chapter 4; the analysis of cumulative impacts is provided in Chapter 6.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

JHogan@hfinc.com
Falcon Ridge
jharris@jhaconsulting.net; dford@intexcorp.com; jpierson@intexcorp.com; EOune@HFInc.com
Falcon Ridge Substation Project - Public Comment Meeting Follow-up
Friday, February 24, 2012 5:54:13 PM
080183_EXHIBIT-SCE-02-SCE 36x48 Portrait.pdf
2011-10-11_Highland-San Sevaine SCE Alignment-03.pdf

Mr. John Boccio:
As you will recall, I spoke at the public comment meeting at Summit High School last Thursday, Feb.
16, 2012. I suggested that the project proponents consider a variation of the alignment for the
proposed 66 KV transmission line in the vicinity of S. Highland Ave. and San Sevaine Road. I
provided copies of two exhibits outlining the alignment variation that we are advocating.
After the meeting, you requested that I send you these exhibits via email.
Accordingly, please find attached two exhibits. One shows the overall Westgate Specific Plan, which
covers nearly 1000 acres in north Fontana. Against this backdrop, we plotted the alignment of the
proposed 66 KV transmission line (in red), and our proposed alternative alignment in blue.
The second exhibit is a magnification of an area of the specific plan showing the property at the
northwest corner of South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road. This exhibit illustrates in more
detail the two alignments. It also shows the segment north of the 210 Freeway along San Sevaine
Road where we urge that the transmission line be placed underground.
Intex Properties Inland Empire Corp,, the owner of the majority of the property within the Westgate
Specific Plan, will be submitting comments on the Falcon Ridge Substation Project in writing, including
the reasons why we support the alignment variation depicted in these exhibits.
Meanwhile, if you have any questions or if you would like additional information, please contact the
undersigned.
Thank you for your consideration of our request.
Sincerely,
John C. Hogan, P.E., LEED A.P.
C.E.O. / Principal
Hall & Foreman Inc.
17782 17th Street, Suite 200
Tustin, CA 92780-1947
Direct: (714) 665-4507
Mobile: (714) 390-7181

Ask about our GIS and WDR capabilities.
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error, please
delete it. It is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free and no responsibility
is accepted by HFI for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use.
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2. Comments and Responses

2.6.10 Letter C-2 – Responses to Comments from Hall &
Foreman, Inc.
C-2.1

The proposed alternative subtransmission source line route is discussed and the potential
impacts of its construction, operation, and maintenance are analyzed in MR2. See also
MR3(C) for discussion of undergrounding of the subtransmission source line at specific
locations.
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2.6.11 Letter C-3 – Responses to Comments from Gresham
Savage
C-3.1

The Summit at Rosena Project was considered in the Draft EIR. See, for example,
page 4.11-4 of Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, which discloses that the
“Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line would… traverse [cross] areas covered by the
Citrus Heights North, Summit at Rosena…, and West Gate specific plans,” each of which
is an approved master-planned community. See also, the City of Fontana’s summary of
the Summit at Rosena Project, which is cited among the references for Section 4.11,
relied on in the Draft EIR, and provided in the Administrative Record for this Project.
Consistent with the comment, the City’s summary says: “The Summit at Rosena is
bisected by an Southern California Edison (SCE) right-of-way, which runs in an east /
west direction through the project site.” Existing entitlements for the Summit at Rosena
Project are noted.
The comment correctly states that SCE is proposing to widen its existing ROW in the
vicinity of the Summit at Rosena Project. The proposed widening of the ROW described
on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR is clarified in Response A-1.45.
The Draft EIR analyzed impacts to Land Use and Planning of the Project and alternatives
in Section 4.11 (p. 4.11-10 et seq.) and, in the cumulative context, in Section 6.2.11
(p. 6-16). Based on CEQA Guidelines sections 15064 and 15126, and CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G, the Project would have a significant land use impact if it would:
a) Physically divide an established community; b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project… adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or c) Conflict with any
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan (see Draft
EIR Section 4.11.2, p. 4.11-10).
Neither the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan nor the Development Agreement for the
project was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As
stated in Section 1.1 of the Specific Plan: “The purpose of the Summit at Rosena Specific
Plan is to focus development of the approximately 180-acre community in a manner that
benefits community residents, the general public, and the City of Fontana. The Specific
Plan achieves this goal by ensuring quality development, including a strong package of
community amenities. The development regulations contained in the Specific Plan
address the unique characteristics of the site and surrounding properties, as well as the
needs of future residents of the community and City. The Specific Plan is intended to
foster a more innovative and desirable community than could be achieved through
conventional zoning and development standards.”23 As indicated in California
Government Code section 65864, the purposes of entering into a development agreement
include providing regulatory assurances to applicants, and thereby, strengthening the

23 City of Fontana, 2010. The Summit at Rosena Specific Plan (rev. April 2010).

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

2-227

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

2. Comments and Responses

public planning process, encouraging private participation in comprehensive planning,
and reducing the economic costs of development; and removing the lack of public
facilities and utilities as an impediment to residential and other development.
Consequently, neither the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan nor the Development
Agreement for the project is an “applicable land use plan, policy or regulation” for
purposes of Land Use and Planning significance criterion b).
To clarify this, the fifth sentence of the analysis of potential impacts related to
significance criterion (b) on page 4.11-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The Project would not conflict with any applicable agency land use plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and environmental
effect.
Whether the Project would affect the design of the Summit at Rosena Project is beyond
the scope of CEQA’s inquiry.
C-3.2

The Subdivision Map Act (Gov’t Code §66410 et seq.) governs the implementation of the
subdivision process by California cities and counties. The primary goals of the Map Act
are to: encourage orderly community development, insure that the areas within the
subdivision that are dedicated for public purposes will not become an undue burden on
the community, and protect members of the public from fraud and exploitation
(61 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 299 (1978)). The comment states that a tentative map has been
approved for the Summit at Rosena project; however, there is no evidence that the
tentative map was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect. Therefore, the tentative map is not an “applicable land use plan, policy or
regulation” for purposes of Land Use and Planning significance criterion b).
Regarding economic and valuation concerns, see Draft EIR Appendix A, Scoping Report,
on page A-22, which states: “The EIR will be used to guide decision-making by the
CPUC by providing an assessment of the potential environmental impacts that would
result from the Project. The weighing of project benefits (environmental, economic, or
otherwise) against adverse environmental effects is outside the scope of the EIR. When
the CPUC considers whether to approve SCE’s application for the Project, it will
consider the EIR along with economic and other considerations.” Thus, the Draft EIR
does not address issues related to financial impacts or land values.

C-3.3

Comments received during the scoping period are summarized in Appendix A, Scoping
Report, and have been addressed in the appropriate Draft EIR sections.

C-3.4

As described in Draft EIR Appendix A, Scoping Report, page A-22, “The EIR… will not
consider comments that pertain to SCE’s determination of project need. The CEQA
process does not require the EIR to assess Project need as established by the project
applicant. In addition, CPUC General Order 131-D establishes a distinction in the review
levels a project receives based on the voltage level proposed. The Project does not meet
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the threshold of 200 kV to qualify for a project needs assessment. Furthermore, SCE
submitted an application for a PTC, which does not require an electrical needs
assessment.” Issues related to determining project need are outside the scope of the EIR.
As explained in footnote 1 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR (p. ES-2), CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6 requires an EIR to describe a range of reasonable alternatives
to the project, or its location, that feasibly would attain most of the basic objectives of the
project even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives as stated by the Applicant. So, to clarify, the CPUC relied on the basic
objectives of the project to establish a reasonable range of alternatives, not to “restrict[]”
what alternatives would be considered.
C-3.5

As described in Draft EIR Appendix A, Scoping Report, page A-22, “The EIR will not
consider electric and magnetic fields (EMF) in the context of the CEQA analysis of
potential environmental impacts because [1] there is no agreement among scientists that
EMF creates a potential health risk, and [2] there are no defined or adopted CEQA
standards for defining health risk from EMF. Presently, there are no applicable federal,
State or local regulations related to EMF levels from power lines or related facilities,
such as substations. However, CPUC policies and procedures (as reflected in decision
D.06-01-042) require utilities to incorporate ‘low-cost’ or ‘no-cost’ measures for
managing EMF from power lines up to approximately 4 percent of the total project cost.”
The Draft EIR does not conclude that the Project would not have a potential impact
related to EMF, but describes the CPUC staff’s approach to analysis of EMF, which is to
consider it outside the scope of the EIR in the absence of regulations or standards that
would inform significance determinations. Although the Draft EIR does not provide
significance determinations related to EMF, as described on page 1-7, information is
presented for the benefit of the public and decision makers, and the EIR discloses that the
International Agency for Research on Cancer and the California Department of Health
Services (now California Department of Public Health) have classified EMF as a possible
carcinogen. In the absence of defined or adopted standards for defining health risk from
EMF, the CPUC does not make significance conclusions related to EMF exposure in its
environmental documents. However, Draft EIR Appendix B, SCE’s EMF Field
Management Plan, both quantitatively estimates EMFs that would be generated by the
Project and describes the measures SCE would implement, in compliance with CPUC
requirements, to reduce EMFs from this Project. Please note that the Appendix B
calculations of EMFs are cumulative estimates that incorporate the EMFs from the
existing Lugo-Mira Loma No. 2 and No. 3 500 kV lines that share the ROW with much
of the proposed Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line Route.
The California Department of Education fact sheet quoted in the comment pertains to the
standards for the selection of new school sites, not the selection of power line easements.
Furthermore, this excerpt notes that the required setbacks are based on the distance at
which EMFs fall to near-background levels, not on specific evidence of risk. Similarly, in
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the absence of specific evidence of risk, the EIR does not make conclusions about EMF
exposure, but does provide quantitative discussion of Project-related EMFs for
consideration by the public and decision makers. See also Response B-7.3, provided in
connection with comments received from the Fontana Unified School District. As noted
therein, the Project would be located beyond Title 5’s requirements regarding the
proximity of new schools to 500-550 kV power line easements.
C-3.6

As stated in Draft EIR Appendix A, Scoping Report, on page A-22, “The EIR will not
consider comments related to whether or not SCE has the proper easements or ROWs for
construction, operation, or maintenance of the Project. Negotiations of ROWs or
easements occur between SCE and affected property owner(s) and generally do not
require discretionary approval from a State or local agency. Consequently, such
agreements would be outside the scope of CEQA. Any physical impacts that would occur
within newly-acquired ROW as part of the Project would be assessed in the EIR.”

C-3.7

Comment states that Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, does not contain adequate
detail about individual Project components; however, it does not describe what additional
specific information should be included or what aspects of the environmental analysis, if
any, are believed to be based on insufficient information. Draft EIR Figures 2-3 (p. 2-6) and
2-4 (p. 2-9) depict the layout and access points for the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation,
and Figures 4.1-3 (p. 4.1-17) and 4.1-4 (p. 4.1-18) depict visual simulations of the proposed
Falcon Ridge Substation from KOPs 7 and 6, respectively. The locations of the proposed
new access roads are shown in Figure 2-2 (Draft EIR, p. 2-5). The potential staging area
locations are shown in Figure 2-6 (Draft EIR, p. 2-23). At this time, these locations are not
finalized; however, the environmental impacts that could occur at these potential locations
are analyzed throughout the document, and location-specific impacts (such as air quality
emissions and traffic effects) are conservatively estimated based on locations further from
Project work sites. Because the subtransmission source line and fiber-optic cable
connections to the Etiwanda and Alder substations would use existing structures at those
substations, these connections are not depicted in detailed figures.

C-3.8

This comment is addressed in Response A-1.45.

C-3.9

The 30-foot-wide strip of land within the existing ROW described in Section 2.7 would
be located within SCE’s existing ROW, but the exact locations of subtransmission source
line components within the ROW is not yet known and would be determined after
preconstruction surveys are completed. This EIR analyzes potential environmental
impacts associated with development within the ROW corridor.
Additionally, Section 2.7 describes a new 30-foot-wide easement outside the existing
ROW that SCE proposes to acquire. This easement would be located adjacent to the
southern border of the existing ROW. This segment begins approximately 716 feet east of
Cypress Avenue and extends east approximately 1,944 feet to Sierra Avenue and
continues east and northeast approximately 703 feet to the proposed substation location.
See Final EIR Figures 2-3a, 2-3b, and 2-3c, which clarify the location of the 30-foot-wide
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expansion of the existing easement area. Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects associated with the development of this area are analyzed on a
resource-by-resource basis in the EIR.
C-3.10 CEQA Guidelines section 15124 establishes that an EIR must provide a “general
description” of the proposed project and “should not supply extensive detail beyond that
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” The Court has
interpreted this “general description” requirement to mean “involving only the main
features of something rather than details or particulars” (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v.
County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 28). The rationale for requiring only a
general description furthers the principle that an EIR should be prepared early enough in
a project’s planning stages to allow environmental considerations to influence the
project's design (Id., see also CEQA Guidelines §15004). Each of the main features of the
Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, and no suggestion has been made that
any integral component has been omitted.
Please see Response C-1.4 regarding the depiction of pole locations. Although final pole
locations are not yet known, poles would be approximately evenly spaced throughout the
subtransmission source line routes and are adequately depicted in visual simulations (see
Draft EIR Figures 4.1-3 through 4.1-10).
C-3.11 Table 10 in Draft EIR Appendix C, Air Quality Calculations, shows estimated dump
truck trips associated with the 7,000 cubic yards (cy) of combined substation soil import
and export (63 daily trips or a total of 504 trips over 8 days). Further materials hauling
trips also are described throughout this table. These trip estimates form the basis of the air
quality impacts analysis in Section 4.3, Air Quality. As described on Draft EIR
page 4.17-8, truck trip estimates include trips related to hauling material to and from
work sites; this includes trips related to hauling excavated materials off-site.
Page C-12 in Draft EIR Appendix C, Air Quality Calculations, shows an estimated two
daily dump truck trips for 90 days for hauling excavated materials from TSP foundation
installation (maximum of 2,000 cy for all 50 TSPs). This estimate is consistent with TSP
foundation augur hole dimensions given in Table 2-1, Approximate Subtransmission
Structure Dimensions, on Draft EIR page 2-12. Also listed in Table 2-1 are augur hole
dimensions for wood poles and LWS poles. Based on these numbers, the maximum total
amount of excavated materials for all wood and LWS poles would be approximately
1,300 cy; however, as stated on page 2-26, Section 2.9.4.1, Pole Installation, “Once the
poles are set in place, excavated materials would be used to backfill the hole. … Excess
excavated materials would be distributed at each pole site, used as backfill for the holes
left after removal of nearby poles (if any), or disposed of off-site in accordance with all
applicable laws.” Because soil conditions are site-specific, it cannot be estimated at this
time what portion of excavated materials would need to be disposed of off-site, but total
volumes would be minimal due to the preference for backfilling or distributing excess
materials on-site within SCE’s ROW. No materials are anticipated to be hauled off-site in
association with construction of new access roads.
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C-3.12 Draft EIR page 4-2 states, “Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15125(a), the environmental
setting used to determine the impacts associated with the Project and alternatives is based
on the environmental conditions that existed in the study area in March 2011 at the time
the NOP was published.” Consistent with this approach, the existing environmental
conditions described in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, note that the Etiwanda
Subtransmission Source Line Route currently traverses the Summit at Rosena Specific
Plan area. See Response C-3.1. See also Responses C-3.8 and C-3.9 regarding that
portion of the Project that would be located outside the existing ROW. As explained in
Response C-3.1, the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan is not an “applicable land use plan,
policy or regulation” for purposes of Land Use and Planning significance criterion (b).
CEQA Guidelines section 15124 advises that an EIR “should not supply extensive detail
beyond that needed for evaluation and review of [environmental impacts].” Therefore,
because the requested inclusion of information about specific plan consistency would not
inform decision makers or members of the public about the environmental effects of the
Project, the Draft EIR has not been supplemented to include the requested information.
Although the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan is not a land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, the CPUC is
aware that the Project components within the existing ROW within the Summit at Rosena
Specific Plan area would be located within planning areas 5, 6, and 7. The area of new
30-foot easement outside and to the south of the existing ROW west of the proposed
Falcon Ridge Substation would be located within planning areas 9, 10, and 11 (City of
Fontana, 2010). Accordingly, the discussion below is being provided for informational
purposes only; again, the EIR has not been supplemented to include this information.
Together, Summit at Rosena planning areas 5, 6, and 7 have been designated for
recreational use: the development’s planned 20-acre Edison Trails Park. As described in
Specific Plan section 3.2.1, this planned park would consist of open space and
recreational uses, including trails and gardens, within SCE’s existing ROW and permitted
by license agreement with SCE. The Specific Plan anticipates that if the license
agreement were cancelled or altered by SCE before construction of the park, the Specific
Plan developer would “provide community amenities within the Specific Plan area in
addition to those required by the Specific Plan or pay fees to the City for offsite amenities
with a value equivalent to that of any portions of Edison Trails Park yet to be
constructed” (City of Fontana, 2010, p. 3-2). No portion of the Edison Trails Park has yet
been constructed. Implementation of the Project now before the CPUC could result in
alteration or cancellation of this agreement. The EIR prepared for the Summit at Rosena
Specific Plan (City of Fontana, 200524) contemplated an option for that project that
would not have included this park and found that the effects on recreation would not be
significant.

24 City of Fontana, 2005. Summit at Rosena Specific Plan Volume III, Final Environmental Impact Report

(September 2005).
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The Summit at Rosena’s planning areas 8 and 11 were intended to accommodate singlefamily residential development at a density of 10 dwelling units per acre. The new
easement would remove approximately 0.04 of 5.10 acres from planning area 8 and
approximately 0.5 of 12.65 acres from planning area 11. Because the precise locations of
individual lots are not indicated within the Specific Plan and a copy of the tentative map
has not been provided, the CPUC has not been able to verify how many lots would be
directly affected by SCE’s proposed expansion of the existing easement.
The Summit at Rosena Specific Plan envisions the development of a 1.75-acre pocket
park that would provide picnic tables, benches, barbecues, two half-court basketball
courts, and restroom facilities. The location of proposed 30-foot expansion of SCE’s
existing easement in this location would remove approximately 0.15 acre from this
planning area and would encroach upon the planned location of the half-court basketball
courts and restroom facilities (City of Fontana, 2010, p. 2-3).
The Summit at Rosena Specific Plan envisions the development of approximately
72 single-family homes on 6,000-square-foot lots and a neighborhood park in planning
area 10. SCE’s proposed 30-foot expansion of its existing easement would remove
approximately 0.6 acre from this planning area and would encroach upon the planned
locations of six residential lots and two cul-de-sacs abutting the northern border of the
planning area (City of Fontana, 2010, p. 3-16).
The EIR prepared for the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan analyzed an option to develop
the Specific Plan area at much lower density. The EIR found that option to be
environmentally superior compared to the Specific Plan, and found that it would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the Specific Plan, but “would not meet a variety of
the project’s community objectives, including those regarding recreational opportunities,
educational spaces, and interrelated land uses” (City of Fontana, 2005, pp. 4-14, 4-23).
C-3.13 The general summary regarding CEQA requirements for alternatives is noted. The
comment expresses an opinion that the number of alternatives to the Project that were
considered in the EIR “is very limited,” no indication is made in this comment as to what
additional or different alternatives, if any, should have been considered.
C-3.14 The development of alternatives is driven by the intent to avoid or substantially lessen the
significant adverse effects of a project. The significant adverse effects of the proposed
Project include air quality, aesthetics, and noise-related impacts. Several among the
potential alternatives discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 3 examine only short portions of
subtransmission source line routes to avoid or substantially lessen one or more of these
impacts. As described on pages 3-16 and 3-17 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives 6 and 7
would replace the proposed Alder Subtransmission Source Line Route. This portion of
the proposed Project is associated with significant unavoidable impacts from
construction-related air quality emissions. Alternatives 6 and 7 were developed along
with several other route options for the purpose of avoiding or reducing these effects, but
were eliminated from full evaluation in the Draft EIR because when compared to
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Alternative 1, which was developed for the same purpose, they were not as
environmentally beneficial as Alternative 1. Therefore, of Alternatives 1, 6, and 7, only
Alternative 1 was carried forward. The additional potentially hazardous conditions along
these alternative routes were disclosed in the analysis of alternatives for informational
purposes, but did not drive the decision by CPUC to eliminate these alternatives from
more detailed consideration. Regarding Alternative 1, see MR1.
C-3.15 For discussion of undergrounding alternatives, see MR3(D).
C-3.16 As described in detail on Draft EIR pages 3-21 and 3-22, the rationale for eliminating
Alternative 14 primarily is focused on the alternative’s inability to meet the basic Project
objective of maintaining and enhancing reliability. Furthermore, based on the limited
capacity of the existing infrastructure, it would only delay the need for the Project by 1 to
2 years and, therefore, would neither avoid the proposed Project nor eliminate its
potential environmental impacts. The technical limitations of SCE’s existing
infrastructure independently were verified by the CPUC’s environmental consultant (see
footnote 2 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, p. ES-2 and Response A-1.10).
When combined, the environmental impacts of implementing Alternative 14 and then
implementing the proposed Project in 1 to 2 years would be greater than the effects of the
Project alone.
C-3.17 Please note that CPUC staff, not the Applicant (SCE), is responsible for the content of the
EIR. Alternative 2: Phased Construction was developed to avoid or substantially lessen
significant unavoidable impacts from construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions,
which exceed daily significance thresholds. Commenter incorrectly states that this
alternative would increase the construction phase “from 12 months to 15 months;” rather,
as described on Draft EIR page 3-12, it would increase the construction phase by 15
months, or by over 1 year. As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15364, feasibility is
defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.” Because this delay would push the Project’s “on-line” date past
June, 2014, it would not meet the Project objective of serving existing and projected
demand by June, 2014. In addition, it was determined that this alternative could result in
significant air quality impacts regardless of scheduling due to the need for interim
facilities.
California Public Utilities Code section 1002.3 requires the CPUC to consider “costeffective alternatives to transmission facilities that meet the need for an efficient, reliable,
and affordable supply of electricity, including, but not limited to, demand-side
alternatives such as targeted energy efficiency, ultraclean distributed generation, as
defined in Section 353.2, and other demand reduction resources.” Pursuant to this
requirement, the CPUC screened the feasibility and ability of two alternatives
(Alternative 12: Non-Wires Alternative – Conservation and Demand Management, and
Alternative 13: Non-Wires Alternative – New Renewable or Conventional Distributed
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Generation Energy Resources) to determine whether either or both would meet most of
the basic objectives of the Project. However, as summarized in Draft EIR Table 3-3
(p. 3-10), neither of these alternatives met the criteria for more detailed consideration.
C-3.18 CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a) states, “Comments [on a Draft EIR] are most helpful
when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would
provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects.” At the
same time, an alternative that would require a greater degree of undergrounding would
not substantially reduce significant effects of the Project. For discussion of alternatives
that would involve a greater degree of undergrounding, see MR3(D). Regarding
Alternative 1 and the fact that it crosses the BF Goodrich Superfund site, see MR1.
Reviewers of a Draft EIR should explain the basis for their comments and should submit
data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts, in support of comments (CEQA Guidelines §15204(c)). However, this
comment provides insufficient rationale to support its assertion that the alternatives
analysis in the Draft EIR is insufficient. Without the type of explanations contemplated
by CEQA Guidelines section 15204, the CPUC has insufficient information to provide a
more detailed response.
Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and
expert opinion supported by facts (Pub. Res. Code §§21080(e), 21082.2(c); 14 Cal. Code
Regs. §15384). CEQA Guidelines section 15384 clarifies that substantial evidence means
“enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair
argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also
be reached” (Id.). Based on Draft EIR Table 3-2 (p. 3-6), other data and information
provided in Chapter 3, and other information in the administrative record, substantial
evidence supports the CPUC’s rejection of alternatives from more detailed consideration.
C-3.19 The methodology for choosing visually sensitive locations is described in Draft EIR
Section 4.1, Aesthetics (p. 4.1-1 et seq). The visual sensitivity of a location is a function
of several variables, including the visual quality of the site (industrial, representative, or
distinctive), viewer exposure (landscape visibility, viewing distance, viewing angle,
extent of visibility, and duration of view), and viewer type and volume (public,
recreationalist, motorist, pedestrian, etc.). As explained on Draft EIR page 4.1-2, “People
in different visual settings, typically characterized by different land uses surrounding a
project, have varying degrees of sensitivity to changes in visual conditions depending on
the overall visual characteristics of the place. In areas of more distinctive visual quality,
such as designated scenic highways, designated scenic roads, parks, and recreation and
natural areas, visual sensitivity is characteristically more pronounced. In areas of more
indistinctive or representative visual quality, sensitivity to change tends to be less
pronounced, depending on the level of visual exposure.”
Key observation points (KOPs) used to generate simulations of the Project were chosen
from locations identified as visually sensitive, based on the characteristics described
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above and based on input received from local agencies and others during the scoping
process. Because it would be infeasible to provide visual simulations from all locations
with views of the Project, eight KOPs were selected on the basis that the views selected
for simulations represent the broader set of views of the Project in the surrounding
landscape and capture each kind of visually sensitive location. Specifically, KOPs were
chosen that represent major or scenic travel routes, with and without scenic vistas
(KOPs 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8), and recreational areas (KOPs 1, 2, and 4). Views depicted in the
simulations are representative of views from other visually sensitive locations. For
example, visual changes to scenic views from the Beech Avenue and Cherry Avenue
scenic corridors would be comparable to those shown for Citrus Avenue in Draft EIR
Figure 4.1-5. The visual change perceived by viewers on Foothill Boulevard and Wilson
Avenue would be comparable to that shown for Baseline Avenue in Draft EIR
Figure 4.1-6. Visually sensitive locations without an analogous simulation, such as
SR 210, were described qualitatively in enough detail to determine the impact
significance (see Draft EIR, p. 4.1-29 et seq.)
Moreover, CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a) states that a lead agency is not required to
conduct every test or to perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended
or demanded by commenters. Because the visual simulations in the Draft EIR are
representative of the viewsheds that would be affected by the Project, the visual
simulations have not been augmented as suggested by the commenter.
C-3.20 Regarding Draft EIR consideration of views for non-motorists (i.e., recreationalists and
pedestrians), see Response B-5.2.
The commenter questions the absence of visual simulations for residential communities,
such as homeowners within the Heritage Village neighborhood in the City of Fontana. As
stated on page 492 of the court’s decision in Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of
Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, “Under CEQA, the question is whether a project
will affect the environment of persons in general, not whether a project will affect
particular persons.” Further, “California landowners do not have a right of access to air,
light and view over adjoining property” (Id.). Lead agencies have discretion to determine
whether or not to classify an impact described in an EIR as “significant,” and, in
exercising this discretion, necessarily involves policy decisions (CEQA Guidelines
§15064(b)).
As explained in Response C-3.19, land uses that derive value from the quality of their
settings are considered potentially sensitive to changes in visual setting conditions. In
analyzing the potential aesthetic effects of this Project, the CPUC exercised its discretion
to prioritize public views accessible to a broader spectrum of the public over private
views from specific developments or neighborhoods; in other words, the CPUC exercised
its discretion to identify potentially sensitive land uses as including major transportation
routes, designated scenic roadways, scenic vistas, and designated park, recreation and
natural areas. As a result, sensitive viewer groups were developed in Section 4.1,
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Aesthetics, using locations with views of these potentially sensitive land uses, where a
moderate to high number of viewers has access to the views. For the analysis, this
included: motorists on major or scenic travel routes (Foothill Boulevard; Beech, Sierra,
Citrus, Cherry, Etiwanda, Wilson, Baseline, and Highland Avenues; I-15 and SR 210);
visitors to recreational areas (Fontana Park, Garcia Park, Heritage Common Areas,
Heritage Park, Heritage Pool/Heritage Neighborhood Center, North McDermott Sports
Complex & McDermott Park West, Patricia Murray Park, Rosena Park East, and Rosena
Park West); and scenic vistas (scenic corridors listed above under scenic travel routes).
Visual simulations were developed for representative locations (see Response C-3.19).
Notwithstanding the fact that visual simulations were not specifically prepared from the
perspective of local private residential communities, potential aesthetic impacts to
Heritage Village are analyzed in the Draft EIR in the context of views from West Liberty
Parkway, a local roadway in the vicinity of several local parks in the Heritage Village
neighborhood (see Draft EIR, p. 4.1-32). Impacts related to this KOP were determined to
be adverse but not significant.
C-3.21 This comment is addressed in Response B-5.1.
C-3.22 The methodology used to evaluate potential impacts to visual resources is described in
Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Definitions related to visual resources, including
metrics used to define overall visual sensitivity of the Project area, are provided on Draft
EIR pages 4.1-1 and 4.1-2. CEQA significance criteria and definition and use of
significance criteria are described starting on page 4.1-14, including key factors used to
determine the degree of visual change that the Project would cause. The determination of
impact significance is based on the combined factors of visual sensitivity and the degree
of visual change. The inter-relationship of these two factors in determining whether
adverse visual impacts are significant is shown in Draft EIR Table 4.1-2, Guidelines for
Determining Adverse Visual Impact Significance (p. 4.1-16).
The CEQA Guidelines provide significance criteria for four specific areas of aesthetic
concern in Appendix G: scenic vistas, scenic highways, visual character and quality of
the project site, and light and glare. In the absence of additional CEQA guidance, it is the
responsibility of the Lead Agency, here the CPUC, to determine what constitutes a
“substantial” effect, damage, degradation, or new source of light or glare. The CPUC and
EIR preparers developed the methodology used in Section 4.1 by adapting principles and
approaches taken by the following three federal systems for visual resource management:


The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS), Landscape
Aesthetics, a Handbook for Scenery Management. This document was developed
to present a vocabulary for managing scenery and a systematic approach for
determining the relative value and importance of scenery in a national forest. The
handbook’s Scenery Management System (SMS) evolved from and replaces the
Visual Management System (VMS) defined in Agricultural Handbook #462
(1974), and its principals and premises are based on research findings and 20 years’
experience with VMS (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 1995.
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Landscape Aesthetics, a Handbook for Scenery Management. Agriculture
Handbook No. 701. December).


The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Manual 8400 – Visual Resource Management. BLM’s Visual Resource
Management (VRM) system provides a way to identify and evaluate scenic values
to determine the appropriate levels of management. It also provides a way to
analyze potential visual impacts and apply visual design techniques to ensure that
surface-disturbing activities are in harmony with their surroundings. Manual 8410,
Visual Resource Inventory, provides a means for determining visual values.
Manual 8431, Visual Resource Contrast Rating, outlines a contrast rating system
that is a systematic process to analyze potential visual impact of proposed projects
and activities (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 2012.
Manual 8400 – Visual Resource Management. Available at
http://www.blm.gov/nstc/VRM/vrmsys.html. Accessed April 23, 2012).



U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects. This field guide is
intended to help those who prepare or review the coverage of visual impacts in
environmental assessments or impact statements for highway projects. The guide
presents an approach to identifying the potential importance of visual effects and
assessing the nature of these effects. The guide recommends that, within the
framework of this approach, the choice of specific assessment techniques should be
tailored to the project in terms of appropriate detail and level of effort (U.S.
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of
Environmental Policy, 1981. Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects.
Publication No. FHWA-HI-88-054. Available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/visual/FHWAVisualImpactAssmt.pdf.
Accessed April 23, 2012).

The resulting methodology is well-suited to the types of aesthetic impacts that arise in the
context of substation, subtransmission line, and similar types of projects. The CPUC has
relied on this methodology to analyze the potential aesthetic impacts of multiple projects.
C-3.23 This comment is addressed in Response B-5.1.
C-3.24 Per CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), “An EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time
the notice of preparation s published…This environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a led agency determines whether an
impact is significant.”
The environmental setting for the land on which Falcon Ridge substation would be
constructed is described in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1-6, and is
shown in Photo A in Figure 4.1-2a. Although the viewshed contains scenic features such
as open space covered with grass and brush and views of the San Bernardino and
San Gabriel Mountains to the north, the viewshed also has industrial components.
Existing transmission towers, distribution poles, and utility lines are established features
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within the landscape setting, as are a series of industrial buildings to the east associated
with a Target distribution center. Given the visual quality of the site (representative to
distinct), and view exposure (Project would be in foreground distance with unobstructed
views, a high number of viewers, and short to medium view duration), the Draft EIR
determines that the overall sensitivity of the proposed substation site is moderate to high.
As described on Draft EIR page 4.1-14, an adverse visual impact may occur when: (1) an
action perceptibly changes the existing physical features of the landscape that are
characteristic of the region or locale; (2) an action introduces new features to the physical
landscape that are perceptibly uncharacteristic of the region or locale, or become visually
dominant in the viewshed; or (3) an action blocks or totally obscures aesthetic features of
the landscape. As shown in Draft EIR Figure 4.1-4 and explained on page 4.1-26 et seq.,
for KOP 6, industrial features are a component of the existing physical features of the
landscape that cannot be ignored. The addition of new industrial features associated with
the Project occurs within the context of the existing character of the site, as the existing
site characteristics influence not only the visual sensitivity of the site itself, but also how
noticeable the adverse change is.
For KOP 6, the overall visual contrast created by Project construction would be weak to
moderate, as the Project would begin to attract attention but would not dominate the
landscape. The Project would co-dominate the landscape with the existing industrial
features (e.g., SCE’s existing transmission line and lattice structures, and the Target
distribution center) and natural features (e.g., the scenic San Bernardino Mountains). The
short height of the proposed substation and the narrowness of the proposed
subtransmission poles would prevent Project features from obstructing views of the
aesthetic features in the landscape. After establishment of landscaping around the
perimeter of the substation, and with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, the
overall visual change would be low to moderate. Taking into account Sierra Avenue’s
moderate-to-high visual sensitivity, per Table 4.1-2, the resulting visual impact to scenic
views at this KOP would be adverse but not significant.
Cumulative impacts to visual resources are addressed in Section 6.2.1 of the Draft EIR
(p. 6-7 et seq.). See, for example, Draft EIR page 6-8, which states: “Should full buildout of the proposed master-planned community… and specific plan communities…
occur, there could be a cumulative impact on views…. The new communities would
develop a large portion of the view corridor available from [specified] roadways and
would result in a close-range, high degree of visual change in land that is currently
vacant…. Given the moderate to moderate-high visual sensitivity of the roadways in
question, and the close proximity of Project components and these cumulative projects,
the Project’s incremental contribution would be cumulatively considerable to scenic
vistas….. No mitigation is feasible that would reduce impacts from these locations to less
than significant, as screening techniques to reduce impacts from Project components
would be wholly ineffective in mitigating visual impacts from other cumulative projects
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given the size, scale and character of the cumulative projects (i.e. large scale residential
and commercial developments.”
C-3.25 This comment is addressed in MR3.
C-3.26 As explained in the discussion of the environmental baseline provided on page 4-2 of the
Draft EIR, the “effects of the Project and alternatives are defined as changes to the
environmental setting that are attributable to project components or operation. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15125(a), the environmental setting used to determine the impacts
associated with the Project and alternatives is based on the environmental conditions that
existed in the study area in March 2011 at the time the NOP was published.” Because
future homes are not part of baseline conditions, Draft EIR Section 4.1 (p. 4.1-1 et seq.)
does not analyze the direct and indirect effects of the Project relative to them. Regarding
the Draft EIR’s analysis of the cumulative aesthetic impacts relative to future homes to be
constructed as part of the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan and other proposed
developments, see Response C-3.24.
C-3.27 Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, provides the construction schedule for the
Project under Section 2.12. Work hours would be in accordance with local noise
ordinance. Hours for construction work are provided in Table 2-7, which indicates that
permitted hours range from as early as 6:00 a.m. to as late as 7:00 p.m., depending on the
jurisdiction. Thus, nighttime construction is not proposed or anticipated under the Project.
Variances would be obtained from the local jurisdiction as necessary in the event
construction activities would occur on days or hours outside of what is specified by
ordinance. Given SCE’s commitment to orient lights to minimize their effect on nearby
receptors and the relatively short time-frame during which construction would occur, the
possibility of rare occurrences of nighttime construction is not sufficient to constitute a
new source of substantial light that could adversely affect views in the area.
Consequently, impacts are less than significant, and there is no basis under CEQA to
require SCE to prepare a photometric plan.
C-3.28 Neither the subtransmission source line poles nor any other Project component would
exceed an overall height of 200 feet or more above ground level or exceed any
obstruction standard contained in 14 CFR part 77. Therefore, as indicated in FAA
Advisory Circular AC 70/7460-1K, Obstruction Marking and Lighting25, no nighttime
lighting would be required to comply with FAA regulations.
C-3.29 General Order No. 131-D clarifies that local jurisdictions are preempted from regulating
the Project. As described in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, Section XIV.B
requires that in locating a project “the public utilities shall consult with local agencies
regarding land use matters.” This is a requirement of the Applicant in its project siting

25 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), 2007). Advisory Circular AC 70/7460-

1K, Obstruction Marking and Lighting. Available online: http://rgl.faa.gov/Regulatory_and_Guidance_Library/
rgAdvisory Circular.nsf/0/b993dcdfc37fcdc486257251005c4e21/$FILE/AC70_7460_1K.pdf (February 1, 2007).
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process, not of the CPUC in its CEQA review of a proposed project. However, to inform
the public and decision makers, CPUC staff has discussed relevant local policies and
regulations throughout the Draft EIR. See, for example, Draft EIR Section 4.11, Land
Use and Planning, which provides a discussion of the Project’s compatibility with local
land use policies.
C-3.30 Under CEQA, the lead agency “shall be responsible for preparing an EIR” (14 Cal. Code
Regs. §15050). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15050, Draft EIR Section 1.3.1
(p. 1-2 et seq.) explains: “The CPUC is serving as the CEQA ‘Lead Agency’ for this
Project. A lead agency is the public agency that has the primary responsibility for
approving a proposed project and the one responsible for preparing the appropriate
CEQA document.”) (emphasis added). Accordingly, the Draft documents the decisions,
discussion, and analysis of the CPUC, not SCE.
The CPUC disagrees with the assertion that local regulations were selectively ignored.
Instead, local regulations were discussed as part of the regulatory context on a resourceby-resource basis throughout Draft EIR Chapter 4. See, for example, Draft EIR
Section 4.2.1 (p. 4.2-5 et seq.), which summarizes agricultural resource-related provisions
of land use and planning documents of San Bernardino County and the cities of Rialto
and Rancho Cucamonga.
As described in Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, the CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G criteria require an analysis of a project’s potential effects on farmland as
mapped by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Draft EIR correctly
relies on a previous analysis of the effects of converting the 3.39 acres of Unique
Farmland located within the proposed new ROW for the Etiwanda Subtransmission
Source Line Route pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines section 15183. Draft EIR page 4.2-5 states, “…the City of Fontana General
Plan does not include goals and policies for the management of agriculture or forestry
resources.” Instead, based on the city’s zoning of state-designated farmland for mixed use
and residential development rather than for agricultural purposes, the City of Fontana
General Plan Update demonstrates the City’s intent to convert over 600 acres of Unique
Farmland, including the 3.39 acres within the proposed new ROW, to non-agricultural
uses. The EIR prepared for the city’s General Plan Update adequately assesses the
impacts of this loss of farmland. No further analysis is needed to assess the effects of the
proposed Project.
Further, the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G criteria relating to potential impacts to
agricultural resources focus on the potential conversion of lands bearing particular
designations made pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency and potential conflicts with existing zoning designations.
The significance criteria do not require the lead agency to analyze the “merits of the land
for future farming purposes” as suggested in the comment. Regardless of whether the
acreage now occupied by the abandoned vineyard described and analyzed on Draft EIR
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page 4.2-7 “appears to be potentially important land for continued agricultural purposes,”
CEQA does not require an assessment of speculative potential future uses.
C-3.31 The LST look-up tables are intended to be used as screening tables to determine if
construction or operation of a project may result in a violation of an applicable air quality
standard at any given sensitive receptor location. Had the LST look-up table analysis
indicated that the Project could result in a violation of an applicable air quality standard,
then dispersion modeling would have been conducted to support a health risk assessment
for the nearby residences. Because this was not the case here, no more detailed analysis
was required. See also Response C-3.33.
C-3.32 As disclosed in the sensitive receptors discussion on Draft EIR pages 4.3-5 and 4.3-6, the
proposed Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line Route is the closest Project component
to existing schools, daycare facilities, and residences. A daycare facility is approximately
150 feet from the route and the closest residences are approximately 30 feet from the
route. In the absence of more refined screening data, the shortest (i.e., 25-meter) available
distance was used for the LST analysis relative to the subtransmission source line route.
The use of dispersion modeling to support a health risk assessment associated with
construction of the subtransmission source line route in the vicinity of the closest
residences was deemed to not be necessary given that construction activities in that area
would likely be limited to a few workdays at any one location and because the maximum
daily emissions (e.g., 2 pounds of PM10; see Draft EIR Table 4.3-8 on page 4.3-20)
would be miniscule. The data, other information, and analysis provided in Draft EIR
Section 4.3 (p. 4.3-1 et seq.) and elsewhere in the administrative record for this Project
provide substantial evidence in support the impact significance conclusions reached.
C-3.33 Collectively, the Project would disturb a total of more than 160 acres; however, the
disturbance would occur at several hundred sites dispersed over an area of approximately
12 miles along the subtransmission source line routes. The various individual
construction sites along the proposed source line routes would range from approximately
0.5 acre to 5.0 acres, and the Falcon Ridge Substation site would be approximately
2.7 acres. Because the LST look-up table emissions are lower (i.e., more conservative)
for the smallest available project sizes, the LST look-up table emissions for 1-acre sites
were used to represent construction activities at sites along the proposed source line
routes and the LST look-up table emissions for 2-acre sites were used to represent the
construction activities at the Falcon Ridge Substation site. The resulting analysis
magnifies potential effects and results in more conservative (i.e., human healthprotective) conclusions.
It also should be noted that in its comment letter on the Draft EIR (Comment Letter B-4),
the SCAQMD identified no concerns related to the use of its LST look-up tables in the
analysis of sensitive receptors. See also Responses C-3.31 and C-3.32.
C-3.34 As described on Draft EIR page 4.4-31, direct effects can include incidental take during
construction or the loss of occupied habitat. As described on page 4.4-32, it is anticipated
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that the Project would directly affect (by removing or destroying the plant or through loss
of habitat supporting the species) up to 22 individuals of Plummer’s mariposa lily and
47 individuals of Parry’s spineflower.
APM-BIO-02 is proposed by the Applicant and therefore is part of the Project
description. Therefore, the CPUC cannot make changes to APM-BIO-02. However, the
CPUC can (and as indicated by the development of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 has)
supplemented the Applicant-proposed measure. The analysis documented in Draft EIR
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, determined that APM-BIO-02 was not adequate to
fully avoid potential impacts to special-status plant species or to mitigate them below
established levels of significance. The implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1,
together with APM-BIO-02, would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level.
As set forth below and in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, revisions have been made on
pages 4.4-22 and 23 of the Draft EIR to clarify that the Riversidean sage scrub vegetation
community supports these plants. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 requires avoidance of and
compensation for both the affected individuals of special-status species and the
Riversidean sage scrub habitat that supports these species. The mitigation measure
requires SCE and its contractors to avoid and minimize impacts to special-status species
to the extent feasible, acknowledging that based on the final locations of Project
components, SCE may not be able to avoid all individuals or habitat. However, full
compensation for impacts that cannot be avoided is required; this will fully mitigate
potential impacts to special-status plants.
The last sentence on page 4.4-22 is revised as follows:
This perennial bulbiferous herb occurs in coastal sage scrub (including
Riversidean sage scrub); dry, rocky chaparral; and yellow-pine forest at
elevations between 0 and approximately 5,580 feet amsl (Hickman, 1993).
The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.4-23 is revised as follows:
This annual herb occurs in open, sandy sites, often on gravelly slopes in coastal
or desert scrub (including Riversidean sage scrub) at elevations between
approximately 980 and 3,940 feet amsl (Hickman, 1993).
C-3.35 As identified in Impact 4.4-2 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-34 et seq.), several special-status birds
may be encountered in the Project area during construction due to the presence of suitable
habitat, which includes bare ground and Riversidean sage scrub habitat. The three
special-status birds were identified with the potential to forage or nest in or near
construction areas, and include loggerhead shrike, burrowing owl (foraging habitat only,
no suitable nesting habitat present), and grasshopper sparrow. The Migratory Bird Treaty
Act and California Fish and Game Code prohibit impacts to active bird nests during the
breeding season, which is generally the period from March 15 to September 15. These
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laws similarly protect the nests of common bird species. Construction activities that are
performed outside the bird nesting season would not disrupt the nesting activities of
common or special-status birds; thus, there would be no impact to breeding birds. For
construction activities performed during the nesting season, the implementation of APMBIO-01 to establish protective buffers around identified nests is sufficient to avoid
impacts to individual nests. The temporary loss of habitat for non-listed species is not
considered a significant impact under CEQA; however, implementation of the measures
that are required to protect and restore sensitive plant communities would benefit local
and migratory bird populations as well as sensitive plant communities. Accordingly, the
Draft EIR’s analysis of potential impacts to the avian species identified in this comment
is adequate, and related impact conclusions are adequately supported by substantial
evidence.
C-3.36 As described on Draft EIR page 4.4-31, direct effects include incidental take during
construction or the loss of occupied habitat. As described under Impact 4.4-2 (Draft EIR,
p. 4.4-34), habitat for coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake, burrowing owl,
loggerhead shrike, grasshopper sparrow, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, northwestern
San Diego pocket mouse, Los Angeles pocket mouse, San Diego desert woodrat,
southern grasshopper mouse, American badger, and special-status bats is present in the
Project area. With the implementation of APM BIO-01 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-30), no impacts
would occur to nesting special-status birds. The Project could result in incidental take of
species associated with various habitat types in the Project area, and in particular with
scrub and grassland habitat types, and cause a temporary loss of habitat for these species.
Based on preconstruction survey findings, there is a low to moderate likelihood for direct
take of coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake, San Diego black tailed jackrabbit,
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, Los Angeles pocket mouse, San Diego desert
woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, and American badger during construction. As
identified on page 4.4-22, bat roosting is not expected in the Project area due to the
absence of roosting habitat, and bat foraging, if present, would not occur during daytime
construction. As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-35), the
required presence of a biological monitor during Project construction would ensure that
any potential impacts to special-status wildlife species are avoided and minimized. If any
of the above species are identified in the Project area, they would be passively or actively
relocated prior to construction activities.
The second sentence of the sixth paragraph on page 4.4-19 is revised regarding habitat
for San Diego pocket mouse:
Suitable habitat for the San Diego pocket mouse is present elsewhere in the study
area, and they area presumed present in portions of the study area that support
scrub vegetation communities, including Riversidean sage scrub.
Impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse are discussed on Draft EIR page 4.4-35: “Project
activities at the existing Etiwanda Substation and possibly at the Etiwanda staging area
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would impact occupied habitat for the Los Angeles pocket mouse and would be
considered potentially significant.”
Revisions have been made to page 4.4-34 to clarify that APM-BIO-2 also would reduce
impacts to coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake, San Diego black tailed
jackrabbit, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, Los Angeles pocket mouse, San Diego
desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, and American badger related to the loss of
Riversidean sage scrub, a suitable habitat type for these species.
The last sentence of the second paragraph under Impact 4.4-2 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-34 is
revised as follows:
Project impacts on sage scrub habitat would be avoided and/or minimized to the
maximum extent practicable through the implementation of APM-BIO-02, which
would reduce potential impacts to coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake,
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San
Diego desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, American badger, and Los
Angeles pocket mouse.
C-3.37 The conclusion of Impact 4.4-4 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-36) has been revised to clarify how
compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 would reduce impacts to raptors and other
birds to a less-than-significant level. This impact does not address bats because, due to
their small size, bats would not come into contact with multiple wires causing
electrocution. Due to bats’ use of echolocation, bat collisions with immobile tower
structures and power lines are rare.
The sentence above Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-36) is revised as
follows:
The With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, the Project would have at
least the minimum separation between energized conductors or between
energized conductors and grounded hardware that is sufficient to protect the
largest birds; therefore, the Project would present little to no risk of bird
electrocution. Line spacing and pole design also would lower the risk of
collision. The potential for bird collisions or electrocutions that may occur as a
result of the Project would be lowered such that this effect would not
substantially reduce the number of state and/or federally protected birds, cause
populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, restrict the range, or threaten to
eliminate populations. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4
would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
C-3.38 Noise-related impacts on nesting birds are discussed on page 4.4-35 of the Draft EIR.
These impacts would be avoided through nesting surveys and subsequent avoidance
measures.
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C-3.39 The two resources that would be spanned by the proposed subtransmission line are P-36002910 (National Old Trails Highway) and P-36-015497 (Baseline Road). The segment
of P-36-002910 within the Project area is a portion of old Route 66 and is locally
designated as Foothill Boulevard. Within the Project area, Foothill Boulevard is a four- to
six-lane paved road. The segment of P-36-015497 within the Project area also consists of
a four- to six-lane paved road. Proposed access roads and/or poles would not be located
within these roadways; therefore, the Project would cause no impact to these resources.
C-3.40 As discussed on pages 4.5-18 and 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR, none of the built historic
resources or archaeological resources recorded within the Project area is likely to contain
a buried archaeological component, and the overall archaeological sensitivity of the
Project area is low. In addition, no prehistoric resources have been recorded within
0.25 mile of the Project area, resulting in a low probability of such resources existing
within the Project area. Therefore, the proposed mitigation is adequate to reduce the
impact from the inadvertent discovery of a previously unknown historical or unique
archaeological resource discovered during ground-disturbing activities.
C-3.41 When a proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, an
EIR should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable
environmental considerations to influence project design and yet late enough to provide
meaningful information for environmental review (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15004(b)).
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15004(b), it is not necessary that the requested
level of detail be provided as part of the Draft EIR. Detailed geotechnical study of the
subtransmission source line route, associated facilities, and telecommunications system
route would be performed prior to final project design as necessary to design the project
in a manner that resists seismic forces and adverse soil conditions (see Draft EIR p. 2-16
et seq.; see also, Impact 4.7-1, p. 4.7-16).
The requested level of detail is not necessary to support the conclusion that impacts
related to geologic and seismic hazards would be less than significant. Information in the
setting was drawn from published sources (Draft EIR, pp. 4.7-5 to 4.7-10), and is
adequate to provide the public and decision makers with sufficient detail regarding
probable geologic and seismic hazards. The conclusion that impacts were less than
significant was based on the nature of the project (e.g., no structures for human
occupancy), required compliance with the California Building Code, and seismic design
standards contained in CPUC General Order 95.
C-3.42 As discussed under Impact 4.14-1 (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-6), Project operation would not
directly or indirectly encourage new development or induce substantial population
growth. Therefore, the Project would not be growth-inducing. No change has been made
to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.
C-3.43 Subsurface screening activities such as the use of DigAlert (Underground Services Alert
of Southern California), visual observations, hand digging, and use of buried line locating
equipment would occur after the Project has been approved and would occur under the
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guidance of the applicable SCE or contractor construction crew. Reasons of public and
worker safety dictate that such screening activities occur as close in time as feasible to
the proposed work so that the screening results are current and comprehensive.
The potential to encounter underground storage tanks (USTs) is discussed in the third
paragraph under Impact 4.9-2 on Draft EIR page 4.9-21; however, the first sentence of
the paragraph has been revised as follows to indicate that the potential also exists for
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUSTs) to be encountered during construction of
the Project:
During construction activities for the Project, the potential exists that subsurface
utilities (e.g., a natural gas line) or structures (e.g., an UST or LUST) might be
encountered and damaged, resulting in a release of a hazardous material.
C-3.44 As described under Impact 4.9-6 on Draft EIR pages 4.9-25 and 4.9-26, compliance with
existing laws, regulations, and design standards would reduce the risk of wildfire
associated with the Project; however, because portions of the Project area are located
within high and very high fire hazard zones, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-6
would be required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-6 would result in the
preparation and adherence to a Fire Prevention and Emergency Response Plan, which
would contain several specific measures to ensure that the risk of fire impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Specific requirements of the plan would include,
but not be limited to: water trucks equipped with hoses must be on site during
construction for immediate response in the event of a fire; Project sites must have fire
extinguishers and fire-fighting equipment available; and all Project workers and visitors
must receive fire-fighting equipment training. In addition, the plan would require SCE
and/or its contractors to consult with local fire departments to identify appropriate
protocols and procedures for fire safety and emergency. Therefore, implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.9-6 would reduce the potentially significant fire risk impact to a
less-than-significant level.
Regarding the suggestion that the proposed poles could result in a new potentially
significant impact to air-based fire suppression resources, the CPUC notes the fact that
the majority of the proposed subtransmission line would be parallel and immediately
adjacent to a much taller existing 500 kV transmission line, and that virtually all of the
proposed subtransmission line route would continue to be readily accessible by public
roads. Because the comment does not provide an explanation of why the new poles could
be problematic for air-based fire suppression resources, a more detailed response has not
been provided.
C-3.45 The analysis of potential water quality impacts associated with graded surfaces,
impervious surfaces, and modification of drainage patterns documented in Draft EIR
Section 4.10.4 (p. 4.10-17 et seq.) includes potential impacts that may be caused by the
proposed access roads. While the details of the discussion focus on the proposed
substation site, the applicable regulatory requirements discussed in the context of
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significance criterion d) (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-20 et seq.) apply the whole of the Project.
Further, Draft EIR Section 4.10, like other resource-specific analyses in the Draft EIR,
analyzes potential impacts of the Project as a whole. The Project Description provided in
Draft EIR Chapter 2, including Section 2.9.1 (p. 2-19 et seq.) and Figure 2-2 (p. 2-5)
make clear that access roads are a part of the Project.
The conclusion that the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts is based on
compliance with the requirement under the San Bernardino County MS4 permit
(including local co-permittees) for the Project to prepare a stormwater quality
management plan (WQMP). The WQMP must demonstrate that the Project would
maintain the pre-development runoff rates, volumes, flow velocities, and flow durations.
Because no building or grading permits for the Project would be granted prior to approval
of a Project-specific WQMP, details and specifics regarding how or in what manner
compliance would be achieved, or which specific BMPs would be used, are not necessary
to conclude the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts.
C-3.46 CPUC General Order No. 131-D clarifies that local jurisdictions are preempted from
regulating the Project. As described in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning,
Section XIV.B requires that in locating a project “the public utilities shall consult with local
agencies regarding land use matters.” This is a requirement of the Applicant in its project
siting process, not of the CPUC in its CEQA review of a proposed project. However, to
inform the public and decision makers regarding the potential effects with respect to
conflicts with land use plans, CPUC staff has discussed relevant local policies and
regulations throughout the Draft EIR. Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, provides a
discussion of the Project’s compatibility with local land use policies. Section 4.11 has been
revised to reflect the Project’s land use effects with respect to portions of the Etiwanda
Subtransmission Source Line Route that would be located outside the existing ROW.
Regarding the request for analysis of Project consistency with Summit at Rosena Specific
Plan Planning Areas 7, 8, and 9, see Response C-3.12. The Specific Plan was adopted in
2006 and updated in 2010 (City of Fontana, 2010). The planning areas appear to have
been renumbered in the process of updating the Specific Plan; from the context of the
comment, it appears the Commenter is referring to the original Figure 2.1 on page 2-2 of
the Specific Plan. For consistency with the most recent version of the plan, this response
will refer to the numbering in revised Figure 2.1 on page 2-3 (see detail below) in which
these same areas are numbered 5, 6, and 7, respectively.
Regarding the status of the Development Agreement for the Summit at Rosena project
relative to the CEQA significance criteria, see Response C-3.1. Regarding the status of
the tentative map relative to the CEQA significance criteria, see Response C-3.2.
Similarly, because implementation of the Project would not result in the displacement of
“substantial numbers of existing housing” or residents, Draft EIR Section 4.14,
Population and Housing, was correct not to consider planned but unbuilt homes or the
setbacks shown in the Summit at Rosena Specific Plan.
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Summit at Rosena Specific Plan Figure 2.1

C-3.47 As explained in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Noise, the community noise measurement survey
conducted for the Project included an appropriate number of measurement sites to
adequately characterize the existing noise environment at noise-sensitive receptors in the
study area. No data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or
expert opinion supported by facts is offered to support the suggestion that additional
ambient noise sampling locations should have been selected. The CPUC’s selection of
the noise measurement locations shown in Figure 4.13-1 (p. 4.13-5) is supported by
substantial evidence provided in Draft EIR Section 4.13.1, the input of resource area
experts, and other materials included in the administrative record for this Project.
C-3.48 The commenter incorrectly suggests that the EIR preparers claimed that there was no
need to evaluate potential construction-related noise impacts because the Project would
comply with local municipal code exemptions. The commenter appears to base this
conclusion on the impact discussion under criterion a), which is set forth in Draft EIR
Section 4.13.2 (p. 4.13-11), relates to the potential for the project to exceed local
ordinances, and is analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.13.4 (p. 4.13-12). For a broader
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impact discussion related to the potential for the Project to substantially increase noise
levels relative to ambient conditions, see the analysis of Impact 4.13-5, which begins on
Draft EIR page 4.13-18.
C-3.49 The analysis of Project-related transformer and corona noise impacts relative to ambient
noise levels is provided in the context of Impact 4.13-4 (Draft EIR, pp. 4.13-17, 4.13-18).
C-3.50 No data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert
opinion supported by facts is offered to support the assertion that the suggested 65 dBA
threshold is either common or appropriate for use in assessing the significance of shortterm construction-related impacts at sensitive receptor locations when the applicable local
jurisdictions have not established a standard for this purpose. Similarly, the comment
provides no information to support its assertion that the Draft EIR relies inappropriately
on a daytime hourly Leq level of 90 dB as the threshold to determine the significance of
construction-related noise impacts.
Given that there are no applicable local policies or standards available to judge the
significance of short-term construction noise levels in unincorporated San Bernardino
County or the cities of Fontana and Rialto, the CPUC and its environmental consultant
determined that it is appropriate to rely on the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)published daytime hourly Leq level of 90 dB to gauge whether significant impacts based
on adverse community reaction could result (see Draft EIR, p. 4.13-19). The FTA’s May
2006 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is cited as the source of this
threshold, explains that the results of a large number of social surveys about noise-related
annoyance that had been synthesized by an internationally known acoustical scientist
demonstrated “remarkable consistency” and suggests that the average results be taken as
the best available prediction of such annoyance. The FTA reports that the synthesis “has
received essentially unanimous acceptance by acoustical scientists and engineers.”
Although the synthesized surveys summarized in the FTA report specifically were about
transit noise, sounds generated by transportation noise sources and by construction noise
sources are sufficiently comparable to provide meaningful disclosure about the potential
construction noise-related noise impacts of the Project.
C-3.51 No nighttime operations-related variance is required to construct, operate, or maintain the
Project. In fact, as indicated by the absence of such an approval in Table 1-1, Summary of
Potential Permit Requirements (Draft EIR, p. 1-3 et seq.), it is assumed that such a variance
would not be obtained. Mitigation Measure 4.13-5, by its terms, only would apply “In the
event that nighttime construction activity is determined to be necessary within 1,000 feet of
sensitive receptors.” If SCE elects to implement Project construction only during daytime
hours, then Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 would not apply. In any event, the analysis
providing a basis for Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 has been revised to include a more direct
discussion relative to existing ambient conditions. See Response A-1.147.
C-3.52 Existing fire protection capacity and response ratios in the area are reflected in baseline
conditions – no analysis of baseline conditions and no demonstration that acceptable
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service rations exist are required. Further, the relevant significance criterion states that “a
project impact would be considered significant if it would…[r]esult in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for [fire protection]”
(Draft EIR Section 4.15.2, p. 4.15-8). As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.9, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, with implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would
have a less-than-significant effect with respect to risk of fire in high and very high fire
hazard zones. Therefore, the Project would not affect adopted performance objectives of
the fire protection providers such that new or physically altered fire protection facilities
would be required. Because no construction of new fire protection facilities and no
alternation of existing fire protection facilities would be necessary to accommodate
Project demands on such facilities and services, the Draft EIR correctly concludes that
the Project would cause no impact with respect to this criterion.
C-3.53 Notifications of temporary closure of park and recreation facilities that identify nearby
alternatives could result in increased use of those alternative locations. To clarify, the fact
that the notices would identify alternatives would reduce potential impacts of the temporary
closures on park users, not on park facilities. The impact of potential increased use at the
identified alternative locations was determined to be insufficient to cause substantial
physical deterioration of such facilities to occur or be accelerated; therefore, a less-thansignificant impact related to such construction- or alteration-related activities. Accordingly,
no additional mitigation measures were recommended in connection with potential impacts
to recreation. Impact 4.16-1 on pages 4.16-7 and 4.16-8 of the Draft EIR has been revised
in Response A-1.159 to clarify the conclusion that the Project would have a less-thansignificant impact with respect to the potential substantial physical deterioration of
recreational facilities due to increased use. Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 requires that the
Applicant maintain pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation during Project
construction where safe to do so and identify detours for bicycles and pedestrians, where
applicable, in areas where this cannot safely be done. As described in Draft EIR
Section 4.15 (as clarified), detours of recreational bicyclists or pedestrians to other routes
would not result in substantial physical deterioration of recreational facilities.
C-3.54 As described on page 4.17-8 of the Draft EIR, the Project would be located throughout
multiple jurisdictions and would require construction vehicles to utilize a variety of
regional freeways and highways, as well as several local roadways, in order to access
work sites. It is anticipated that the Project-generated traffic would be dispersed over
several roadways within San Bernardino County and throughout the cities of Rialto,
Fontana, and Rancho Cucamonga. Although construction traffic would be more
noticeable on local roads identified in the Draft EIR, the increased traffic volumes would
remain at levels less than the carrying capacity of those roads. Implementation of a traffic
control plan described in Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 would reduce the impact of potential
lane closures to a less-than-significant level. No data or references offering facts,
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reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts is offered to
support the suggestion that a more detailed lane closure or capacity discussion is
recommended, or why the existing analysis is believed to be insufficient. Therefore, the
CPUC cannot address in more detail the concern expressed in this comment.
C-3.55 Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 states that SCE and/or its contractor shall prepare and
implement a traffic control plan and coordinate development and implementation of the
plan with San Bernardino County and the cities of Rialto, Fontana, and Rancho
Cucamonga. The specific components to be included in the traffic control plan are listed
in a detail list in the Draft EIR on pages 4.17-11 and 4.17-12. Because the traffic control
plan must include at least those items and could include others at the discretion of the
affected local jurisdictions, the Draft EIR provides considerable detail about the scope of
actions that would and could be required to address potential impacts to support the
conclusion reached, thus addressing the commenter’s concerns about both how and why
the potential impact would be addressed. Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 would become
binding upon SCE and/or its contractor if it is adopted by the CPUC as part of its
certification of the EIR and approval of the Project. As drafted, the mitigation measure is
clear that the onus would be on SCE and/or its contractor to prepare and implement a
traffic control plan that satisfies the requirements of the mitigation measure. As indicated
in the Mitigation, Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program included as Appendix
H to this Final EIR, oversight and enforcement of the implementation of all final
mitigation measures would be provided by the CPUC and/or its contractors. General
comments about the legal requirements for adequate mitigation measures are noted.
C-3.56 As noted in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, on page 4.7-8 of the Draft EIR (under
“Landslides”), the topography of the area is nearly flat. Therefore, the volume of cut and
fill material necessary for construction of access roads is anticipated to be minor. No
materials are anticipated to be hauled off-site in association with construction of new
access roads; therefore, no truck trips would be required for such work. Because the
Draft EIR is clear that no imported or exported fill material would be required, the
commenter’s characterization of cut and fill as “balanced on site” seems accurate.
C-3.57 Section 2.9.15 of the Draft EIR (p. 2-38) discloses that construction-related water
demand would be supplied by water brought to the site by water trucks and that no
connection would be made to the local water supply system. As indicated by the
references cited on Draft EIR page 2-46, the Project Description relies on information
contained in the application and supporting materials, including the Proponents
Environmental Assessment (PEA), that were submitted by SCE. PEA Table 3.6 (PEA,
p. 3-51 et seq.) estimates the number of water trucks and durations of use for each
construction component. The analysis of potential impacts associated with constructionrelated water use documented in the Draft EIR assumed a capacity of 4,000 gallons per
truck; consequently, the maximum construction-related water consumption would be less
than 4 acre-feet over the entire construction period. Revisions have been made to Draft
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EIR Section 4.18 to clarify the rationale. The following is added after the second sentence
of the first paragraph on page 4.18-9 of the Draft EIR:
Based on construction equipment information provided by the Applicant (SCE,
2010), the Project is conservatively estimated to require approximately 3.7 acrefeet of water throughout the construction phase. However, actual water use
would likely be less because this estimate assumes that each day of water truck
use would result in the use of the truck’s full capacity (4,000 gallons), while
actual use could be lower depending on the duration of construction, weather
conditions, and other variables.
C-3.58 As described in Draft EIR Section 6.1, the cumulative effects analysis documented in the
Draft EIR relies on a blend of the “summary of projections” approach and the “list-ofprojects” approach. Planning document sources of relevant projections are identified on
Draft EIR page 6-3 and include, for example, local agency General Plans. The cumulative
projects identified in Table 6-1 (Draft EIR, p. 6-4 et seq.) and shown in Draft EIR
Figure 6-1 (p. 6-2) resulting from the list-based approach include all of the projects
within a 3-mile radius of the Project that were identified in response to inquiries made to
local jurisdictions to identify the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects
that would result in impacts that could overlap with those of the Project. Some projects
within 3 miles of the proposed Project that were identified by the local jurisdictions were
not included in the list of cumulative projects for the following reasons:
a)

The project was built-out, nearly built-out, or currently under construction such that
construction-related impacts would not overlap.

b)

The permit for the project was expired or would expire before Project construction
begins (in which case the project was determined not to be reasonably foreseeable).

c)

The project application was superseded by a later application for same project.

d)

The project would not contribute to cumulative effects to which the Project could
also contribute. These include applications and approvals for parking yards, retail
alcohol sales, signage, special events that would not overlap with Project
construction, minor additions to existing structures and uses, redrawing lot lines,
and use permits to recognize existing uses.

Regardless of whether a project was identified in one of the planning documents
identified on Draft EIR page 6-3 and regardless of whether it was identified by a local
agency as one that would cause impacts that could overlap with those of the Project, the
commenter is correct that the geographic extent of the area relevant to possible
cumulative effects varies on a resource-by-resource basis. That is why the resourcespecific analysis of cumulative effects in the Draft EIR (p. 6-7 et seq.) identifies the
boundaries of the relevant geographic scope on a resource-by-resource basis. Compare,
for example, (i) the analysis of cumulative effects related to air quality (Draft EIR
Section 6.2.3, p. 6-8 et seq.), which identifies the relevant area as the entire South Coast
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Air Basin (SCAB) based on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
recommended methodology for analyzing cumulative effects within the SCAB, and
(ii) the analysis of cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials (Draft
EIR Section 6.2.9, p. 6-14 et seq.), which identifies separate and distinct geographic
scopes as appropriate to evaluate cumulative effects depending on which pathway of
exposure is at issue (relevant geographic scopes are identified as the air basin, watershed
boundary, groundwater basin, or extent of affected soils). See also, e.g., Draft EIR
Section 6.2.10, p. 6-15 (“The geographic context for the cumulative impacts associated
with surface water hydrology and water quality is the Chino Watershed and the Middle
Santa Ana River Watershed; with respect to groundwater, it would be the Chino and
Rialto-Colton Subbasins of the Upper Santa Ana River Groundwater Basin.”); Draft EIR
Section 6.2.12, p. 6-16 (“The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts related to
[mineral resources] includes all areas in the region that would overlap geographically
with an aggregate resource sector mapped by CGS.”); Draft EIR Section 6.2.13, p. 6-17
(“Noise levels tend to diminish quickly with distance from a source; therefore, the
geographic scope for cumulative impacts associated with noise would be limited to
projects located within approximately 0.5 mile of the Project.”); and Draft EIR
Section 6.2.17, p. 6-19 (“The geographic scope of cumulative traffic impacts includes the
local and regional roadways and highways that would be used for Project construction
activities and for access by construction workers and vehicles.”).
C-3.59 CEQA Guidelines section 15355 explains, “‘Cumulative impacts’ refers to two or more
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound
or increase other environmental impacts.” The Summit at Rosena Specific Plan is
considered among the reasonably foreseeable future projects in the cumulative scenario
in light of the potential for its environmental impacts to combine with the impacts of the
Project, resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the environment. The cumulative
analysis does not consider the potential effects of the Project on the projects in the
cumulative scenario.
C-3.60 As described in Response C-3.26, the Summit at Rosena project is discussed in the
cumulative analysis in Draft EIR Chapter 6, and is included in the list of cumulative
projects in Draft EIR Table 6-1 as cumulative project 3 (Draft EIR, p. 6-4). Cumulative
impacts to visual resources are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 6.2.1 (p. 6-7 et seq.), which
states: “The geographic scope of the cumulative effects analysis for visual resources
consists of city-designated scenic corridors, major roadways, recreational areas, and other
locations from which a viewer could see the Project along with views of other projects in
the cumulative scenario. This geographic scope of cumulative impacts analysis was
established based on the natural boundaries of the affected resource, i.e., potential shared
viewsheds, and not on jurisdictional boundaries.” As explained in Draft EIR
Section 6.2.1, the incremental contribution of the proposed Project, in conjunction with
impacts of the construction of the Summit at Rosena project, would result in a
cumulatively considerable impact to scenic vistas along local scenic corridors and major
roadways. Impacted viewer groups would include not only motorists, but also pedestrians
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and bicyclists. For a discussion of the Project’s impacts on private views from residential
neighborhoods, see Response C-3.20.
C-3.61 Comment noted. Regarding enforceable mitigation measures, see Response C-3.55.
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Mr. John Boccio
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
C/O ESA
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104
Dear Mr. Boccfio
I am writing on behalf of The KTI Pipe Group of Companies, and Rialto Concrete Products. Rialto
Concrete Products manufacturing plant and storage facilities are at the west end of Lowell Street in
Rialto, and our property would be greatly impacted by the building of a 66kV subtransmission line as
proposed in the DEIR page 3-11 section 3.4.1 Alternative 1: Lowell Street Realignment Alternative. We
were just made aware of this potential route or we would have been in attendance at the public
meeting held on February 16th.
First, any easement through our property would be a major problem and disruption to our day
to day operations, and for future uses on the property, whether it is an expansion of our current
manufacturing operation, subdivide, lease and/or sell the property. If the transmission lines were
constructed under the current proposed plan we would lose significant value on our property values in
the event we ever decided to sell the land for future development. We currently hold one of the largest
tracts of land in the Rialto area and is considered prime property for development of large industrial
warehouses in excess of 300,000 square feet. We have received offers by developers in excess of
$16,500,000 for our property for construction of such a facility. The proposed utilities lines would
significantly impact this value.
Second, the proposed path as it goes west on the south side of Lowell Street would effectively
cut through our property and leave us with a 9.5 acre parcel on the south side of the proposed line and
12 acre parcel to the north of the proposed line. Our operations require every inch of land currently in
use. We believe the current proposed plan would be better routed by using existing easements located
on our easterly properly line which starts near the end of the Lowell Street cul-de-sac and runs south to
Summit Ave (See attached map). There would be less disruption to our operations and would provide
SCE with the required space for the overhead towers. We believe there may be some errors on the
mapping of the route and the description of the route in the City of Rialtos plan and some unknown
easements that already exist that may serve the project better.
Third, if the line were to be overhead it would impact our ability to use mobile cranes, which are
essential in our manufacturing process. We regularly require 40- 60’ of overhead clearance when using
cranes. Overhead power lines would significantly impact our ability to manufacture our products and
would cause a major financial burden on our operations.
Fourth, if the proposed line were constructed underground, then the line would be subjected to
continually equipment and inventory traffic with weights in excess of 160,000 pounds. Lastly, the
proposed line would cause a financial disruption to our operations during the construction phase as this
may impact our ability to ship products to our customers in a timely manner.
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C-4.1

C-4.2

C-4.3

C-4.4

C-4.5
C-4.6

C-4

In closing, we are firmly opposed to the alternative plan and believe that after your review of
the attached drawing of our facility that you will agree with our position. Cutting our property in half is
not in anyone’s best interest. We stand ready to meet with you to discuss in more detail, how your
proposed route would impact our business and our 100+ employees that depend on our company for
their livelihood.
Sincerely
Jerry Cowden
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2. Comments and Responses

2.6.12 Letter C-4 – Responses to Comments from The KTI
Group
C-4.1

As described in Draft EIR, Appendix A, Scoping Report, on page A-22, “The EIR will be
used to guide decision-making by the CPUC by providing an assessment of the potential
environmental impacts that would result from the Project.” Economic considerations,
including property value impacts, are outside the scope of the EIR. However, the CPUC
will take into account economic and other non-environmental considerations when it
considers whether to approve SCE’s application for the Project. See also, MR1 regarding
Alternative 1.

C-4.2

As described in Draft EIR, Appendix A, Scoping Report, on page A-22, “The EIR will be
used to guide decision-making by the CPUC by providing an assessment of the potential
environmental impacts that would result from the Project.” Economic considerations,
including the introduction of financial and operational constraints to existing businesses
that may result from approval of the Project, are outside the scope of the EIR. See, for
example, CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e) and related case law (Santa Monica
Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal.App. 4th 786, 799;
Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1004, 1019), which instruct that
adverse economic effects on a few persons or businesses is not cognizable harm under
CEQA. Nonetheless, as noted in Response C-4.1, the CPUC will consider economic and
other non-environmental considerations in its decision-making process for the Project.
See also, MR1 regarding Alternative 1.

C-4.3

The route of Alternative 1 was determined in consultation with the City of Rialto. See
Comment B-6.3, which states, “The City of Rialto proposed a project alternative utilizing
existing infrastructure. The alternative is listed in the DEIR as the environmentally
superior project alternative.” The proposed alteration of this route would not provide
substantial environmental benefits relative to Alternative 1 or the other alternatives
analyzed in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the Draft EIR has not been supplemented to
include analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed shift in the
Alternative 1 alignment.

C-4.4

See Response C-4.2.

C-4.5

The purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a project on the
environment, not effects of the environment on the project (Ballona Wetlands Land
Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 473). Therefore, CEQA does
not take into account whether the continuation of baseline operations on the site of
Alternative 1 would cause harm to Project infrastructure.

C-4.6

See Response C-4.2.

C-4.7

Opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. Concerning division of the property and effects on
the existing business (including its employees), see Response C-4.2.
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D-1

Summary of Oral Comments Received at the CEQA Public Comment Meeting
for the Draft EIR Issued for Southern California Edison’s Proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation Project
February 16, 2012

Commenter No. 1: Oswald Realegeno
Summary of Comments: Mr. Realegeno lives on Coralwood Place in Fontana in the
vicinity of Sierra and Citrus. His property line is about 300 feet south of an existing
power line. The proposed power line would be even closer than the existing line to his
home. Electromagnetic Field (EMF) emissions measurements were not included in the
EIR. Mr. Realegeno is an electrician and has used a meter to read EMF levels on his
property; he says that the readings are above those allowed by the EPA. Mr. Realegeno is
concerned that EMF exposure can cause cancer and other sicknesses, and notes that his
next door neighbor’s daughter, 7 years old, was diagnosed with leukemia last year after
living in the house for about 4 years. Their house was closer by about 20 feet to existing
power lines than Mr. Realegeno’s house. He is concerned that building a new power line
behind his house will increase the EMF exposure at the house. Mr. Realegeno is
concerned about his two young daughters, and says that from time to time his daughter’s
hair stands on end, which he believes is due to the power lines. Mr. Realegeno requests
that the power lines be placed further from houses.
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D-1.1

2. Comments and Responses

2.6.13 Letter D-1 – Responses to Comments from Oswald
Realegeno
D-1.1 Please see Response C-3.5. There are currently no defined or adopted CEQA standards
for defining health risk from EMF. The Draft EIR does not provide significance
determinations related to EMF; however, as described on Draft EIR page 1-7,
information is presented about EMF for the benefit of the public and decision makers.
The Draft EIR discloses that EMF is classified as a possible carcinogen. Appendix B of
the Draft EIR, SCE’s EMF Field Management Plan, quantitatively estimates EMF that
would be generated by the Project and describes the measures SCE would implement, in
compliance with CPUC requirements, to reduce EMF from this Project. Field reduction
measures to be implemented by SCE along that portion of the subtransmission line in the
vicinity of Coralwood Place are described under “Segment 4-Etiwanda Source Line,”
beginning on page B-39 of Draft EIR Appendix B. These measures include utilizing
structure heights that meet or exceed established design criteria and arranging phase
conductors for field reduction.
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D-2

Summary of Oral Comments Received at the CEQA Public Comment Meeting
for the Draft EIR Issued for Southern California Edison’s Proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation Project
February 16, 2012

Commenter No. 2: John Hogan, Hall & Foreman, Inc. for Intex Properties
Summary of Comments: Mr. Hogan commented on behalf of Intex Properties, which
owns land within the Westgate Specific Plan area of Fontana, through which the
subtransmission line would cross north of Baseline Avenue. The property is on S.
Highland west of San Sevaine Road and is currently vacant but is planned for
development. Intex would prefer that the subtransmission line cross parallel and adjacent
to the Caltrans right-of-way, toward the back of Intex’s property rather than along the
street. Intex would be amenable to granting SCE an easement on its property to achieve
this. This would improve the visual quality of the property by going on the back of the
property, and would improve safety by locating poles away from the road. Mr. Hogan
also recommended that SCE underground a portion of this route.
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D-2.1

2. Comments and Responses

2.6.14 Letter D-2 – Responses to Comments from John
Hogan, Hall & Foreman, Inc.
D-2.1 See MR2 for discussion of the alternative subtransmission line route proposed by the
commenter. See also MR3(C) for discussion of undergrounding of the subtransmission
line at specific locations.
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D-3

Summary of Oral Comments Received at the CEQA Public Comment Meeting
for the Draft EIR Issued for Southern California Edison’s Proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation Project
February 16, 2012

Commenter No. 3: Greg Lanz, City of Rialto
Summary of Comment: Mr. Lanz commented that the City of Rialto would prefer that the
subtransmission line in the vicinity of Rialto run up Locust rather than the routes
proposed. Alternative 1 would be within the Casmalia corridor which is a visual corridor
for the City of Rialto, and would be within a new specific plan area. The City of Rialto
proposes that the line be undergrounded in this area, but understands that this would be
expensive, so proposes that the line could collocate with existing power lines on Locust
Avenue.
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D-3.1
D-3.2

2. Comments and Responses

2.6.15 Letter D-3 – Responses to Comments from Greg Lanz,
City of Rialto
D-3.1 The comment expresses support for an alternative in which the proposed subtransmission
source line in the City of Rialto follows Locust Avenue rather than Casmalia Avenue.
Draft EIR Chapter 3, Alternatives Analysis, describes the route of Alternative 1, which
would follow Locust Avenue rather than Casmalia Avenue (Draft EIR, p. 3-1 et seq.).
The City’s preference for an alternative with a subtransmission source line route like
Alternative 1’s is noted. For a discussion of Alternative 1 and its feasibility as the
environmentally superior alternative, see MR1.
Regarding the comment’s characterization of the “Casmalia corridor” as a “visual
corridor,” see Response B-6.1.
The location of the Project and alternatives relative to specific plan areas and other City
of Rialto General Plan designations are shown in Draft EIR Figure 4.11-1 (p. 4.11-3).
Draft EIR page 4.11-6 discloses that the Renaissance Specific Plan area would be
traversed by the proposed subtransmission source line segment, which “would be located
along the northern border of the specific plan where it parallels West Casmalia Avenue.
The land in this portion of the specific plan area is designated Freeway Incubator, which
accommodates larger retail and business uses that serve the region based on its proximity
to the freeway. The subtransmission line would then cross [the freeway] at Locust
Avenue and terminate at the existing Alder Substation. This land is designated
Utilities/Public Facilities, which is a designation specific to the existing utility
infrastructure in the planning area, including the Alder Substation. Both of these land use
designations allow utilities as a permitted use.” As shown in the Renaissance Specific
Plan Conceptual Map (City of Rialto, 2010),26 this specific plan area was designed
around the existing Alder Substation.
D-3.2 For a discussion of undergrounding and the City’s development standards, see MR3(A).
Regarding possible collocation along Locust Avenue, see the description of Alternative 1
in Draft EIR Section 3.4.1 (p. 3-11), as clarified by the Applicant in its comments and
shown in Chapter 3 of this FEIR: If Alternative 1 were approved, the line would be
collocated with existing lines on Locust Avenue.

26 City of Rialto, 2010. Renaissance Specific Plan Conceptual Map. Available online:

http://www.ci.rialto.ca.us/documents/downloads/Conceptual_Map.pdf (April 14, 2010).
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D-4

Summary of Oral Comments Received at the CEQA Public Comment Meeting
for the Draft EIR Issued for Southern California Edison’s Proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation Project
February 16, 2012

Commenter No. 4: Charles Fahie, City of Fontana Planning Division
Summary of Comment: Mr. Fahie commented that the City’s concern is aesthetic
impacts. The City has had meetings with SCE to discuss design features of the Project.
These meetings have been productive, and the City feels that they can have a resolution
on the aesthetics of the substation. Mr. Fahie noted that the Planning Division disagrees
with the aesthetics finding in the EIR because the City wants to preserve viewsheds for
planned homes in the areas where the subtransmission lines would be located. The
General Plan for the city emphasizes views of the San Gabriel Mountains, and the EIR
should look at mitigation measures reduce impacts to views of the mountains. There
would be significant, unavoidable impacts to aesthetics in the area where the line would
deviate from the SCE corridor and cross I-10. Also, the subtransmission line would be
placed in between existing lines and would impact the views between them. Mitigation
measures proposed in the EIR for the subtransmission lines would not mitigate effects on
views of mountains; the EIR should look at more types of mitigation. The City wants
SCE to underground the portion of the line that would cross I-10 and has not seen a cost
estimate for this option. Citrus, Sierra, and Baseline are areas that are significant to
Fontana residents and lines should be undergrounded here. The EIR emphasizes the
views from the perspective of a driver on the freeway, but Fontana is trying to become a
more walkable city, so impacts should be assessed to views for pedestrians, from trails
and paseos. These are not described in the EIR and need additional mitigation measures.
The City of Fontana Planning Division will submit additional comments.
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D-4.1

D-4.2

D-4.3

D-4.4

2. Comments and Responses

2.6.16 Letter D-4 – Responses to Comments from Charles
Fahie, City of Fontana
D-4.1 Comment noted.
D-4.2 The desire to preserve existing views for planned homes is understandable; however,
under CEQA, lead agencies are charged with evaluating the changes to existing baseline
conditions that would result from the approval of a proposed project or project
alternative. This is explained on Draft EIR page 4-2. Following a supplemental scoping
meeting between the CPUC and the City of Fontana, the City submitted a letter on
May 27, 2011, that provides excerpts from the City’s General Plan Community Design
Element regarding open space views and the incorporation of scenic view corridors into
the City’s design guidelines. Graphics provided in the letter emphasize the scenic views
and are not oriented along the existing alignments of power lines and towers. The CPUC
considered these perspectives as well as others when analyzing the potential aesthetic
effects of the Project and alternatives. See, for example, Photos A through H (Draft EIR,
pp. 4.1-4 and 4.1-5). City of Fontana General Plan goals and policies prioritizing the
preservation of view corridors are set forth on Draft EIR page 4.1-13.
Regarding the comment that the EIR should look at mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to views of the San Gabriel Mountains, see Response B-5.1. The Draft EIR
concurs with the comment that there would be significant and unavoidable impacts to
aesthetics in the area where the line would deviate from the SCE corridor, and discusses
this impact starting with the bottom paragraph on page 4.1-28. See also MR2 for
discussion of a proposed alternate route for the subtransmission line at this location.
The comment states that the subtransmission line would be placed in between existing
lines and would impact the views between them. For a discussion of how existing
industrial infrastructure influences the environmental setting and subsequent impact
analysis, see Response C-3.24.
D-4.3 For a discussion of undergrounding of the proposed subtransmission line at key view
corridors, including along South Highland Avenue and San Sevaine Road, see MR3(B).
See also MR2 for discussion of a proposed alternate route at this location.
D-4.4 Regarding impacts to pedestrians and from trails, the commenter is referred to Response
B-5.2.
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CHAPTER 3

Revisions to the Draft EIR
3.1 Introduction
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, this section presents changes to the Draft EIR that
were initiated by the Lead Agency or were made in response to comments. Such changes are
insignificant as the term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), in that they merely
clarify or amplify the text or make insignificant modifications to it.
The changes are grouped by Draft EIR chapters and are then shown by page number in the
Draft EIR and identified as to the location of the change in the body of the text or table.
Where changes are shown inserted in the existing Draft EIR text, revised or new language is
underlined, deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text, and the original text is shown
without underline or strikethrough text.

3.2 Text Changes
Page

Identification / Text Change

Executive Summary
ES-2

The seventh bullet is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.10:


ES-4

Serving long-term projected electrical demand requirements in the
Electrical Needs Area beginning in 2014;2 2

The first sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.11:
SCE proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 66/12 kV unattended,
automated, 56 megavolt-ampere (MVA) low-profile substation (the Falcon Ridge
Substation) on an approximately 2.7 acres of an approximately 7.5-acre parcel
located just south of Casa Grande Avenue, east of Sierra Avenue, north of Summit
Avenue and adjacent to SCE’s existing transmission ROW, in the City of Fontana,
California.

ES-4

The third sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.12:
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

In addition to the proposed substation, the Project would include the installation of
two subtransmission source line segments; construction of three new five new
underground vaults, which also are referred to as distribution getaways;
telecommunications (fiber-optic) infrastructure work; and upgrades to existing
optical communications equipment at Etiwanda, Alder, and Randall Substations.
ES-4

The second sentence of the third paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.13:
One segment would be approximately 3 miles in length to form the new Alder
66 115 kV Subtransmission Source Line; the other would be approximately
9 miles in length to form the new Etiwanda 66 kV Subtransmission Source Line.

ES-4

The first sentence of the fourth paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.12:
Construction of three five underground 12 kV distribution “getaways.” Three
Five new underground vaults, located outside the substation walls on either the
SCE substation property, private property, or in franchise.

ES-4

The second sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.14:
At ultimate build out, the Falcon Ridge Substation could accommodate sixteen
separate 16 12 kV distribution circuits.

ES-4

The first sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.15:
Within the substation site, distribution circuits would be placed in an
underground conduit system, also known as a “distribution getaway.” A
distribution getaway consists of multiple vaults connected by one or more
conduit systems (a conduit is also sometimes referred to as a duct).

ES-5

The second sentence under “Applicant Proposed Measures” is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.16:
These measures relate to aesthetics, biological resources, and paleontological
resources.

ES-5

The last sentence under “APM-BIO-01” is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.17:
APM-BIO-02: Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean
Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Sage Scrub, and Annual
Grassland/Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub Project impacts on
sage scrub vegetation.
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ES-6

The following is added after the last sentence under “APM-BIO-02” on page ES-6 of
the Draft EIR in response to comment A-1.18:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable, local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.

ES-7

The “No Project Alternative” is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.19:
Under the No Project Alternative, no action would be taken. The proposed
substation site would continue to be undeveloped used for agriculture unless and
until some other use was approved (consistent with applicable land use regulations
and in accordance with available infrastructure and community services). The
existing electric power infrastructure (including the Nuevo Substation, temporary
Model Pole Top Substation, subtransmission and telecommunications facilities)
would remain in place, serving the Electrical Needs Area with decreasing
reliability as the electrical demands of growing area communities increase. The
projected energy demand in this area is expected to exceed the combined energy
capacity of the existing substations in the 2013-2014 timeframe.
The analysis of the No Project Alternative in this document focuses on a nodevelopment/no Project scenario where the existing undeveloped agricultural use
is continued. With a no-development scenario, the proposed substation site would
continue to be undeveloped in agricultural use and the existing environmental
setting would be maintained. Changes to that setting, including changes to the
landscape (aesthetics, habitat, and land use/agriculture); construction-related
noise, traffic, and air and greenhouse gas emissions would not occur. Available
irrigation infrastructure would remain in place, and public services and utilities
would continue to be provided or available to the site as they are now.

ES-7

The last sentence under “Alternative 1” is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.20:
Approximately 12 Three tubular steel poles (TSPs) would be required, one at
each of the proposed corners. Approximately 76 light weight steel (LWS) Wood
poles and 6 wood/LWS guy poles would be installed along the extension of
Summit Avenue, Mango Avenue, North Alder Street, Lowell Street, and along
Locust Avenue.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

ES-11

Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Project, is revised as follows to reflect revisions to the applicable
environmental resource sections:
TABLE ES-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROJECT

Impact

Impact
Class

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

3. Air Quality
Impact 4.3-1: Project construction activities would generate NOx
and PM10 emissions that could contribute substantially to
violations of ozone and PM10 air quality standards.

Class I

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: For diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment of
Significant Unavoidable
more than 50 horsepower and on-road diesel fueled vehicles, SCE shall make a
good faith effort to use available construction equipment that meets the highest
USEPA-certified tiered emission standards ensure achievement of a Project-wide
fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent PM10 exhaust reduction
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. An Exhaust Emissions Control
Plan to achieve that indentifies each unit’s certified tier specification, Best Available
Control Technology (BACT), and the CARB or SCAQMD operating permit number
(if applicable) these reductions shall be submitted to the CPUC for review and
approval at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction activities.
Construction activities cannot commence until the plan has been approved.
Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model engines,
low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, aftertreatment products, and/or other options as such become available. For all pieces
of equipment that would not meet Tier 3 emission standards, the Exhaust
Emissions Control Plan shall include documentation from two local heavy
construction equipment rental companies that indicates that the companies do not
have access to higher tiered equipment for the given class of equipment.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: SCE and/or its contractors shall develop a Fugitive
Dust Control Plan that specifically describes how compliance with each of
SCAQMD Rule 403 Best Available Control Measures (BACMs) shall be achieved.
If it is determined that any of the BACMs are not applicable to construction of the
Project, the plan shall present rationale as to why the BACMs are not applicable
and would not be implemented. This plan shall be submitted to the CPUC for
review and approval at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction
activities, and the approved plan shall be distributed to all employees and
construction contractors working on the Project.

4. Biological Resources
Impact 4.4-1: Construction activities could result in adverse
impacts to special-status plant species.

Class III

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: Where avoidance of Riversidean sage scrub habitat is
not possible, SCE shall compensate for losses through habitat creation and
enhancement, and long-term preservation for temporary and permanent impacts
by implementing the following measures:

Less than Significant

 SCE shall establish buffer zones and mitigate for the loss of special-status plant
species and sensitive plant communities. SCE and their contractors shall avoid
and minimize impacts to special-status plant species and sensitive plant
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROJECT

Impact

Impact
Class

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

4. Biological Resources
Impact 4.4-1 (cont.)

communities to the maximum extent feasible. Avoidance will be carried out by
establishing a visible buffer zone around sensitive areas prior to construction in
coordination with a qualified biologist, redesigning or relocating proposed
disturbance areas, locating staging areas within disturbed areas when possible,
or using other measures recommended by the CNPS (1998).

 SCE shall mitigate for Riversidean sage scrub vegetation losses at a minimum
replacement ratio of 1:1. Residual temporary impacts on disturbed mule fat
scrub and undisturbed/disturbed Riversidean sage scrub shall be restored on
site and/or mitigated at a replacement ratio of 1:1. Permanent impacts on
undisturbed Riversidean sage scrub shall be mitigated at a replacement ratio of
up to 3:1. Final compensation ratios for impacts to Riversidean sage scrub shall
be determined in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG.

 As a component of the Program, SCE shall develop and implement a five-year
restoration mitigation and monitoring program. The Program will be described in
a Restoration Plan that shall be subject to approval by the USFWS, CDFG, and
the CPUC. The Restoration Plan shall include:

-

detailed design drawings and specifications for the mitigation site(s),
including site drawings, final grade elevations, an appropriately spaced
planting plan, a plant species list showing the number of each plant species,
and notes on proper site preparation (including temporary erosion and
sediment control);

-

a discussion of ongoing maintenance practices to protect the mitigation site,
including a minimum 5-year performance monitoring program with specific,
measurable performance standards to evaluate mitigation success;

-

a contingency plan indicating actions and corrective measures to be taken if
monitoring indicates performance standards are not being met;

-

a statement of financial assurance that the mitigation will be constructed,
maintained, monitored, and contingencies implemented, if necessary; and

-

a plan for restoring temporarily disturbed areas.

 SCE shall submit an annual vegetation monitoring report to the USFWS, CDFG,
CPUC to document site compliance, advise of remedial actions that were
undertaken during the previous monitoring year, and advise of restoration site
management needs for the coming year. Reports shall be required for a
minimum of five years following initial site restoration to document progress of
mitigation areas toward attaining the minimum performance standards.

 SCE shall revegetate all natural areas temporarily disturbed by project activities.
Revegetation criteria will include general restoration concepts and methods,
including the use of locally native plants, protection and restoration of soil
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROJECT

Impact

Impact
Class

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

4. Biological Resources
Impact 4.4-1 (cont.)

conditions, and control of aggressive non-native plant species. The planting
effort shall commence in the fall following completion of construction at a given
site. If the project is expected to have an extended construction timeline,
revegetation shall be completed as extensively as possible during each fall
season. Interim revegetation by hydroseeding or with a seeding mixture and
mulch using broadcast methods shall be implemented as necessary to control
erosion in disturbed areas prior to final revegetation. The plant palette will
include locally native plants such as California buckwheat, black sage, white
sage, cane cholla, and California sagebrush.
As an alternative to developing an off-site restoration program for permanent
impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE shall purchase mitigation credits from the
Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved conservation and
mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate the project’s mitigation
requirements.

Impact 4.4-2: Construction activities associated with the Project
could result in adverse impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse
and other non-listed special-status wildlife species.

Class II

Less than Significant
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: SCE and/or its contractors shall avoid impacts to
occupied Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat to the maximum extent feasible in the
final Project design. SCE shall define Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat as “off
limits” in construction plans and specifications. If complete avoidance is not
feasible, mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potential project
impacts within occupied habitat to the maximum extent feasible. Such measures
could include minimizing that portion of the project footprint that could encroach on
an occupied habitat area and staging materials and work so as not to encroach
into such an area. The presence of a Biological Monitor during Project construction
shall be required to would further ensure that any potential impacts to specialstatus wildlife species are avoided and minimized. For those impacts that cannot
feasibly be avoided or further minimized, SCE shall purchase mitigation credits
from the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved conservation
and mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate the project’s mitigation
requirements.

Impact 4.4-4: Operation of new transmission lines could impact
raptors as a result of electrocution or collision.

Class II

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: SCE shall follow Avian Power Line Interaction
Committee guidelines for avian protection on powerlines. SCE shall use current
guidelines to reduce bird mortality from interactions with powerlines. The Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC, 2006) and USFWS recommend the
following:

Less than Significant

 Provide 60-inch minimum horizontal separation between energized conductors
or energized conductors and grounded hardware;
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE PROJECT

Impact

Impact
Class

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

4. Biological Resources

 Insulate hardware or conductors against simultaneous contact if adequate

Impact 4.4-4 (cont.)

spacing is not possible; and

 Use pole designs that minimize impacts to birds, and;.
 Shield wires to minimize the effects from bird collisions.
5. Cultural Resources
Impact 4.5-3: Project construction could result in damage to
previously unidentified human remains.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

Class II

Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: If human remains are uncovered during Project
construction, SCE and/or its contractors shall immediately halt all work, in the
immediate vicinity, and SCE’s archaeologist or cultural resources consultant shall
contact the county coroner to evaluate the remains, and shall follow the
procedures and protocols set forth in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (e)(1). If the
county coroner determines that the remains are Native American, SCE and/or its
contractors shall contact the NAHC, in accordance with Health and Safety Code
§7050.5, subdivision (c), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 (as amended by AB
2641). Per Public Resources Code 5097.98, SCE shall ensure that the immediate
vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or
practices, where the Native American human remains are located, is not damaged
or disturbed by further development activity until the SCE archaeologist and/or its
cultural resources contractor has discussed and conferred, as prescribed in this
section (PRC 5097.98), with the most likely descendents regarding their
recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple
human remains.

3-7
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Introduction
1-3

Table 1-1 is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.26:

Permits and Other Requirements

Agency

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Federal
Nationwide or Individual Permit
(Section 404 of the Clean Water Act)

United States Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps)

Construction impacting Waters of the
United States, including wetlands

Notification and approval request for
use of construction cranes

Federal Aviation Administration

Use of objects greater in height than the
distance from the closest runway divided by
100, to a distance of 20,000 feet, including
along most of the Alder Subtransmission
Source Line Route.

Permit to Construct

California Public Utilities
Commission

Overall project approval and California
Environmental Quality Act review

Encroachment Permit

California Department of
Transportation, District 8

Caltrans has the discretionary authority to
issue special permits for the movement of
vehicles/loads exceeding statutory
limitations on the size, weight, and loading
of vehicles contained in Division 15 of the
California Vehicle Code.

State

Permit for Oversize Loads

Caltrans also has discretionary authority to
issue encroachment permits for the use of
California State highways for purposes
other than normal transportation, including
construction, operation and maintenance
activities within, under or over a state
highway right-of way.
Aerial Utility Crossing Permit

San Bernardino County Flood
Control District (SBCFCD)

Aerial crossings of flood control and storm
drain facilities.

Wire Line Crossing Permit

Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF) Railway

Per CPUC General Order No. 95, consent
must be obtained from rail line owners for
supply and communication line crossings.

Section 7 Consultation

California Department of Fish
and Game

Construction, operation, and maintenance
activities that may affect a state-listed
species or its habitat; incidental take
authorization (if required)

Streambed Alteration Agreement
(1600)

California Department of Fish
and Game

Construction, operation, and maintenance
activities that may modify the bed, bank, or
channels of any streambeds.

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Construction
General Stormwater Permit

Santa Ana California Regional
Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB)

Stormwater discharges associated with
construction activities disturbing more than
1 acre of land

Section 401 Water Quality
Certification (or waiver)

RWQCB

Certifies that project is consistent with state
water quality standards

Encroachment Permit (ministerial)

San Bernardino County

Construction, operation, and maintenance
1
within, under, or over city road ROW

Regional and Local

City of Rialto
City of Rancho Cucamonga
City of Fontana
Permits and Other Requirements

Agency

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Traffic Control Permit

City of Fontana

Temporary lane closures

Lane Closure Permit

City of Rancho Cucamonga

Temporary lane closures

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

3-8

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Permits and Other Requirements
Ministerial Grading Permit/SWPPP

Agency
County of San Bernardino
City of Rialto
City of Rancho Cucamonga

Jurisdiction/Purpose
San Bernardino County: before a project
may undertake excavation greater than two
feet in depth or a fill one foot or more in
thickness
Rialto: before a project may move more
than 50 cubic yards of earth

City of Fontana

Rancho Cucamonga: before a project may
do any grading
Fontana: before a project may cut or fill soil
to a depth of more than 12 inches to
support a structure
Aerial Utility Crossing Permit

San Bernardino County Flood
Control District (SBCFCD)

Aerial crossings of flood control and storm
drain facilities.

Encroachment Permit or Agreement

Southern California Regional
Rail Authority (SCARRA)

Per CPUC General Order No. 95, consent
must be obtained from rail line owners for
supply and communication line crossings.

Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan

San Bernardino County Fire
Department

For storage of mineral oil in an
aboveground tank with a capacity greater
than 1,320 gallons.

1 Encroachment permits for San Bernardino County and the City of Rialto include traffic control and temporary lane closures.
SOURCES: SCE, 2010a; SBCFCD, 2011; BNSF, 2010; San Bernardino County, 2011; City of Fontana, 2011; City of Rancho
Cucamonga, 2011; City of Rancho Cucamonga, 2010; SBCFD, 2011

Project Description
2-1

The fifth and sixth sentences of the second paragraph are revised as follows in
response to comment B-5.4.
The new 66 kV subtransmission line would leave Alder Substation and parallel
West Casmalia Street until it reaches the boundary line of the City of Fontana
and the City of Rialto Mango Avenue. The subtransmission line would then
traverse north to intercept and follow along the future extension of Mango
Avenue until it reaches the Falcon Ridge Substation.

2-3

The first two complete sentences are revised as follows in response to comment A-1.28:
The 66 kV subtransmission facilities would then again extend northeast within
SCE’s existing transmission ROW to a point until it intersects with
approximately 0.25 mile north of Summit Avenue. The 66 kV subtransmission
facilities would then extend east primarily on SCE’s existing transmission ROW
until it reaches the Falcon Ridge Substation.

2-4

The seventh sentence under “Falcon Ridge Substation” is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.29:
The Falcon Ridge Substation would include a 66 kV switchrack, a 66 kV Circuit
Breakers and Disconnect Switches, two 28 MVA, 66/12 kV Transformers, one
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12 kV Switchrack, capacitor banks, a Mechanical and Electrical Equipment
Room (MEER), distribution getaways, a restroom facility, an asphalt concrete
access road, lighting, perimeter walls, gates, and drainage.
2-4

The first two sentences under “66 kV Switchrack” are revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.30:
One steel 66kV switchrack, up to 196 154 feet long by 82 feet wide by 25 feet
high would be installed. The switchrack would consist of eight 22 18-foot-wide
positions (e.g., two for subtransmission source lines, two for transformer banks,
one for a bus-tie between the operating and transfer buses; and three vacant for
future use).

2-5

Figure 2-2, Project, is revised in response to comment A-1.31. Although access roads
are depicted on multiple figures in the Draft EIR, revisions in response to this comment
are only shown in this revised figure and in revised Figure 3-1, Alternative 1: Lowell
Street Realignment Alternative. Additional revisions to Figure 3-1 are shown in
response to comment A-1.74.

2-6

Figure 2-3, Substation Layout, is revised in response to comment A-1.32.

2-7

The first sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.33:
Each operating and transfer bus would be 196 144 feet long and consist of two
1,590 kcmil (thousand circular mills) Aluminum Conductor Steel Reinforced
(ACSR) for each of the three electrical phases.

2-7

The last sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.34:
The MEER dimensions would be approximately 36 feet long by 15 20 feet wide
by 11 feet tall.

2-8

The following is added after the last sentence of the first paragraph in response to
comment A-1.35:
Additionally, another potential option includes a permanent restroom equipped
with a self-contained waste disposal system installed within the substation
perimeter near the entry gate.

2-8

The first sentence of the third paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.12:
The initial distribution getaways would consist of three five new underground
vaults.
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2-8

The second sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.14:
At ultimate build out, the Falcon Ridge Substation could accommodate sixteen
separate 16 12 kV distribution circuits.

2-8

The following is added after the last sentence in response to comment A-1.37:
Supplemental CEQA analysis may be required before these circuits are
constructed, operated and maintained in the future; however, under General
Order No. 131-D, the future 12 kV distribution circuits would not be subject to
additional CEQA analysis by the Commission.

2-10

The last two sentences of the third paragraph are revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.38:
Prior to commencement of the substation construction, SCE would consult with
the City of Fontana to develop an appropriate landscaping plan and perimeter
wall design that would be submitted with the ministerial grading permit
application for the Project. The landscaping plan, to the extent practicable, would
be consistent with Fontana Ordinance 1625, Landscaping and Water
Conservation.

2-12

The third and fourth complete sentences are revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.41:
The 66 kV subtransmission line would then again extend northeast within SCE’s
existing transmission ROW, to a point approximately 0.25 mile north of until it
intersects with Summit Avenue. The 66 kV subtransmission line would then
extend east primarily on SCE’s existing transmission ROW until it reaches the
substation site.

2-12

The first sentence of the fourth paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment C-1.4:
Figure 2-2, Proposed Project shows the locations of the subtransmission source
line segments and lists the type and number of all new poles within each
segment.

2-12

Table 2-1 is revised in response to comment A-1.42, as shown on the following page:
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TABLE 2-1
APPROXIMATE SUBTRANSMISSION STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS

Approximate
Diameter

Approximate
Height Above
Ground

Approximate
Auger Hole Depth

Approximate
Auger Hole
Diameter

1 to 2 feet

35 to 75 feet

8 to 10 feet

2 to 4 feet

Light Weight Steel (LWS)

1 2 to 3 feet

35 65 to 100 feet

8 to 11 feet

2 to 4 feet

Tubular Steel Pole (TSP)

2 to 4 feet

70 to 100 feet

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

TSP Concrete Foundation

5 to 8 feet

2 to 4 feet

20 to 30 feet

5 to 8 feet

Pole Type
Wood

SOURCE: SCE, 2010a

2-13

Figure 2-5 has been modified with the following footnote in response to comment A-1.43:
NOTE: Please note the appearance of any LWS guy poles would be substantially
similar to the appearance of a wood guy pole in terms of size and shape.

2-14

The second sentence under “Light Weight Steel Poles” is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.42:
LWS poles typically range from 35 65 to 100 feet ags with a base diameter of
1 2 to 3 feet tapering to approximately 1 foot diameter at the top of the pole.

2-15

The following is added after “Location 6” in response to comment A-1.44:


2-16

Location 7: In the area of future Mango Avenue south of Summit Avenue,
approximately 12 distribution poles would be removed and the existing
facilities and transferred to the proposed subtransmission poles.

Section 2.7, “Rights-of-Way Requirements” is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.45 and additional information provided in Data Request 4:
The Falcon Ridge Substation would be constructed on an approximately 7.5-acre
parcel of land owned by SCE.
SCE would need to upgrade existing rights for a strip of land approximately
24 acres with a 30 feet foot wide by approximately 6 miles long strip of land
located within the existing 250-foot-wide ROW corridor which extends 7 miles
along the SCE’s existing transmission ROW. SCE’s current easement does not
allow SCE to install additional facilities in the easement ROW; therefore, SCE
would amend the existing easement to allow additional facilities, such as the
proposed subtransmission line, to be installed within the existing easement.
SCE would also utilize approximately 7.5 acres with a 30-foot-wide strip of land
located within the existing SCE fee owned 330-foot-wide, 2 miles in length
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transmission ROW ROW corridor extending approximately 1.75 miles in length,
parallel to and north of Summit Avenue. In addition, SCE would need to acquire
rights for a 30-foot-wide strip of land located outside of the existing 330-footwide transmission ROW, extending approximately 0.5 mile. The additional
30-foot-wide easement strip is required to maintain conductor clearance between
the existing 500 kV line and the proposed 66 kV line to accommodate conductor
swing. This segment begins approximately 716 feet east of Cypress Avenue and
extends east approximately 1,944 feet to Sierra Avenue and continues east and
northeast approximately 703 feet to the proposed substation location.
Finally, SCE would need to acquire approximately 13 acres of new easement
rights for a 30-foot-wide ROW for the subtransmission source lines and access
roads. SCE would acquire a 30-foot-wide easement for the subtransmission
source lines for a distance of approximately 3.6 miles. The new acquisition of
ROW would occur along South Highland Avenue, San Sevaine Road, the future
extension of Mango Avenue, West Casmalia Street, and Locust Avenue.
The clarification of new right-of-way requirements is shown on Final EIR Figures 2-3a
through 2-3b.
2-18

The sentence above the bulleted list under “Construction” is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.47:
Project construction would generally consist of the following components occur
in the following manner:

2-19

The last sentence of the second paragraph under “Access Roads” is revised as follows
in response to comment A-1.48:
The graded road would have a minimum drivable width of 14 feet with 2 feet of
shoulder on each side but may be wider depending upon field conditions as well as
at some individual curve locations.

2-20

The first complete sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.49:
Additionally, for new access roads, road gradients would be leveled so that any
sustained grade does not exceed 14 12 percent.

2-21

The eighth bulleted item is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.50:


A new 24-foot-wide paved access road accessed via an asphalt concrete
driveway along Sierra Avenue would be utilized for both substation and
subtransmission line access. It is described in Section 3.1.1 Falcon Ridge
Substation Description, subsection Substation Access. New 14-foot stub
roads extending from this paved access road would be constructed in order to
provide access to any subtransmission structures between Sierra Avenue and
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Mango Avenue ROW. These stub roads would be approximately 1,100 feet
in length.
2-21

The tenth bulleted item is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.51:


2-22

A concrete driveway apron would be provided for all access roads
extending from major roads.

The paragraph under “Staging Area/Laydown Areas” and Table 2-2 are revised as
indicated by Master Response 4:
Construction staging for the Project would require temporary staging areas. The
following locations are expected to be used as staging areas for the Project: south
of Foothill Boulevard at Pepper Avenue, Rialto; the Etiwanda Substation; the
Falcon Ridge Substation; northwest corner of Etiwanda Avenue at Foothill
Boulevard; northeast corner of South Highland Avenue at San Sevaine Road; and
the Foothill Service Center; and the northeast corner of Etiwanda Avenue at Napa
Street (see Figure 2-6, Potential Staging Area Locations). The potential staging
area locations offer from 0.5 to 8 up to 5 acres of space.
TABLE 2-2
POTENTIAL STAGING AREA LOCATIONS

Name

Approximate
Area

Location

Condition

Project Component

No. 1

South of Foothill Boulevard at
Pepper Avenue, Rialto

Previously
Disturbed

0.5 acre

Subtransmission

No. 2

Etiwanda Substation,
Rancho Cucamonga

Previously
Disturbed

3 acres

Subtransmission/
Telecommunications

No. 3

Proposed Falcon Ridge Substation,
Fontana

Undisturbed

2 acres

Substation

No. 4

Northwest corner of Etiwanda
Avenue at Foothill Boulevard,
Rancho Cucamonga

Previously
Disturbed

4 acres

Subtransmission

No. 5

Northeast corner of South Highland
Avenue at San Sevaine Road,
Fontana

Previously
Disturbed

5 acres

Subtransmission

No. 6

Foothill Service Center, Fontana

Previously
Disturbed

0.5 acre

Telecommunications

No. 7

(Withdrawn by Applicant)

No. 8

Northeast corner of Etiwanda Avenue
at Napa Street, Rancho Cucamonga

Previously
Disturbed

8 acres

Subtransmission

SOURCE: SCE, 2010a; SCE Response to Data Request No. 7, August 30, 2012.

2-23

Figure 2-6, Potential Staging Area Locations, is revised as indicated by Master
Response 4.
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2-26

The second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph are revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.55:
For LWS poles, after the base section is secured, the remaining top section would
be placed onto the base section and the two sections would be set into place
bolted together. The two sections may also be spot welded together for additional
stability.

2-27

The second sentence of the third paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.56:
Mud slurry would be placed in the hole after during drilling as required to
prevent the sidewalls from sloughing.

2-27

The last two sentences of the sixth paragraph are revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.58:
When the base section is secured, the remaining sections would be set into place
top section of the TSP would be set into place onto the base section and the two
sections would be bolted together. The two sections may also be spot welded
together for additional stability.

2-36

The first sentence under “Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan” is revised as
follows in response to comment A-1.60:
Construction of the Project would disturb a surface area greater than 1 acre;
therefore, SCE would be required to obtain coverage under the Statewide
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ) from the Santa Ana
RWQCB.

2-44

The following footnote is added to “City of Rialto” in Table 2-7 in response to
comment A-1.61:
Additionally, it should be noted that, for construction activities occurring within
the City of Rialto, Rialto Municipal Code Section 9.50.060 exempts
“[c]onstruction, operation, maintenance and repairs of equipment, apparatus or
facilities…including…those of public utilities subject to the regulatory
jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission.”

2-44

The first sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.62:
SCE identified a number of applicant proposed measures (APMs) that would
avoid or reduce potential impacts of the Project related to aesthetics, biological
resources and paleontological resources.
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2-45

The last sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.63:
APM-BIO-02: Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean
Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Sage Scrub, and Annual
Grassland/Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub Project impacts on
sagescrub vegetation.

2-46

The following is added after the last paragraph of APM-BIO-02:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.

Alternatives Analysis
3-4

3-6

3-11

The fourth and fifth items under Section 3.2, Alternatives Development and Screening
Process, are revised as follows as determined by the Lead Agency:
4.

Identify and evaluate other solar generation technology alternatives, if any,
that have the potential to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the Project;

5.

Identify and evaluate whether alternative approaches, such as conservation
and demand side management or distributed generation solar, could
provide a reasonable feasible alternative to the Project; and

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in Table 3-2, Summary of Alternatives Screening
Analysis, are revised in response to comments A-1.65, A-1.67, A-1.68, and A-1.69, as
shown on the following page:
The description of Alternative 1 is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.70:
Three Approximately 12 tubular steel poles TSPs would be required, one at each
of the proposed corners. Wood Approximately 76 lightweight steel (LWS) poles
and 6 wood/LWS guy poles would be installed along the extension of Summit
Avenue, Mango Avenue, North Alder Street, Lowell Street, and along N. Locust
Avenue.
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TABLE 3-2
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING ANALYSIS – FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Alternative

Project Objectives
Criteria

Feasibility Criteria

Environmental Criteria

Meets Project objectives.

Meets feasibility criteria.

Meets environmental criteria.

Passes Screening
Alternative 1: Lowell Street Realignment Alternative
Would extend north from Alder Substation, spanning the 210 Freeway and
paralleling Locust Avenue until Lowell Street. It then would extend west along
Lowell Street and continue past the end of Lowell Street to N. Alder Avenue. It
then would extend south along N. Alder Avenue to Summit Avenue and west
along Summit Avenue to Mango Avenue. It then would extend north along the
future Mango Avenue ROW until it reaches the proposed substation site.

Aesthetics: no change anticipated
Noise: no change anticipated
Air Quality: would reduce PM10 emissions by 40.3 lbs/day
(i.e., approximately 16 percent) and PM2.5 emissions by
2.5 lbs/day (i.e., approximately 5 percent).

Approximately 12 Three TSPs would be required, one at each of the proposed
corners. Approximately 76 LWSWood poles and 6 wood/LWS guy poles
would be installed along the extension of Summit Avenue, Mango Avenue,
North Alder Street, Lowell Street, and along N. Locust Avenue.

Hazards: Has potential to cross areas of higher fire hazard
classification and would cross the Rialto Concrete Products
site, which occupies a portion of the area that is the subject
of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site cleanup plan. be
adjacent to three sites listed on the USEPA’s CERCLIS
database of contaminated sites.

Fails Screening
Alternative 2: Phased Construction
Revises the proposed construction schedule to preclude overlapping activities
as necessary for construction-related air emissions to remain below
SCAQMD-established significance thresholds for NOx (100 lbs/day) and PM10
(150 lbs/day). This alternative would extend the overall construction period by
15 months and also would require:

Would not meet the
objective of serving
projected needs by June
2014.

Would not meet feasibility
criteria due to
unpredictable contractor
availability and field
conditions as well as
other technical and
economic constraints.

Meets environmental criteria.
Aesthetics: no change anticipated.
Noise: construction noise impacts would be similar and
operational noise impacts would be the same as under the
Project.
Air Quality: would reduce daily construction air emissions,
but would result in increased overall emissions due to
construction of alternative components.

 Replacement of two 22.4 MVA transformers with two 28 MVA transformers
at the Randall Substation, extension of distribution switchrack, and
construction of one 1-mile 12 kV distribution circuit estimated to be
approximately 1 mile in length; and

New Impacts: None anticipated

 Replacement of two 22.4 MVA transformers with two 28 MVA transformers
at the Alder Substation, relocation of existing substation equipment,
equipment upgrades, and construction of one 1-mile 12 kV distribution
circuit estimated to be approximately 1 mile in length.
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3-11

The following is added to the description of Alternative 1 in response to comment
A-1.71:
Additional detail regarding Alternative 1 is as follows:

3-11



Removal of one existing LWS pole and replacement with one new TSP
outside of Alder Substation.



Reconfiguring of several existing pole heads to accommodate the
additional circuit from Alder Substation.



Removal of approximately 31 existing wood distribution poles along
Locust Avenue that contain distribution facilities, SCE telecommunications
cable, and three third party (private) communication lines. Installation of
new LWS poles and TSPs along Locust Avenue to accommodate the new
66 kV source line and the existing distribution facilities. The three third
party (private) communication lines would have the option of attaching to
the new subtransmission poles or relocating/re-routing due to the voltage
increase.



Installation of a combination of LWS poles and TSPs along Lowell Street,
N. Alder Avenue, Summit Avenue, and Mango Avenue.



Installation of several wood/LWS guy poles at several locations along the
route.



Existing sidewalks would need to be repaired and widened at several
locations along the route.



New access roads would be required to construct and maintain the
subtransmission facilities.



New fiber optic cable would be attached to the new subtransmission poles



The final alignment and configuration of the new 66 kV line crossing
private property between the end of Lowell Street and Alder Avenue will
be determined during negotiations for easements with the property owner.
Easements will also be required along the future west side of Mango
Avenue. Easements will be required on Lowell Street to allow the poles to
be set behind the future curb. Easements rights will be required to be
upgraded on Locust in addition to overhang easements at Locust Avenue
and Lowell Street. Overhang and/or anchor guy easements may be required
along Locust Avenue, and at the corner of Alder Avenue and Summit
Avenue.

The second sentence under “Alternative 1” is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.72:
This component of Alternative 1 would consist of the new 66 kV subtransmission
facilities that would leave Alder Substation on existing structures (EtiwandaAlder-Randall 66 kV Subtransmission Line) to the west for approximately
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600 feet and would include removing one LWS pole, replacing it with one new
TSP, and re-framing pole-heads to accommodate the second circuit. The new
66 kV subtransmission facilities on new structures would then extend north on
Locust Avenue (spanning the 210 Freeway) and continue north along Locust
Avenue (overbuilding an existing 12 kV line) until it intersects with Lowell
Street extend north from Alder Substation, spanning the 210 Freeway and
following Locust Avenue until its intersection with Lowell Street.
3-12

The second sentence of the second paragraph is revised as indicated in Master
Response 1:
It also has the potential to cross areas of higher fire hazard classification than the
Project alignment and would cross the Rialto Concrete Products site, which
occupies a portion of the area that is the subject of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund
Site cleanup plan be adjacent to three sites listed on the USEPA’s CERCLIS
database of contaminated sites.

3-14

Figure 3-1, Alternative 1: Lowell Street Realignment Alternative, is revised in response
to comment A-1.74.

Environmental Analysis
4-1

The second bulleted item is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.75:


4-3

Installation of two one approximately 3-mile-long and one approximately
9-mile-long 66 kV subtransmission source line segments to connect the
Falcon Ridge Substation to the existing Alder and Etiwanda Substation,
respectively.

The last sentence of the second paragraph under “APM-BIO-01” is revised as follows
in response to comment A-1.17:
APM-BIO-02: Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean
Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Sage Scrub, and Annual
Grassland/Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub Project impacts on
sagescrub vegetation.

4-4

The following is added after the first paragraph in response to comment A-1.76:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
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proposed Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation
objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.

Aesthetics
4.1-2

The fifth sentence of the fourth paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
B-5.7:
However, other locations provide a wider viewshed with views of the Project
area from relatively greater distances, including from locations characterized by
undeveloped open space agriculture, vacant land, or parks.

4.1-6

The second sentence under “Land Use and Development Pattern” is revised as follows
in response to comment A-1.77:
The visual quality of the site is representative and characteristic of vacant and
undeveloped agricultural land in the study area.

4.1-6

The fifth sentence under “Land Use and Development Pattern” is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.78:
Surface terrain is characterized by undeveloped agricultural and open space land
covered with grass and brush (see Figure 4.1-2a, Photo A).

4.1-7

The third sentence of the third paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
B-5.7:
The visual character of areas surrounding the subtransmission source line routes
can be generally characterized as falling within one of two distinct visual contexts:
urban/developed and vacant/open space/agricultural, as discussed below.

4.1-7

The last paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment B-5.7:
Vacant/open space/agricultural land in the vicinity of the Project is generally
disturbed by human influence, including the presence of overhead electrical lines,
transportation infrastructure, graded or disturbed areas, and remnants of past or
present agricultural activity (see Figure 4.1-2b, Photos G and H). Vacant/open
space/agricultural areas, however, provide greater opportunity for long-range
middleground and background views of the distinctive San Bernardino
Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains, which form the character-defining
backdrop for the region. While uncommon, northeasterly to northwesterly views
of agricultural land that are unencumbered by visual disturbances (e.g.,
transmission towers, construction grading, highway overpasses and adjacent
development) represent the most unique and high-quality views in the study area
due to their bucolic nature. Generally, these areas are representative of
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undeveloped areas or agricultural development in the Project area, with distinct
views from select locations.
4.1-8

The second sentence of the third paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment B-5.7:
Even in vacant or undeveloped agricultural land uses within the study area,
nighttime lighting is likely to be intense due to the close proximity of existing
light sources.

4.1-9

The third paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment B-5.7:
Although these corridors provide views of scenic mountains in the background, the
visual quality of landscape surrounding the scenic corridors is generally
representative, as they are surrounded by the suburban, and/or developed, and/or
agricultural development land described above under Land Use and Development
Pattern.

4.1-26

The eighth sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.84:
Although not visible in the simulation, from this KOP viewers would also see the
Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line Route as it crossed Sierra Avenue and
headed west adjacent to within existing ROW.

4.1-29

The eighth sentence under “SR 210 and I-15” is revised as follows in response to
comment B-5.7:
Foreground features include open space, undeveloped agricultural areas, and
highway structures such as light poles and signage.

4.1-31

The second sentence under Impact 4.1-4 is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.87:
All telecommunication equipment upgrades at the existing substations would
occur within the existing MEER or within existing structures; therefore, no
additional ground disturbance is associated with the proposed
telecommunications work.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
4.2-2

The following is added to the definition of “Unique Farmland” in response to comment
A-1.89:
Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time
during the four years prior to the mapping date.
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Air Quality
4.3-10

The following changes have been made to the cleaning forms rows of Table 4.3-3 in
response to comment A-1.94:

Clearing forms

4.3-17

03-1

Use water spray to clear forms, or

03-2

Use sweeping and water spray to clear forms, or

03-3

Use vacuum system to clear forms.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a is revised in response to comment B-4.1:
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: For diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment
of more than 50 horsepower and on-road diesel fueled vehicles, SCE shall make
a good faith effort to use available construction equipment that meets the highest
USEPA-certified tiered emission standards ensure achievement of a Project-wide
fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent PM10 exhaust reduction
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. An Exhaust Emissions Control
Plan to achieve that indentifies each unit’s certified tier specification, Best
Available Control Technology (BACT), and the CARB or SCAQMD operating
permit number (if applicable) these reductions shall be submitted to the CPUC
for review and approval at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction
activities. Construction activities cannot commence until the plan has been
approved. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit
technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as such become
available. For all pieces of equipment that would not meet Tier 3 emission
standards, the Exhaust Emissions Control Plan shall include documentation from
at least two local heavy construction equipment rental companies that indicates
that the companies do not have access to higher tiered equipment for the given
class of equipment.

4.3-17

The second sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.97:
As noted above, implementation of the BAAQMD SCAQMD fugitive dust
BACMs have been factored into the emission estimates presented in Table 4.3-6.

4.3-21

The following edits are made to the end of the first paragraph under Impact 4.3-5 in
response to comment A-1.98:
There would be no long-term mobile or stationary permanent sources of DPM
emissions associated with operation and maintenance of the Project; however,
there may occasionally be a need for a small number of diesel operated vehicles
to perform certain maintenance activities. Emissions from these vehicles would
be negligible and would not contribute to regional air quality violations.
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Biological Resources
4.4-19

The second sentence of the sixth paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment C-3.36:
Suitable habitat for the San Diego pocket mouse is present elsewhere in the study
area, and they area presumed present in portions of the study area that support
scrub vegetation communities, including Riversidean sage scrub.

4.4-22

The first sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
B-3.1:
Following comprehensive botanical surveys that were consistent with the current
protocols created by CDFG (CDFG, 2009), two non-listed special-status plants
were identified in the study area: Plummer’s mariposa lily and Parry’s spineflower,
and are discussed below (BonTerra, 2010b; 2011). No other special-status plant
species were observed during focused plant surveys.

4.4-22

The last sentence is revised as follows in response to comment C-3.34:
This perennial bulbiferous herb occurs in coastal sage scrub (including
Riversidean sage scrub); dry, rocky chaparral; and yellow-pine forest at
elevations between 0 and approximately 5,580 feet amsl (Hickman, 1993).

4.4-23

The second sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment C-3.34:
This annual herb occurs in open, sandy sites, often on gravelly slopes in coastal
or desert scrub (including Riversidean sage scrub) at elevations between
approximately 980 and 3,940 feet amsl (Hickman, 1993).

4.4-31

The following is added to APM-BIO-02 in response to comment A-1.76:
In lieu of developing an off-site restoration program for permanent impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a local conservation
bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species
composition, and habitat types present are comparable to impacted habitat at the
Project site. For example, SCE has identified the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank
as a suitable local conservation bank to meet mitigation objectives under the
guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.
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4.4-33

The second sentence of the second bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1is revised as
follows in response to comment A-1.104:
Residual temporary impacts on disturbed mule fat scrub and undisturbed/disturbed
Riversidean sage scrub shall be restored on site and/or mitigated at a replacement
ratio of 1:1.

4.4-34

The following is added after the last bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in response to
comment A-1.23:
As an alternative to developing an off-site restoration program for permanent
impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE shall purchase mitigation credits from
the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved conservation
and mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate the project’s mitigation
requirements.

4.4-34

The last sentence of the second paragraph under Impact 4.4-2 is revised as follows in
response to comment C-3.36:
Project impacts on sage scrub habitat would be avoided and/or minimized to the
maximum extent practicable through the implementation of APM-BIO-02, which
would reduce potential impacts to coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake,
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San
Diego desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, American badger, and Los
Angeles pocket mouse.

4.4-35

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 (and shown in Table ES-1 on page ES-13) is revised as
follows in response to comment A-1.103:
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: SCE and/or its contractors shall avoid impacts to
occupied Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat to the maximum extent feasible in
the final Project design. SCE shall define Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat as
“off limits” in construction plans and specifications. If complete avoidance is not
feasible, mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potential project
impacts within occupied habitat to the maximum extent feasible. Such measures
could include minimizing that portion of the project footprint that could encroach
on an occupied habitat area and staging materials and work so as not to encroach
into such an area. The presence of a Biological Monitor during Project
construction shall be required to would further ensure that any potential impacts
to special-status wildlife species are avoided and minimized. For those impacts
that cannot feasibly be avoided or further minimized, SCE shall purchase
mitigation credits from the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFGapproved conservation and mitigation bank with the capacity to accommodate the
project’s mitigation requirements.
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4.4-36

The sentence above Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 is revised as follows in response to
comment C-3.37:
The With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, the Project would have at
least the minimum separation between energized conductors or between
energized conductors and grounded hardware that is sufficient to protect the
largest birds, and therefore would present little to no risk of bird electrocution.
Line spacing and pole design would also lower the risk of collision. The potential
for bird collisions or electrocutions that may occur as a result of the Project
would be lowered such that this effect would not substantially reduce the number
of state and/or federally protected birds, cause populations to drop below selfsustaining levels, restrict the range, or threaten to eliminate populations.
Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 would reduce potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

4.4-36

The last bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.24:


4.4-37

Shield wires to minimize the effects from bird collisions.

The last sentence of the first paragraph under Impact 4.4-5 is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.104:
Proposed construction at the existing Etiwanda Substation would not impact
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. Construction of the
subtransmission source line from the existing Etiwanda Substation would
temporarily impact a small area of disturbed mule fat scrub that occurs in
association with drainage depressions. Mule fat scrub often is considered
sensitive by CDFG and impacts to this community may be subject to state
regulation.

4.4-37

The following text and new Table 4.4-4 is added to the first paragraph under
Impact 4.4-5 in response to comment B-3.8:
Anticipated Project impacts to vegetation communities are summarized in
Table 4.4-4.

4.4-37

The last complete sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.105:
Construction at the existing Etiwanda Substation would temporarily impact two
features totaling about 0.004 acre (180 sq. ft.) of waters of the U.S. and about
0.006 acre (260 sq. ft.) of waters of the state within the existing Etiwanda
Substation (SCE, 2010, pg. 4.4-35; BonTerra, 2010e). Due to engineering
restrictions and safety requirements regarding electrical clearances from adjacent
power lines, avoidance of these features would not be feasible.
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TABLE 4.4-4
ANTICIPATED PROJECT IMPACTS TO VEGETATION COMMUNITIES
Project Component
Etiwanda and Alder
Subtransmission
Source Line and FiberOptic Cable Routes

Alternative
Subtransmission
Source Line and
Fiber-Optic

Falcon Ridge
Substation
and Staging
Area

Etiwanda
Substation
Upgrades and
Staging Area

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

0.23

0.23

0.00

0.00

Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial
Fan Sage Scrub

3.27

1.65

4.60

3.00

Disturbed Riversidean Sage
Scrub

0.05

0.15

0.00

0.00

Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub

0.06

0.06

0.00

0.00

Annual Grassland

1.55

1.55

0.00

0.00

Annual Grassland/Disturbed
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

1.12

1.12

0.00

0.00

Vineyards

1.36

1.36

0.00

0.00

Ruderal

11.48

11.03

0.04

0.11

Ornamental

0.70

0.70

0.00

0.00

Disturbed

0.61

0.61

0.00

0.00

Vegetation Types

Developed

2.51

2.84

0.00

0.00

Developed/Ornamental

0.57

3.83

0.00

0.00

Developed/Ruderal

0.54

0.55

0.00

0.00

Flood Control Channel

0.13

0.13

0.00

0.00

Total Acreage

24.18

25.81

7.39

3.11

SOURCE: BonTerra, 2010a, modified based on subsequent survey data and project modifications

4.4-42

The following has been added to the References in response to comment B-3.1:
California Department of Fish and Game, 2009 (November 24). Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Natural Communities. Sacramento, CA: CDFG.

Cultural Resources
4.5-22

Mitigation Measure 4.5-3 is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.107:
Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: If human remains are uncovered during Project
construction, SCE and/or its contractors shall immediately halt all work, in the
immediate vicinity, and SCE’s archaeologist or cultural resources consultant
shall contact the county coroner to evaluate the remains, and shall follow the
procedures and protocols set forth in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (e)(1). If the
county coroner determines that the remains are Native American, SCE and/or its
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contractors shall contact the NAHC, in accordance with Health and Safety Code
§7050.5, subdivision (c), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 (as amended by
AB 2641). Per Public Resources Code 5097.98, SCE shall ensure that the
immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological
standards or practices, where the Native American human remains are located, is
not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the SCE
archaeologist and/or its cultural resources contractor has discussed and conferred,
as prescribed in this section (PRC 5097.98), with the most likely descendents
regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the
possibility of multiple human remains.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
4.8-6

The first two sentences in Section 4.8.4 are revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.112:
This analysis uses an approach for the determination of significance of GHG
emissions based on the interim GHG significance thresholds adopted by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has
adopted an interim operational screening significance threshold of 10,000 metric
tons CO2e per year for stationary/industrial sources (SCAQMD, 2008).

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
4.9-2

The last sentence of the bulleted item is revised as indicated in Master Response 1:
This site is located approximately 0.75 mile east of the proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation, 0.9 mile north of the proposed Alder Subtransmission Source Line
Route, and would be crossed by adjacent to the Alternative Source Line Route.

4.9-5

The first sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.114:
The Project would remove 28 37 existing wood poles.

4.9-9

The second sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.115:
Four Five public or private preschool and day-care centers were identified within
0.25 mile of the Project (SCE, 2010):

4.9-12

The discussion of “Aboveground Storage of Petroleum Products” is revised as follows
in response to comment A-1.40:
Assembly Bill 1130 (2007) updated the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act of
1990 (Health and Safety Code §§25270 to 25270.13) and requires the owner or
operator of a tank facility with an aggregate storage capacity greater than
1,320 gallons of petroleum to file an inventory statement with the local CUPA
and to prepare a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure (SPCC) plan. An
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SPCC plan must identify appropriate spill containment or equipment for
diverting spills from sensitive areas, as well as discuss facility-specific
requirements for the storage system, inspections, recordkeeping, security, and
personnel training.
The Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act (1990) and Assembly Bill 1130 (2008)
require the owner or operator of a tank facility with an aggregate storage capacity
greater than 1,320 gallons of petroleum to file an inventory statement with the
CUPA and to prepare and implement a spill prevention, control, and
countermeasure (SPCC) plan in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR
112. The plan must identify appropriate spill containment or equipment for
diverting spills from sensitive areas, as well as discuss facility-specific
requirements for the storage system, inspections, recordkeeping, security, and
personnel training.
4.9-13

The third sentence under “Hazardous Materials Emergency Response” is revised as
follows in response to comment A-1.116:
The plan is administered by the California Emergency Management Agency
(Cal-EMA) State Office of Emergency Services (OES). The Cal-EMA OES
coordinates the responses of other agencies, including the USEPA, CHP, CDFG,
the RWQCBs, the local air districts (in this case, the SCAQMD), and local
agencies.

4.9-18

The following sentence in the first paragraph under Impact 4.9-1 has been revised as
follows in response to comment A-1.117:
Among other things, the WEAP would provide instructions for implementation of
the Project SWPPP, including site-specific BMPs required by the RWQCB through
its review and approval of the SWPPP, the location of the MSDS, and notification
procedures in the event of a spill, leak, or discovery of soil contamination.

4.9-21

The first sentence of the third paragraph has been revised as follows in response to
comment C-4.43:
During construction activities for the Project, the potential exists that subsurface
utilities (e.g., a natural gas line) or structures (e.g., an UST or LUST) might be
encountered and damaged, resulting in a release of a hazardous material.

4.9-22

The following sentence in the first paragraph under Impact 4.9-3 has been revised as
follows in response to comment A-1.119:
Standard construction water quality BMPs required by the RWQCB through its
review and approval of the SWPPP include measures for the safe handling and
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storage of hazardous materials used during construction to prevent a release and
methods to contain any such release if it should occur.
4.9-27

The second sentence of the first paragraph is revised as indicated in Master Response 1:
The alternative alignment of the Alder Subtransmission Source Line and Fiber
Optic Cable Route would cross the Rialto Concrete Products site, which occupies
a portion of border on three sides the 160-acre contaminated area that is the
subject of the B.F. Goodrich Superfund Site cleanup plan (Figure 4.9-1).

Hydrology and Water Quality
4.10-11

“Construction General Permit” is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.124:
Construction General Permit (SWRCB Order 2009-0009-DWQ as amended
by 2010-0014-DWQ).

4.10-18

The fourth and fifth sentences of the third paragraph are revised as follows in response
to comment A-1.126:
Permit requirements would include the preparation of a SWPPP or multiple
SWPPPs, implementation and monitoring of BMPs, implementation of best
available technology (BAT) for toxic and non-conventional pollutants,
implementation of best conventional technology (BCT) for conventional pollutants,
and periodic submittal of performance summaries and reports to the Santa Ana
RWQCB. The SWPPP(s) would apply to the Project as a whole would include
reference to the major construction areas, such as the proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation, materials staging areas and underground work associated with
telecommunications facilities and relocation of existing transmission poles.

Land Use and Planning
4.11-4

The second and third sentences of the last paragraph are revised as follows in response
to comment A-1.131:
The subtransmission source line route would be within the existing SCE ROW,
delineated as P-UC on the city’s land use map and not included in the specific
plan areas, with the exception of: 1) the portion that would divert from SCE’s
ROW and extend east parallel to South Highland Avenue to San Sevaine Road,
then extend north paralleling San Sevaine Road and spanning the 210 Freeway
until reentering SCE’s ROW; and 2) approximately 0.5 mile between Cypress
Street and the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation location through the Summit at
Rosena Specific Plan area, where SCE’s existing rights would be upgraded.
These This portions would be located within areas of RMU and R-PC designation
within the West Gate Specific Plan and Summit at Rosena Specific Plan, which
that are not yet built out (City of Fontana 1996, 2011a-f).

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

3-29

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

4.11-10

The last sentence is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.132:
While the proposed Etiwanda Subtransmission Source Line route and proposed
telecommunication facilities would cross through existing residential
communities in the City of Fontana, the portions of the route that would traverse
these communities would be primarily within the existing SCE ROW and these
facilities would not restrict access or constitute a physical barrier to these
communities.

4.11-11

The fifth sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment C-3.1:
The Project would not conflict with any applicable agency land use plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and environmental
effect.

Noise
4.13-8

The San Bernardino County Code discussion is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.136:
San Bernardino County regulates noise with County Code §83.01.080, Noise.
The interior Ldn noise level limit for mobile noise sources adjacent to noisesensitive uses, such as residences, is 45 dB and the interior Ldn noise level limit is
60 dB. Noise from stationary sources at receiving residential land uses is limited
to 55 dB Leq from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 45 dB Leq from 10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m. Temporary construction, maintenance, repair, or demolition activities
are exempt if they occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., except on Sundays
and Federal holidays (San Bernardino County, 2007b).

4.13-9

The City of Rialto Municipal Code discussion is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.141:
Construction activities under the Project are exempt from the provisions of
Chapter 9.50 of the City of Rialto Municipal Code.


§9.50.060, Exemptions. The following activities and noise sources shall be
exempt from the provisions of this chapter:
K.

Construction, operation, maintenance and repairs of equipment,
apparatus or facilities of park and recreation departments, public
work projects or essential public services and facilities, including
trash collection and those of public utilities subject to the regulatory
jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission.

L.

Construction, repair, or excavation work performed pursuant to a
valid written agreement with the city or any of its political
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subdivisions which agreement provides for noise mitigation
measures.
4.13-12

The first paragraph in Section 4.12.4 2 is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.144:
In addition to the fact that construction activities in unincorporated San
Bernardino County and the cities of Fontana and Rialto are exempt from the
noise regulation provisions in their codes if the construction activities occur
during the hours presented in Table 4.13-3, it should also be noted that as a
utility project subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the CPUC, any work
associated with the Project in the City of Rialto would also be exempt from
otherwise applicable noise control regulations contained in Chapter 9.50 of the
city’s municipal code. Construction activities in unincorporated San Bernardino
County and the cities of Fontana and Rialto are exempt from the noise regulation
provisions in their code if the construction activities occur during the hours
presented in Table 4.13-3. Construction activities are allowed within the City of
Rancho Cucamonga during the hours presented in Table 4.13-3, and must also
comply with noise exposure limits (see Impact 4.13-2 discussion). Construction
activities would not be allowed on Sundays or national holidays within any
jurisdiction in the study area.

4.13-13

Table 4.13-3 is revised as follows in response to comment A.1-145:
TABLE 4.13-3
LOCAL JURISDICTIONS-PERMITTED HOURS FOR CONSTRUCTION WORK
Permitted Hours
Monday-Friday

Saturday

Sunday and
Holidays

San Bernardino County

7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

None

City of Fontana

7:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.

8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

None

City of Rialto (Oct.-Apr)*
City of Rialto (May-Sep)*

7:00 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.
6:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
8:00 a.m.- 5:00 p.m.

None
None

City of Rancho
Cucamonga**

6:30 a.m. - 8:00 p.m.

6:30 a.m. - 8:00 p.m.

None

City/County

* Although these regulations are applicable to construction work in general, as a utility, all SCE utility project
work activities are exempt from all timing requirements under the City of Rialto’s Municipal Code.
** Construction noise exposure shall not exceed 65 dB L25, 70 dB L17, 79 dB L8, or 80 dB Lmax at noise-sensitive
property lines (e.g., residential property lines).
SOURCES: San Bernardino County, 2007b; City of Fontana, 2007; City of Rialto, 2008; and City of Rancho
Cucamonga, 1983
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4.13-19

The paragraph that precedes Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 is revised as follows in
response to comment A-1.147:
Although construction activities would generally occur during daytime hours,
there remains a possibility that some nighttime construction work would be
required on a limited basis. As described above, construction activity noise levels
could be up to 84 dBA at the closest residences, and average hourly nighttime
noise levels in the Project area have been measured to be as low as 43 dBA (see
Table 4.13-1). At 1,000 feet from construction activity at the substation site, the
maximum noise level would be up to approximately 51 dBA. Therefore, at this
distance and beyond, the increase in nighttime noise level would be expected to
be less than 10 dBA. Because a 10 dB change is subjectively heard as
approximately a doubling in loudness, and can cause an adverse response, it is
assumed that nighttime construction activity noise 1,000 feet or farther from an
active construction area would not cause a significant nuisance to residential
sensitive receptors. Therefore, In addition, implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.13-5 would ensure that construction activities outside of permitted
hours (Table 4.13-3) would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by
reducing the nuisance to residences within 1,000 feet of nighttime construction
activities.

Population and Housing
4.14-3

The last sentence of the first paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.148:
Because of the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 375, SCAG is preparing the next
RHNA planning cycle which will cover January 1, 2011 October 1, 2013 to
September 30, 2021 (SCAG, 2011b).

Public Services
4.15-10

The footnote is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.153:
In San Bernardino Riverside County in 2010, 283, 252242,985 households had
children under the age of 18, and the total county population of children under
the age of 18 was 664,577594,588 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). This gives a
rough average of 2.45 children per household with children present. Assuming
each of the 90 temporary construction workers represented one average
household with children, this could result in an increase of 216225 children in the
service areas of the Rialto Unified, Etiwanda, or Fontana Unified school districts.
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Recreation
4.16-8

The first paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.158:
Both the subtransmission line and fiber-optic cable would be strung along
existing aboveground structures in these portions of the alignment, and no new
wood poles, TSPs, or other structures would be constructed within these portions
of the ROW. Therefore, no ground-disturbing construction activities would take
place within these segments of the ROW, New subtransmission poles and access
roads would be located within these portions of the ROW. However, and Project
construction of access roads and new poles would not contribute to or accelerate
the substantial physical deterioration of these facilities, and this impact would be
less than significant.

Transportation and Traffic
4.17-16

The second sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows in response to
comment A-1.168:
Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.17-1 and 4.17-2 identified for the Project
would also be required for this alternative.

Utilities and Service Systems
4.18-8

The third paragraph is revised as follows in response to comment A-1.169:
Construction of the proposed subtransmission source line routes would span
drainages, but SCE does not anticipate placing structures within drainages would
require construction activities to be conducted in an existing drainage outside of
Etiwanda Substation, as explained and analyzed in Section 4.4, Biological
Resources. The proposed telecommunications facilities and proposed distribution
getaways would not add any new aboveground structures, as the
telecommunication facilities are proposed to be located on the new
subtransmission poles. Maintenance of these structures would also not affect
drainage. Therefore, construction, operation, and maintenance would not alter
existing drainage patterns or stormwater runoff.

4.18-9

The following is added after the second sentence of the first paragraph in response to
comment C-3.57:
Based on construction equipment information provided by the Applicant (SCE,
2010), the Project is conservatively estimated to require approximately 3.7 acrefeet of water throughout the construction phase. However, actual water use
would likely be less because this estimate assumes that each day of water truck
use would result in the use of the truck’s full capacity (4,000 gallons), but actual

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

3-33

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

use could be lower depending on the duration of construction, weather
conditions, and other variables.
4.18-10

The first sentence under Impact 4.18-4 is revised as follows in response to comment
A-1.172:
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project would require the
removal and disposal of approximately 37 25 existing wood poles.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

JERRY BROWN, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298
To:

State Clearinghouse, Responsible and Trustee Agencies, Property Owners
& Interested Parties

From:

John Boccio, Environmental Project Manager

Subject:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(DRAFT EIR) AND PUBLIC MEETING:
Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017)
SCH No. 2011041009

Date:

January 26, 2012

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIR) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for consideration of the application by Southern
California Edison (SCE) to construct, operate, and maintain the Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017).
The Draft EIR details the proposed project, evaluates and describes the potential environmental impacts
associated with the project, identifies those impacts that could be significant, and presents mitigation measures
which, if adopted by the CPUC or other responsible agencies, could avoid or minimize these impacts. The Draft
EIR also evaluates alternatives to the project, including a No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA.
Description of the Project.
The project is located in the cities of Rancho Cucamonga, Fontana, Rialto, and a portion of unincorporated San
Bernardino County. SCE requests authorization to:
•

Construct an unattended, automated 56 MVA66/12 kilovolt (kV) low-profile substation (Falcon Ridge
Substation) located on a 7.5-acre parcel in the City of Fontana;

•

Install two 66 kV subtransmission source line segments to connect the Falcon Ridge Substation to the existing
Alder 66/12 kV Substation and existing Etiwanda 220/66 kV Substation (upgrades would occur within each of these
substations to accommodate the project);

•

Construct three underground 112 kV distribution getaways; and

•

Install telecommunications facilities (fiber-optic) at the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation, install fiber-optic cable on
the proposed 66 kV subtransmission source lines, and modify the existing telecommunications facilities at the existing
Etiwanda and Alder Substations to connect the proposed substation to SCE’s existing telecommunications network.

The objectives of the project are to meet long-term electrical demand requirements and improve electrical
system operational flexibility and reliability in the electrical needs area (see Figure 1).
Public Comment on the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR is available for a 45-day public comment period, January 26, 2012 through March 12, 2012. The
public may present comments and concerns regarding the project and the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Written
comments on the Draft EIR must be postmarked or received by fax or e-mail no later than March 12, 2012.
Please be sure to include your name, address, and telephone number in your correspondence.
Written comments on the Draft EIR should be sent to:
A-3

Mr. John Boccio
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
c/o ESA
225 Bush St., Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104
Phone: (415) 896-5900
Fax: (415) 896-0332
falconridge@esassoc.com
The CPUC also will hold a public meeting to receive oral and written comments from interested parties.
Following the end of the public comment period, responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR and
submitted within the specified 45-day review period will be prepared by the CPUC and included in a response
to comments document, which together with the Draft EIR, will constitute the Final EIR for the project. The
public meeting will be held:
Thursday, February 16, 2012
6:00 pm – 7:30 pm
Summit High School
Room G-101
15551 Summit Avenue
Fontana, CA 92336
Availability of Draft EIR.
Copies of the Draft EIR will be available for public review at the libraries identified below and on the project
website: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/falconridge/index.html This website will be used to post
all public documents during the environmental review process and to announce any upcoming public meetings.
Hard copies or CD copies of the Draft EIR may be requested by telephone at (415) 896-5900 or by e-mail at
falconridge@esassoc.com.
Project information repositories include the following branch libraries:
Fontana Lewis Library
8437 Sierra Avenue
Fontana, CA 92335
Phone: (909) 574-4500

Carter Branch Library
2630 N. Linden Avenue
Rialto, CA 92377
Phone: (909) 854-4100

Paul A. Biane Library
12505 Cultural Center Drive
Rancho Cucamonga, CA
91739
Phone: (909) 477-2720

REMINDER: Draft EIR comments will be accepted by fax, e-mail, or U.S. Mail postmarked on or before
March 12, 2012. Please be sure to include your name, address, and telephone number in your correspondence.
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SCE's Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017) Home Page

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Southern California Edison's Falcon Ridge
Substation Project
(Application A.10-12-017, filed December 29, 2010)

Welcome to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) website for the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) review of proposed construction of Southern California Edison's (SCE) Falcon Ridge Substation Project. An
application for this project was submitted to the CPUC on December 29, 2010 (Application A.10-12-017). This site
provides access to public documents and information relevant to the CEQA review process.
Files linked on this page are in Portable Document Format (PDF). To view them, you will need to download the free Adobe Acrobat Reader if it is not already installed on your PC.
Note: For best results in displaying the largest files (see sizes shown in parentheses below for files larger than 3.0 MB), right-click the file's link, click "Save Target As" to download
the file to a folder on your hard drive, then browse to that folder and double-click the downloaded file to open it in Acrobat.

Background
The CPUC is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Falcon Ridge Substation Project, and is
requesting comments on the scope and content of the EIR. SCE seeks a permit to construct (PTC) the Falcon Ridge
Substation, which includes the following major elements:
Construction of a 66/12 kilovolt (kV) substation (Falcon Ridge Substation). Falcon Ridge Substation would be an
unattended, automated 56 MVA 66/12 kV low-profile substation located on a 7.5-acre parcel in the City of
Fontana;
Installation of two 66 kV subtransmission source line segments to connect the Falcon Ridge Substation to the
existing Alder 66/12 kV and Etiwanda 220/66 kV substations (upgrades would occur within each of the existing
substations to accommodate the Project);
Construction of three underground 12 kV distribution getaways; and
Installation of telecommunications facilities at the proposed Falcon Ridge Substation, installation of
telecommunications fiber optic cable on the proposed 66 kV subtransmission source lines, and the modification of
the existing telecommunications facilities at the Etiwanda and Alder substations to connect the proposed
substation to the SCE telecommunications network.
The purpose of the Project is to serve the current and projected demand for electricity, and enhance reliability and
system operational flexibility in the cities of Rancho Cucamonga, Rialto, Fontana and the surrounding areas of
unincorporated San Bernardino County (Electrical Needs Area).
Location of the Proposed Project
The substation site would be located in the City of Fontana, and the subtransmission source lines would be located in
the cities of Rancho Cucamonga, Fontana, Rialto, and a portion of unincorporated San Bernardino County.

Proponent's Environmental Assessment (PEA)
To view the Application or PEA prepared by SCE for the project click a link below:
Application [20.5mb]
PEA Volume 1 [57.4mb]
PEA Volume 2 - Appendices A-C
PEA Volume 2 - Appendix D [114.8mb]
PEA Volume 2 - Appendices E-H [8.5mb]
To go to the SCE website for the project click here.

Environmental Review
Public Scoping Period
On March 30, 2011 the CPUC published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Falcon Ridge Substation
C-3
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Project (A.10-12-017). Click here to view the NOP. The scoping period for this Project began on Wednesday, March 30,
2011, and ended on Friday, April 29, 2011.
Educational Workshop and Scoping Meeting
An educational workshop and scoping seeting was held on Thursday, April 14, 2011, at Summit High School, 15551
Summit Avenue, Fontana, CA 92336

Public Comment on the Draft EIR
On January 26, 2012 the CPUC published a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017). Click here to view the NOA.
The Draft EIR is available for a 45-day public comment period January 26, 2012 through March 12, 2012. The public
may present comments and concerns regarding the Proposed Project and the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Written
comments on the Draft EIR must be postmarked or received by fax or e-mail no later than March 12, 2012. Please be
sure to include your name, address, and telephone number in your correspondence.
To view the complete DEIR, click here (48.8mb) to view the DEIR.
To view the Appendices for the DEIR, click here (5.82mb) to view the DEIR.
Written comments on the DEIR should be sent to:
Please send your comments to:
Mr. John Boccio
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
c/o ESA
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104
Fax: (415) 896-0332
E-mail: FalconRidge@esassoc.com
Public Meeting
On Thursday February 16, 2012 from 6:00 pm - 7:30 pm, the CPUC will hold a public comment meeting at Summit High
School, Room G-101, 15551 Summit Avenue, Fontana, CA 92336, to receive oral and written comments from interested
parties. Following the end of the public comment period, responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR and
submitted within the specified 45-day review period will be prepared by the CPUC and included in a response to
comments document, which together with the Draft EIR, will constitute the Final EIR for the Proposed Project.

Availability of Draft EIR
Copies of the Draft EIR are available for public review at the libraries identified below and on the project website. This
website will be used to post all public documents during the environmental review process and to announce any
upcoming public meetings. Hard copies or CD copies of the Draft EIR may be requested by telephone at (415) 8965900 or by e-mail at FalconRidge@esassoc.com.
Project information repositories include the following libraries:
Repository Sites
Site

Location

Phone

Fontana Lewis Library 8437 Sierra Avenue
Fontana, CA 92335

(909) 574-4500

Carter Branch Library

2630 N. Linden Avenue
Rialto, CA 92377

(909) 854-4100

Paul A. Biane Library

12505 Cultural Center Drive
(909) 477-2720
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91739

REMINDER: Draft EIR comments will be accepted by fax, e-mail, or U.S. Mail postmarked on or
before March 12, 2012. Please be sure to include your name, address, and telephone number in
your correspondence.

C-4
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/falconridge/index.html[2/13/2012 1:49:47 PM]

SCE's Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017) Home Page

For Additional Information
The CPUC, through its Environmental Review Team, manages environmental review of the project. To request
additional information or to be added to the mailing list, please contact us by email, fax, or phone, as follows:
Project email: FalconRidge@esassoc.com
Project voice mail: (415) 962-8492
Project fax: (415) 896-0332
This is best viewed with Firefox or Internet Explorer.
Please report any problems to the Energy Division web coordinator.

Project Home Page - CPUC Environmental Information - CPUC Home - Top
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CEQA Public Comment Meeting
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Southern California Edison
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
February 16, 2012
Summit High School
15551 Summit Avenue, Fontana, California
1

Participants and their Roles
 CPUC:

California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency

E-4

 SCE:

Project Applicant

 Public

Agencies, Organizations, and
Members of the Public: Sources of
key input into EIR process
2

Meeting Agenda
Overview of the CPUC’s Decision and
Review Processes
 Summary of the CEQA Context
 Description of the Project and Alternatives
 Identification of the Environmentally
Superior Alternative
 Overview of the Draft EIR for the Project
 Public Comments
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Natural Gas
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Transportation
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Purpose:
To ensure that utility services are
provided to the public in a safe and
reliable manner and at a
reasonable price

Permit to Construct
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infrastructure, submits application
to CPUC
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One 66/12 kilovolt (kV) substation
Three underground 12 kV distribution getaways
Two 66/12 kV subtransmission line segments
New and upgraded fiber optics to connect the
new substation to SCE’s existing system
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Falcon Ridge Substation Draft EIR
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and Mitigation Measures
 Project Alternatives
 Lowell

Street Realignment Alternative
 No Project Alternative
 Alternatives Considered but Rejected
for Detailed Analysis in the EIR
15

Environmentally Superior Alternative
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How to Comment on the Draft EIR
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Mr. John Boccio
Falcon Ridge Substation Project
c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104
Fax: (415) 896-0332
E-mail: falconridge@esassoc.com
Website:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/falconridge/index.html

Deadline: March 12, 2012
17
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Date:
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Preface
This Remedial Investigation (RI) Report has been produced pursuant to the requirements of the
Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Remedial Investigation, CERCLA
Docket 2009-01, dated March 17, 2009 (AOC) entered into between Emhart Industries, Inc (EII)
and the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX (USEPA). Section 38.e. of the
AOC requires this RI Report to include the data from ENVIRON International Corporation’s
(ENVIRON) field work in 2009 and data from ENVIRON’s previous site investigations in 2004,
2006, and 2007. In addition, pursuant to an oral request made by Mr. Wayne Praskins (USEPA),
the data from previous investigations by other parties at the B.F. Goodrich Site (Site) also have
been included.
Since its inception, the principal focus of ENVIRON’s work at the Site has been to investigate all
known or suspected West Coast Loading Corporation (WCLC) perchlorate use areas, as well as
any alleged WCLC trichloroethene (TCE) use areas. From time to time, this scope was expanded
at the request of the USEPA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board – Santa Ana Region
(Regional Board) to include certain use areas of other Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) at
the Site, including the McLaughlin Pit, the Goodrich Burn Pits, and the Southwest Disposal Pits.
This RI report presents in three categories: “Study Areas with Known or Suspected WCLC Activity,”
“Other Study Areas,” and “Site Groundwater Data.” The first two categories include soil and soil
gas data organized area-by-area. It is important to recognize, however, that due to the complex
use history of the Site, often with multiple parties operating in the same areas over time, not all
data in an area of known or suspected WCLC activity are attributable to WCLC historical activities.
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Executive Summary
To date, 50 Study Areas have been investigated at the B.F. Goodrich Site for the presence of
perchlorate and/or trichloroethene (TCE), the two constituents of concern based on the
groundwater basin’s analytical profile. ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON), working
on behalf of Emhart Industries, Inc. (EII) has performed the bulk of the investigation work at the
Site, focusing predominantly on those 28 areas where West Coast Loading Corporation (WCLC) is
known or suspected of having used a constituent of concern. Of the 28 study areas, perchlorate
was detected in four areas; no TCE was detected. The perchlorate detections in these four areas
have been bounded by an extended series of consecutive non-detect results (i.e. 18, 13, 11, and
37). There has been no release or threatened release of TCE in the WCLC operations area.
Of the remaining 22 study areas, where WCLC is not known or suspected of having used a
constituent of concern, 13 study areas have perchlorate detections. In many of these study areas,
the nature and extent of perchlorate, and, in the case of Study Area 45, TCE contamination, have
not been fully characterized. In addition, data from groundwater monitoring wells downgradient of
some of these areas demonstrate that the underlying groundwater resource has been impacted, as
evidenced by historically elevated perchlorate and TCE detections, with values as high as
10,000 parts per billion (ppb) for perchlorate (PW-2), and 1,500 ppb of TCE (CMW-2).
At the request of the United States Environmental Protection Agency – Region IX (USEPA), as set
forth in AOC 2009-01, this RI report presents all known perchlorate and TCE data collected at the
Site. Where available, additional information has been included by way of Appendices, such as in
the case of ENVIRON’s 2006, 2007 and 2009 Remedial Investigation (RI) data. Examples include
geotechnical data, geophysical logs, and data validation reports.

Executive Summary
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1 Introduction
1.1

Objective

This Remedial Investigation (RI) Report presents the technical approach and rationale for the
2004, 2006, 2007, and 2009 ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) soil, soil gas, and
groundwater investigations at the property known as the "B.F. Goodrich Site" (Site) in Rialto,
California, as well as the combined results of these investigations and all previous investigations
by other parties on the Site. This report was prepared by ENVIRON, on behalf of Emhart
Industries, Inc. (EII), as set forth in AOC1 2009-01.

1.2

Site Background

1.2.1 Site Description
The Site is located in northern Rialto in San Bernardino County, California (Figure 1). It
occupies an area of approximately 160 acres in the northern portion of the Rialto-Colton
Groundwater Basin. The Site is bounded by Casa Grande Drive to the north, Locust Avenue to
the east, the extension of Summit Avenue to the south, and Alder Avenue to the west. A large
part of the southern portion of the Site is currently occupied by Rialto Concrete Products (RCP).
The northern portion of the Site is owned by Mr. Wong Chung Ming, and is currently being
leased by Pyro Spectaculars, Inc. (PSI) and American Promotional Events (APE) – West.
Figure 1 shows a site map with the locations and/or use boundaries of entities currently
operating at the Site.

1.2.2 Site History
The Site was first developed as part of the approximately 2,800-Acre Rialto Ammunition BackUp Storage Point (RABSP) for the United States Army during World War II. After the war, the
RABSP was declared surplus and transferred to the custody of the Farm Credit Administration
(SAIC, 2004). From June 1952 to January 1957, West Coast Loading Corporation (WCLC)
operated on approximately 28 acres of the Site, loading, assembling, and testing various types
of devices, only three of which contained perchlorate, i.e. ground burst simulators, photoflash
cartridges, and XF5A cartridges (WCLC records); the production period for these three products
was confined to a thirteen month period. From circa 1957 until circa 1963, B.F. Goodrich
(Goodrich) performed rocket motor and propellant research and development, and produced
propellant loaded rocket motors at the Site. Goodrich used and disposed of perchlorate and
TCE during its tenure on the Site. Since Goodrich's departure in 1963, the Site has been
occupied continuously by various fireworks and pyrotechnic companies, including but not limited
to United Fireworks, Pyrotronics Corporation, PSI, Astro Pyrotechnics, Inc., Trojan Fireworks,
Zambelli Fireworks Manufacturing Company, Apollo Manufacturing, Red Devil Fireworks
Holding Corporation, Red Devil Fireworks Company, Clipper Fireworks Company, California
Fireworks, Pyrodyne American Corporation, APE, Inc., and APE-West. These fireworks
companies used and disposed of perchlorate during their respective tenures at the Site.

1

Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Remedial Investigation, CERCLA
Docket 2009-01, dated March 17, 2009.
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1.3

Physical Characteristics Of The Study Area

1.3.1 Surface Features
In general, the landforms of the project area reflect both the climate and recent geologic
evolution of the eastward stepping San Andreas Fault System. The San Andreas Fault System
has brought four basement blocks into juxtaposition, the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San
Jacinto Mountains, along with the Perris fault block. The surface of the project area itself is part
of a broad alluvial fan deposited by Lytle and Cajon Creeks upon older sedimentary
assemblages that lie atop a basement block believed to be of San Jacinto composition. These
sediments were shed from the San Gabriel and San Bernardino blocks, which have been
uplifted along former splinters of the San Andreas Fault System, as well as antithetic faults such
as the Cucamonga, to form the bordering highlands to the north of the project area.
Although the Site lies atop a large alluvial fan, no watercourses presently pass through it,
though the generally dry Lytle Creek Wash is present slightly less than one mile to the north.
The west bank of Lytle Creek is generally formed of an elongated escarpment of low hills, the
Bunker Hill Dike, which is thought to be the surface expression of the San Jacinto Fault, one of
the most active faults in California.
There are two surface water bodies in proximity to the Site, the Linden Ponds, less than a mile
to the east, and the Cactus Basin, which lies approximately 6 miles to the southeast. Both of
these features have been used for artificial recharge of the Rialto-Colton Basin aquifers.
Surface water flow from storms in the project area generally occurs as sheetwash and minor
channelized flow on the 2 to 3 percent grade that slopes to the south and southeast.
(GLA, 2005)

1.3.2 Climate
Southern California is characterized as having a Mediterranean type climate with mild winters
and hot summers. In addition, the climate in southern California can generally be characterized
as long relatively dry periods interrupted by El Niño events that bring notably higher precipitation
to the area. For the period 1945 to 1998, the average annual rainfall in the San Bernardino area
was 15.91 inches (Danskin, et al, 2005). Potential evapotranspiration in the semi-arid San
Bernardino area amounts to an average of 76 inches per year, nearly five times the average
annual precipitation. (Danskin, et al, 2005)

1.3.3 Surface Water Hydrology
The predominant surface water features in the area, in order of proximity and potential
relevance, are Lytle Creek and Cajon Creek, which drain into the Santa Ana River, which, in
turn, crosses the Rialto-Colton Basin at its southeastern end.
As discussed in Section 1.3.4, the hydrogeology of the Rialto-Colton Basin is highly dependent
upon the surface water hydrology inasmuch as direct surface infiltration of precipitation has
been demonstrated by many recent studies to be a de minimis source of aquifer recharge
(Dutcher and Garrett, 1963; GLA, 2005; Danskin, et al, 2005). The large but temporally isolated
flows of Lytle Creek have long been recognized as the most significant source of recharge to
the Rialto-Colton Basin (Dutcher and Garrett, 1963; GLA, 2005; Danskin, et al, 2005;
Geosyntec, 2006). Recharge associated with the Santa Ana River affects the lower Rialto-
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Colton Basin adjacent to the Santa Ana River, but does not affect the northern portion of the
basin.

1.3.4 Hydrogeology
The Rialto-Colton Basin is an approximately 30 square mile structural basin lodged in a complex
region floored by four crustal blocks juxtaposed along regional through-going fault systems
composed of many splays and splinters. The Site is believed to be underpinned by a
downfaulted block of San Jacinto composition. The structural origin of the region, and therefore
the Rialto-Colton Basin, is a matter of some debate, but in general is related to the eastward
stepping right-lateral San Andreas Fault System. These faults are a major influence on
groundwater flow in the Rialto-Colton Basin.

1.3.4.1 Hydrostratigraphy
The earliest sediments deposited on the basement block surface are consolidated non-marine
continental deposits consisting of well-cemented gravels, sands, silts, and clays. These rocks
are considerably deformed, cemented, and generally barren of groundwater. Overlaying these
rocks are the only slightly deformed and low-producing (limited specific capacity) beds of the
continental San Timoteo Formation.
A period of intense middle Pleistocene tectonism associated with movement on the San
Andreas Fault System produced a flood of basinal sediments comprising the Older Alluvium,
which hosts the primary producing aquifers of both the Chino and Rialto-Colton basins.
Tectonism and deposition of the Older Alluvium were contemporaneous, creating both the
aquifer itself, as well as the basin boundary faults, such that movement along these faults has
affected earlier depositional units of the Older Alluvium (thought to host the Regional Aquifer)
more than younger units. Therefore these faults, and their splays, tend to form better hydraulic
barriers with depth, depending upon the age of initiation of the faults.
The Younger Alluvium overlies the Older Alluvium and is uncut by most faults, however it may
be cut by the San Jacinto Fault based on the presence of the Bunker Hill dike described in
Section 1.3.1.
Dutcher and Garrett (1963) established the initial hydrostratigraphy of the Rialto-Colton Basin,
primarily from water well drillers logs and petroleum exploration borehole logs. Woolfenden and
Kadhim (1997) refined the hydrostratigraphy of the Older Alluvium into three water-bearing
units, the upper, middle, and lower. Geo-Logic Associates (GLA, 1998) subdivided Woolfenden
and Kadhim’s (1997) middle water-bearing unit into three intermediate aquifers in the area
around the Site, which they define as the A, B, and C zones:
x

A-zone: 300-330 feet below ground surface (bgs), unconfined

x

B-zone: 350-485 feet bgs, confined

x

C-zone: >500 feet bgs, deep, regional, confined

GLA (2007) indicated that the A zone has gone dry and that the B zone is believed to be
perched atop an aquitard that is present beneath the Site, but pinches out in the vicinity of Rialto
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Municipal Airport. It is from the C zone aquifer that most municipal water is withdrawn in the
Rialto-Colton Basin.
Additional information regarding the hydrostratigraphy and lithology at the Site was obtained
during ENVIRON’s remedial investigations and has been included in the appendices of this
Report. Appendix D contains the shallow soil boring logs, Appendix E contains trench
schematics, Appendix F contains the stratigraphy and well construction information of the two
monitoring wells installed by ENVIRON (CMW-04 and CMW-05) as well as the boring logs for
all borings deeper than 75 ft, Appendix G contains Geophysical Logs for CMW-04, CMW-05,
and CML-01, and Appendix H contains the geotechnical data obtained from selected soil
samples collected at the Site.

1.3.4.2 Basin Recharge
Dutcher and Garrett (1963), Woolfenden and Kadhim (1997), Woolfenden and Koczot (2001)
and GLA (2007) have presented water budget estimates for recharge and flux for groundwater
basin modeling purposes in the Rialto-Colton Basin. Dutcher and Garrett (1963) suggested that
a significant amount of recharge is likely to be attributed to precipitation and snow-melt runoff
events channeled down Lytle Creek, which has a portion of its surface overlying the northern or
northeastern corner of the Rialto-Colton Basin. Dutcher and Garrett (1963) state that “Lytle
Creek is the principal source of recharge to the north half of Rialto-Colton basin” (p.88) (see
also Danskin, et al, 2005).
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2 ENVIRON Site Investigations
2.1

Constituents of Concern

As stipulated in the 2006 Work Plan (Appendix B), the primary Constituents of Concern (COCs)
identified as materially affecting groundwater quality are the perchlorate anion and the volatile
organic compound (VOC) TCE. ENVIRON’s 2004 RI focused on the presence of perchlorate
and TCE in soil and soil gas. ENVIRON’s 2006 RI focused on the presence of perchlorate in
soil and groundwater and TCE in soil gas, soil, and groundwater. ENVIRON’s 2007 and 2009
RIs focused solely on the presence of perchlorate in soil2. To date, ENVIRON has collected
over 1,000 soil, soil gas and groundwater samples at the Site for analysis of perchlorate and/or
TCE.

2.2

Study Areas

For purposes of uniformity, ENVIRON has adopted an alphanumerical designation system for
the study areas investigated at the Site. Currently, investigations have occurred at 50 individual
study areas on the Site. This allows for a standardized approach and alleviates the need to use
multiple area designations depending on the investigating party. Figure 2 shows the 50 study
areas and all sampling locations on the Site. Since the study area number system post-dates
the majority of the sampling at the Site, the area boundaries are generally drawn as rectangular
boxes, inclusive of all sampling conducted in the general vicinity of a feature of interest. One
notable exception is the sampling performed by Geosyntec in 2004 in the area near the
Southwest Disposal Pits (Study Areas 47 and 48), where sample locations missed the actual
feature of interest (the pits), to the degree that the study area outline was not expanded to
include these points.

2.3

Chronology

2.3.1 2004 RI
On behalf of EII, in 2004, ENVIRON completed a site investigation that involved the sampling of
soil and soil gas. The investigation was requested and the sampling locations selected by the
USEPA, as described by ENVIRON in the 2004 Work Plan (Appendix A). In total, 11 study
areas were investigated and 130 soil and soil gas samples were collected. The results of this
investigation were previously reported in the February 10, 2005 Site Investigation Report
(ENVIRON, 2005). Sampling locations from the 2004 RI are shown on Figure 3.

2.3.2 2006 RI
The principal objective of the 2006 RI was to investigate the shallow soil and soil gas in all areas
of recognized or suspected WCLC perchlorate and/or alleged WCLC TCE use at the Site, and
to bound any detections encountered. The USEPA and Regional Board expanded the scope of
work in several ways, including adding the investigation of certain areas used by other parties
(e.g. McLaughlin Pit, Goodrich Burn Pits, Southwest Disposal Pits), and the installation and
monitoring of two wells. In total, 36 study areas were investigated and 450 soil and soil gas
samples were collected. Since the 2006 RI, ENVIRON has collected 108 groundwater samples
2

In addition, one grab groundwater sample was collected during ENVIRON’s 2009 RI.
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from its monitoring wells installed during this phase of work. The investigation was performed in
accordance with the work plan dated February 21, 2006 (see Appendix B). The results of this
investigation were previously summarized in the March 30, 2007 Revised Focused Summary
Report (ENVIRON, 2007). Sampling locations from the 2006 RI are shown on Figure 3.

2.3.3 2007 RI
On behalf of EII, ENVIRON initiated the 2007 RI, after new information suggested that full
characterization of Study Area 18, a location of known WCLC perchlorate use, required
additional sampling. In total, 190 additional soil samples were collected from Study Area 18.
The work was performed in accordance with the 2006 Work Plan. The results of this
investigation were previously summarized in the Revised Focused Summary Report. Sampling
locations from the 2007 RI are shown on Figure 3.

2.3.4 2009 RI
As required by the AOC entered into between EII and USEPA, in 2009 ENVIRON performed
additional soil investigation in five study areas. In total, 153 additional samples were collected
from a series of deep soil borings and a floor drain. The work was performed in accordance
with the 2008 Work Plan (Appendix C). The results of this investigation (together with results
from all previous investigations at the Site) are presented in this Report. Sampling locations
from the 2009 RI are shown on Figure 3.

2.4

Identifying and Locating Potential Source Areas

The identification of potential WCLC source areas resulted from a cooperative effort among EII,
ENVIRON, Environmental Research, Inc. (ERI), the USEPA, and the Regional Board. This
process was initiated in 2004 and was subsequently continued in the period preceding the 2006
field investigation, by which time a considerable body of information on historical site operations
had become available. During this process, multiple sources of information were reviewed,
analyzed, or otherwise considered. The various sources of information included: i) witness
deposition testimony and other anecdotal evidence, ii) pertinent historical documents, and iii)
historical aerial photographs, including low angle, low altitude obliques. In addition, wherever
the USEPA deemed it appropriate, ENVIRON included for further evaluation in its 2006 RI
certain WCLC use areas investigated previously during its 2004 work at the Site.
This collective effort made use of all information available at the time to identify the location of
all areas where WCLC was known or suspected (regardless of the basis for that suspicion) to
have used perchlorate, or suspected (regardless of the basis for that suspicion) of having used
TCE. This exercise, combined with the source identification efforts for the 2004 investigation,
yielded a list of 28 study areas where there was a basis to believe or suspect that TCE and/or
perchlorate may have been used and, therefore, had the potential to be released by WCLC.
The rationale for investigating each of these individual areas is described in the work plans
prepared for the 2004, 2006, and 2009 investigations, included herein as Appendices A, B,
and C, respectively. Combined, the field investigations of ENVIRON’s 2004 work and the work
conducted under the subsequent 2006, 2007, and 2009 RIs, have comprehensively dealt with
each of the 28 study areas under the direction and supervision of USEPA and/or Regional
Board staff.

ENVIRON Site Investigations
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During the 2006 RI, in addition to investigating all areas where WCLC was known or suspected
to have used the constituents of concern, a number of other parties’ operational and/or use
areas were also investigated by ENVIRON at USEPA’s request. Examples include the
Goodrich Burn Pits (Area 45), the McLaughlin Pit (Area 46), the Southwest Disposal Pits (Areas
47 and 48), and the 150-gallon mixer area (Area 28).
Coordinates for the sample locations were established based on geo-referenced aerial
photographs, and checked against the many historical physical features that still exist at the Site
today. Specific sample locations were specified in the field by ENVIRON using geodetic
coordinates with the aid of a commercial grade backpack-mounted Garmin™ Global Positioning
System (GPS) receiver. Prior to initiating the field work, site walks were conducted during which
the USEPA and/or Regional Board staff were able to verify, or alter if desired, the locations
staked out for field investigation. In addition, in the course of ENVIRON’s 2006 field work,
numerous additions and or alterations to the Work Plan scope were requested by Regional
Board staff, all of which were incorporated by ENVIRON.
To deal with those portions of the Site where few historical features exist today, the USEPA and
ENVIRON established an expanded sampling area during the 2004 field investigation to
account for the uncertainty in location of several suspect former use areas. Subsequently, in
2006, and again in 2009, the USEPA requested further sampling from those areas where it
judged additional sampling coverage might be informative. In addition, draft versions of the
2006 and 2009 Work Plans were submitted to the Regional Board and the USEPA for
comments prior to being finalized, to allow interested parties the opportunity to raise questions
regarding its content, including sampling rationale and locations. With respect to the 2009 Work
Plan, on April 6, 2009, ENVIRON responded to comments submitted by the Regional Board,
Geosyntec (on behalf of Goodrich), SES (on behalf of the City of Rialto), and the County of San
Bernardino.

2.5

Sampling Rationale

The sampling rationale for all areas investigated during the ENVIRON 2004, 2006, 2007,and
2009 RIs are listed in the Work Plans included in this report as Appendices A, B and C.

2.6

Soil and Soil Gas Investigations

Soil boring and soil gas probe locations, depths of samples, sampling rationale, access,
sampling procedures, equipment decontamination, and sample analyses procedures were
detailed in the 2006 and 2008 Work Plans. ENVIRON conducted its work at the Site in general
conformance with the provisions of these Work Plans, which were prepared consistent with the
National Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). For some areas the
number, type, and location of the samples were subsequently altered at the request of Regional
Board or USEPA staff. During the 2009 RI, at 3 boring locations in Study Areas 11, 13, and 37,
ENVIRON extended the sampling depth beyond what was specified in the 2008 Work Plan in
order to bound the extent of the encountered contamination.
Soil and soil gas sampling areas in the 2004, 2006, 2007, and 2009 RIs are shown on Figure 3.
The specific sampling locations were selected in consultation with and the approval of the
Regional Board and/or USEPA, and in coordination with the current owners/operators of the
respective properties.
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After sampling locations were confirmed in the field by Regional Board and/or USEPA staff,
ENVIRON notified Underground Service Alert (USA) regarding the drilling and sampling
locations. In addition, ENVIRON retained the services of Spectrum Geophysics (Spectrum) of
San Fernando, California to conduct a geophysical survey at each sampling point. This task
was performed to minimize the possibility of damaging subsurface utilities encountered during
the investigation. Based on the results of the geophysical survey, individual sampling points in
several sampling areas were moved small distances (1 to 2 feet).
Site-specific Health and Safety Plans (HASPs) were prepared to minimize exposure of
ENVIRON field personnel to potentially hazardous materials and daily tailgate safety meetings
were conducted with all on-site ENVIRON and subcontractor staff.

2.7

Groundwater Investigation

The 2006 Work Plan called for the installation of five triple-completion monitoring wells. Three
of these were installed by Adverus on behalf of PSI; ENVIRON installed the remaining two wells
on behalf of EII. The locations of the monitoring wells were established in conjunction with
Regional Board staff, and are presented on Figure 6. In addition to the two ENVIRON
monitoring wells, the Work Plan also called for the installation of at least one intermediate depth
boring to 200 ft, with the option of extending the boring to groundwater and converting it to a
monitoring well, depending on the findings down to 200 ft. This boring was installed through the
center of the McLaughlin Pit, and, based on the analytical results over the first 200 ft of soil, the
boring was extended to groundwater, where a number of grab groundwater samples were
collected. The subsequent effort to install a clustered monitoring well at this location was
unsuccessful and the borehole was grouted up. Boring logs and well construction details for the
wells installed by ENVIRON can be found in Appendix F.

2.8

Waste Handling

Investigation derived waste, including equipment decontamination rinse water, used personal
protective equipment (PPE), and purge water and/or soil cuttings, were placed in Department of
Transportation (DOT)-approved 55-gallon drums or in roll-off bins. The drums and bins were
sealed and labeled, and stored at a secure location at the Site. Sampling for the purpose of
waste profiling was conducted and the waste was disposed of at an appropriate off-site location.
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3 Chronology of Other Investigations
Environmental investigations have been performed on behalf of numerous current and former
owners and tenants of the Site and its immediate vicinity. These investigations, which have
focused on perchlorate and TCE, have been conducted at the request of USEPA and/or the
Regional Board, and in one case, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The
following is a brief summary of all other investigations known to ENVIRON to have been
conducted at the Site. Results of these investigations are included in the data discussion in
Sections 4 and 5.

3.1

APE Perchlorate Investigation (PES, 2003)

On behalf of APE, and at the request of the Regional Board, PES Environmental, Inc. (PES)
performed an investigation to evaluate whether perchlorate was discharged at areas where APE
stored or handled fireworks. Trenches were installed at 15 sampling locations during the PES
investigation. These locations fall within Study Areas 3, 22, 28, and 34. Soil samples were
generally collected at 2 and 8 feet below ground surface (bgs) at each location. All samples
were analyzed for perchlorate, with selected samples also analyzed for VOCs. Sampling took
place from March 11 through March 13, 2003.

3.2

PSI Perchlorate Investigation (Kleinfelder, 2003)

On behalf of PSI, and in response to the Regional Board investigation order issued on
October 7, 2002, Kleinfelder conducted an investigation to evaluate whether PSI’s activities at
the Site resulted in the release of perchlorate to the ground surface adjacent to certain storage
and production areas. On November 6, 2003, Kleinfelder excavated three trenches to a depth
of approximately 10 ft bgs, and collected soil samples from depths of 1, 5, and 10 ft bgs.

3.3

APE Supplemental Perchlorate Investigation (PES, 2004)

At the request of the Regional Board, PES, on behalf of APE, performed an investigation to
further characterize the lateral and vertical extent of perchlorate in soil at Area 22. One trench
was excavated for this study. On December 15, 2003, PES collected a total of eight soil
samples and one duplicate soil sample from four locations within the trench. All samples were
submitted for perchlorate analysis.

3.4

Wong Chung Ming Preliminary Perchlorate Soil Investigation (Locus, 2004)

On behalf of Wong Chung Ming, and at the request of the Regional Board, Locus Technologies
(Locus) conducted soil sampling to investigate potential perchlorate releases. From March 9
through March 11, 2004, Locus collected soil samples from 11 study areas, typically at depths
of 1, 5, 10, and 15 ft bgs; ten of those locations were immediately adjacent to clarifier outfalls
and one location was at an apparent “disposal pile.” All samples were submitted for perchlorate
analysis. Selected samples were also submitted for metals and VOC analyses.

3.5

Goodrich Remedial Investigation (Geosyntec, 2005)

On behalf of Goodrich, and at the request of the USEPA and the Regional Board, Geosyntec
Consultants, Inc. (Geosyntec) conducted soil gas and soil sampling investigations at various
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locations at and in the vicinity of the Site. From May 18 through June 9, 2004, Geosyntec
collected 12 soil samples from eight locations on the Site, as well as 115 soil gas samples from
61 locations. In addition, four monitoring wells were installed on or in the immediate vicinity of
the Site.3

3.6

PSI McLaughlin Pit Investigation (Kleinfelder, 2005a)

On behalf of PSI, and at the request of the Regional Board, Kleinfelder conducted an initial
perchlorate investigation at the McLaughlin Pit. The investigation consisted of collecting
11 samples from five 4 to 5 ft deep trenches, and two 20 ft deep borings. The sampling took
place on December 22, 2004 and on January 5, 2005; samples were analyzed for perchlorate
only.

3.7

Engle Property Perchlorate Assessment (Kleinfelder, 2005b)

On behalf of Lowell Locust, LLC, and at the request of the Regional Board, Kleinfelder
conducted limited shallow soil sampling on a property known as the ‘Engle Property,’ partially
located on the Site. Six of the 38 soil samples collected during this investigation were located
on the Site; the remaining 32 samples were collected from a parcel south of the Site. Sampling
took place on January 13, 2005. The samples were collected at depths ranging from 6 inches
to 1 foot bgs using a hand trowel, and analyzed for perchlorate.

3.8

PSI Monitoring Well Installation (Adverus, no report issued yet)

On behalf of PSI, and at the request of the Regional Board, Adverus Inc. (Adverus) installed
three multi-screen monitoring wells at the Site (CMW-01 through CMW-03) as described in the
2006 Work Plan. During the installation of the wells, between March and June 2006, Adverus
collected 70 soil samples, and 28 grab groundwater samples from these three locations.

3.9

“Pyrotechnic Dud Round” Investigation (BBL, 2005 / Kleinfelder, 2008)

On behalf of National Construction Rentals (NCR) and Edward Graves & Associates (EG&A),
and at the request of the DTSC, Blasland Bouck & Lee, Inc. (BBL) and Kleinfelder conducted
several rounds of soil and soil gas investigation consisting of trench/pothole excavation and the
advancement of soil borings in Study Area 50, the location of a former Broco facility, where
explosive magazines and underwater welding and cutting rods were manufactured. From 2005
through 2008, 145 soil samples were collected and analyzed for perchlorate and 4 samples
were analyzed for TCE.

3

In 2006, Goodrich also installed five Westbay® monitoring wells (PW-5 through PW-9) further down
gradient of the Site.
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3.10 USEPA Investigation of Goodrich Burn Pits (no report issued yet)
On behalf of USEPA, CH2M Hill installed three 100-ft deep soil borings in and around the
former Goodrich Burn Pits in Study Area 45. During the installation of the soil borings, between
April 27 and May 4, 2009, CH2M Hill collected 33 soil samples, and installed 12 soil vapor
probes.
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4

Study Areas with Known or Suspected WCLC Activity

4.1

Introduction

Section 4 of this report includes a discussion of all relevant4 data collected from study areas
where WCLC, based on available historical records, witness statements, forensic evaluation,
and USEPA and Regional Board technical staff judgment, is known or suspected (regardless of
the basis for that suspicion) to have used perchlorate, or alleged to have used TCE. In certain
cases, WCLC is the only party known to have operated in a given study area (e.g. Study Area
18); in other cases, WCLC is one of several parties. In certain cases, WCLC’s use of a
contaminant5 is reasonably well established; in other cases, it is not well supported. Whichever
the case may be for a given study area, a brief description of the activities that are known or
suspected to have taken place is provided, together with a discussion of the available soil
and/or soil gas data for the area. The study areas where WCLC is known or suspected to have
used perchlorate and/or TCE, are 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25,
29, 30, 31, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, and 44. The four study areas where perchlorate was detected
are presented at the beginning of Section 4.2, in order of decreasing maximum perchlorate
detections, regardless of whether the perchlorate in the area is known to relate to a WCLC
activity. The remaining 24 study areas are presented in alphanumerical order. Sample
locations for each study area described in this section are shown in Figure 4, analytical sample
results for perchlorate in soil and TCE in soil and soil gas can be found in Tables 1 and 2,
respectively.

4.2

Soil and Soil Gas Data

4.2.1 Study Area 18
Study Area 18, specifically Building 42, was identified as an area where WCLC filled pyrotechnic
devices with photoflash mix that contained perchlorate (SOP I-6, KWKA00013716). Barrels of
unknown contents are also visible in historical aerial photos dating back to WCLC’s tenure at
the Site (UCSB Frame 55: 3705). Based on the known activities and regulator requested
analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this area
are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected seven soil samples from one boring and two trenches. The
samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were no detections.
In 2007, after additional information had become available regarding locations of potential
perchlorate release in this area, 190 additional soil samples collected from 31 borings, two

4

The term “relevant” is used to indicate data related to the constituents of concern only, which, based on
basin-wide groundwater chemistry, have been identified as perchlorate and TCE. Most investigators
performed additional analyses, which will not be discussed in this report. The complete set of analytical
data for ENVIRON’s 2006, 2007 and 2009 RI is available in the appendices to this report. For complete
data sets of other investigations, we refer the reader to the RI reports incorporated by reference in this
report.

5

The only constituent of concern, in ENVIRON’s opinion, of which the use by WCLC is reasonably well
established, is perchlorate. There is no plausible evidence that WCLC used TCE at the Site.
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angled borings and four trenches were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 32 detections
ranging from 20 ppb to 12,000 ppb, the latter at 2 ft bgs.
In 2009, at the request of USEPA, ENVIRON collected 33 soil samples from three additional
100-ft deep borings installed in this study area; results were consistent with previous findings in
2006 and 2007, where the perchlorate is confined to the shallow soils and concentrations
decrease rapidly with depth.
Soil gas was analyzed at two locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.2 Study Area 13
Study Area 13, specifically Building 40, was identified as an area where WCLC may have
weighed and blended photoflash powder (SOP W-4, KWKA00013749 and SOP I-4,
KWKA00013720), where United Fireworks may have loaded marine flares with perchlorate
(RFDW006298, letter dated October 23, 1968 from United Fireworks to Rialto Fire Department)
and where Goodrich may have used rocket propellant (Haggard Deposition, Exhibit 282).
Barrels of unknown contents are also visible in historical aerial photos dating back to WCLC’s
tenure at the Site (UCSB Frame 55: 3705). Based on the suspected activities and regulator
requested analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use
of this area are perchlorate and TCE. Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of
concern associated with United Fireworks’ use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected nine soil samples from three borings. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were no detections.
In 2009, ENVIRON installed two additional soil borings outside the west and east doors of
Building 40. The soil boring on the west side of Building 40 was completed to a depth of 75 ft,
and nine soil samples were collected and analyzed for perchlorate with no detections. The soil
boring on the east side of Building 40 was completed to a depth of 390 ft; 40 soil samples and 1
grab groundwater sample were collected and analyzed for perchlorate. The highest perchlorate
detection of 3,000 ppb was found at a depth of 210 ft bgs. Below 280 ft bgs, perchlorate was no
longer detected in soil, nor was perchlorate present in the sample that was collected at 390 ft
bgs from a 4 ft thick zone of what is believed to be perched groundwater.
Soil gas was analyzed at two locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.3 Study Area 11
Study Area 11, specifically Building 47, was identified as an area where WCLC (SOP D-8,
KWKA00013693) and subsequently Goodrich (Bland Deposition, Exhibit 37, June 13, 1955 at
455, and Exhibit 102 to Haggard Deposition) may have screened and dried perchlorate. Based
on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with both WCLC’s
and Goodrich’s use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 10 soil samples from one L-shaped trench. The samples were
analyzed for perchlorate; there was one detection of 58 ppb at 10 ft bgs.
In 2009, at the request of USEPA, ENVIRON installed a soil boring outside the location of the
south door to Building 47. The soil boring was completed to a depth of 400 ft bgs, and 44 soil

Study Areas with Known or Suspected WCLC Activity

13
F-23

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

samples were collected and analyzed for perchlorate. The highest perchlorate detection was
found at a depth of 10 ft bgs; below 269 ft bgs there was one detection of perchlorate (30 ppb at
329 ft bgs), followed by non-detect results to 400 ft bgs.

4.2.4 Study Area 37
Study Area 37 was identified by USEPA as a former soil and rock pile, first visible in a
1953 aerial photograph, during WCLC’s occupation of the Site (Aerial photograph PAI/AM
November 19, 1953, Frame 348A). The origin of the pile is unknown and there is no known
WCLC activity associated with this area, though multiple parties have generally operated on and
around this portion of the Site throughout the Site’s history. Subsequent to the 2009
investigation, additional aerial photography review and analysis established that the feature in
the 1953 photograph was no longer visible by September 13, 1968 (USGS), and that a new
similar feature became visible several feet to the north by February 13, 1985 (IK Curtis). Based
on the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated
with historical use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, ENVIRON collected soil samples at six locations in this area. One sample contained
perchlorate, at 110 ppb; there was no TCE detected in any of the soil samples.
During the 2006 RI, at the request of USEPA, ENVIRON collected two additional soil samples
from one trench. The samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were no detections.
In 2009, at the request of USEPA, ENVIRON collected 23 additional soil samples from a 200-ft
deep boring, adjacent to the location of the 2004 perchlorate detection. The highest perchlorate
detection of 340 ppb was found at a depth of 90 ft bgs. Below 100 ft bgs, perchlorate was not
detected in 12 samples to 199 ft bgs.
Soil gas was analyzed at eight locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.5 Study Area 4
Study Area 4 is the location of darkened and possibly stained areas adjacent to Building 49 as
shown on aerial imagery dating back to WCLC’s tenure at the Site (October 1955 Aerial
149REV). In addition, this study area is the location of an in-ground clarifier subsequently
installed and used by fireworks companies operating at the Site (Locus, 2004). Based on the
regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is TCE. Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituents of
potential concern associated with fireworks companies’ use of this area are perchlorate and
TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections. In addition, during the ENVIRON 2004 RI, soil
gas was analyzed at four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.6 Study Area 5
Study Area 5, specifically Building 41, was identified as an area where WCLC may have
formulated photoflash mix that contained perchlorate (SOP B-4, KWKA 00013684). In addition,
this study area is the location of an in-ground clarifier subsequently installed and used by
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fireworks companies operating at the Site, as well as an apparent pyrotechnics disposal area
(Locus, 2004). Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern
associated with WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate. Based on the reported analytical
testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with fireworks companies’ use of this
area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier, and near an apparent
pyrotechnics disposal area, for the presence of perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected three soil samples from one trench, and submitted the samples for
perchlorate analysis to a lab; there were no detections.

4.2.7 Study Area 7
Study Area 7 is the location of a former WCLC incinerator visible in a 1955 aerial photograph
(UCSB Frame 55: 3707, KWK 44394). Based on the regulator requested analytical testing, the
constituents of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this area are perchlorate and
TCE.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected two soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections. Soil gas was analyzed at two locations within the study
area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.8 Study Area 8
Study Area 8, specifically Building 15, was identified as an area where WCLC may have tested
60 mm flares, which did not contain perchlorate (John Melito Deposition, November 1, 2005 at
122-123). In addition, a small incinerator located immediately to the east of the building is
visible in a 1955 oblique air photo (UCSB Frame 55: 3707, KWK 44394). Based on the
regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected four soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections.

4.2.9 Study Area 9
Study Area 9 was identified as an area where WCLC may have disposed of chemicals and
other debris (Davis Deposition, December 1, 2004 at 262-263). Based on the regulator
requested analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use
of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected nine soil samples from four trenches. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were no detections, and no debris was found. Soil gas was analyzed at
four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.10 Study Area 10
Study Area 10, specifically Building 48, was identified as an area where WCLC may have
weighed perchlorate (Davis Deposition, December 1, 2004 at 255 and Exhibit 84). Based on
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the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this
area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected three soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were no detections.

4.2.11 Study Area 14
Study Area 14, specifically Building 28, was identified as an area where WCLC may have
inspected potassium perchlorate (SOP I-6, KWKA00013715). In addition, an in-ground clarifier
was subsequently installed and used in this area by fireworks companies operating at the Site
(Locus, 2004). Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern
associated with WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate. Based on the reported analytical
testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with fireworks companies’ use of this
area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections. In addition, as part of the ENVIRON 2006 RI,
two soil samples collected from one trench were analyzed for perchlorate; there were no
detections.

4.2.12 Study Area 15
Study Area 15, specifically Building 12, was identified as an area where Goodrich may have
screened and dried ammonium perchlorate (Wever Deposition, November 9, 2004 at 94-95 and
Exhibit 140). It was also identified as an area where WCLC may have handled perchlorate
(Davis Deposition, December 1, 2004 at 207 and Exhibit 82). Based on the suspected
activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with both WCLC’s and Goodrich’s use
of this area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected five soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections.

4.2.13 Study Area 16
Study Area 16 is the location of drums and darkened, possibly stained, surface soil adjacent to
Building 8 during WCLC’s tenure at the Site as shown on a 1955 aerial image (UCSB Frame 55:
3705). Based on the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern
associated with WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.14 Study Area 17
Study Area 17 is the location of a former WCLC incinerator visible in a 1955 aerial photograph
(UCSB Frame 55: 3707, KWK 44394). Based on the regulator requested analytical testing, the
constituents of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this area are perchlorate and
TCE.
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In 2006, ENVIRON collected two soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections. Soil gas was analyzed at two locations within the study
area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.15 Study Area 19
Study Area 19, specifically Building 34, was identified as an area where Goodrich may have
dried, blended, and screened perchlorate (Exhibit 92 to Wever Deposition). In addition,
discolored soil and barrels of unknown contents are visible in historical aerial photos dating back
to WCLC’s tenure at the Site (UCSB Frame 55:3706). Based on the suspected activities, the
constituent of potential concern associated with Goodrich’s use of this area is perchlorate.
Based on the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern
associated with WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected four soil samples from one boring. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections. Soil gas was analyzed at two locations within the study
area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.16 Study Area 21
Study Area 21, specifically Building 30, was identified as an area where WCLC may have
weighed perchlorate (KWKA00023310). In addition, an in-ground clarifier was subsequently
installed and used in this area by fireworks companies operating at the Site (Locus, 2004).
Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with WCLC’s
use of this area is perchlorate. Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituents of
potential concern associated with fireworks companies’ use of this area are perchlorate and
TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected two soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections.

4.2.17 Study Area 23
Study Area 23, specifically Building 35, was identified as a former WCLC assembly shop and an
area where WCLC may have used TCE as a solvent (J. Allegranza, July 13, 2005 at 37:17 to
39:25). Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.18 Study Area 24
Study Area 24 is the location of an apparent former WCLC scrap material storage area north of
Building 27 (October 1955 Aerial 149REV). Based on the regulator requested analytical testing,
the constituent of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at three locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.
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4.2.19 Study Area 25
Study Area 25, specifically Building 18, was identified as a former WCLC maintenance shop and
an area where WCLC may have used of TCE as a solvent (F. Gardner, July 6, 2005 at 423:14
to 424:1). Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated
with WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at six locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.20 Study Area 29
Study Area 29, specifically Building 43, was identified as an area where WCLC may have
disassembled photoflash cartridges and tested them for moisture (SOP I-2, KWKA 00013723).
In addition, based on deposition testimony of a former employee, WCLC may have used
solvents in this area (J. Pfarr Deposition, pages 60-61). This study area is also the location of
an in-ground clarifier subsequently installed and used by fireworks companies operating at the
Site (Locus, 2004). Based on the suspected activities and the reported analytical testing, the
constituents of potential concern associated with both WCLC’s and fireworks companies’ uses
of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE. There were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected two soil samples from one boring6. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections. Soil gas was analyzed at six locations
within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.21 Study Area 30
Study Area 30, specifically Building 35, is a former WCLC assembly shop where TCE may have
been used (J. Allegranza, July 13, 2005 at 37:17 to 39:25). Based on the regulator requested
analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this area
is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.22 Study Area 31
Study Area 31 is the location of darkened, possibly stained, surface soil west of Building 27
during WCLC’s tenure at the Site (October 1955 Aerial 149REV). Based on the regulator
requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of
this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

6

This boring is shown as two separate sampling locations on Figure 4 due to refusal being encountered
before the target depth was reached. The boring was redrilled a few feet from the original location to
obtain a soil sample at 25 ft.
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4.2.23 Study Area 38
Study Area 38 is the location of a former drum storage area visible in historical aerial
photographs dating back to WCLC’s tenure at the Site (1955 141REV, 1955 144REV). Based
on the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated
with WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at eleven locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.24 Study Area 39
Study Area 39 is the location of a former drum storage area visible in historical aerial
photographs dating back to WCLC’s tenure at the Site (1955 141REV, 1955 144REV). Based
on the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated
with WCLC’s use of this area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at four locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.25 Study Area 40
Study Area 40 was identified as an area where WCLC may have used solvents to clean spray
guns used to paint floatlights (J. Allegranza, July 13, 2005 at 52:2 to 57:10). Based on the
suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with WCLC’s use of this
area is TCE.
Soil gas was analyzed at two locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.26 Study Area 42
Study Area 42 was identified as a former rail spur where WCLC may have disposed of trash,
based on a 1955 oblique air photograph (UCSB October 29, 1955, Frame 55:3705). Based on
the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate.
The 2006 Work Plan called for two soil borings at this location. At the request of the Regional
Board, ENVIRON installed ten trenches in an attempt to locate remnants of material visible in
the historical oblique air photograph. No evidence of waste disposal was found, and no
samples were collected. Subsequently, the Regional Board requested the installation of four
borings in this area. In 2006, ENVIRON collected ten soil samples from four borings. The
samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were no detections.

4.2.27 Study Area 43
Study Area 43 was identified as an area where a liquid discharge appears to have occurred
from the former WCLC boiler house (UCSB October 29, 1955, Frame 55:3709). Based on the
regulator requested analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, ENVIRON collected soil samples at six locations in this area; no perchlorate or TCE
were detected. During the 2006 RI, four additional soil samples were collected from two borings
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and analyzed for perchlorate and TCE7; there were no detections. Soil gas was analyzed at
eight locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

4.2.28 Study Area 44
Study Area 44 was identified as a former rail spur where WCLC may have disposed of trash,
based on a 1955 oblique air photograph (UCSB October 29, 1955, Frame 55:3705). Based on
the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 10 soil samples from one trench and one boring. The samples
were analyzed for perchlorate; there were no detections8.

Study Area 44 was identified as a former rail spur where WCLC may have disposed of trash,
based on a 1955 oblique air photograph (UCSB October 29, 1955, Frame 55:3705). Based on
the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate.
Study Area 44 was identified as a former rail spur where WCLC may have disposed of trash,
based on a 1955 oblique air photograph (UCSB October 29, 1955, Frame 55:3705). Based on
the regulator requested analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern associated with
WCLC’s use of this area is perchlorate.

7

One of the four samples was analyzed for VOCs and perchlorate; the remaining four samples were
analyzed for perchlorate only.

8

One sample was collected from an epoxy-type material found on the inside of a warped 55-gallon drum
encountered during the excavation. This sample was analyzed for SVOCs and VOCs and had
detections of 1200 ppb chloroform, 830 ppb p-cymene, 670 ppb styrene, 290 ppb propylbenzene,
270 ppb 1-methylethylbenzene and 180 ppb ethylbenzene. No SVOCs were detected.
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5 Other Study Areas
5.1

Introduction

Section 5 of this report includes a discussion of all data collected from study areas other than
where WCLC is known or suspected to have used either perchlorate or TCE, the two
constituents of concern. These areas are Study Areas 1, 2, 3, 6, 12, 20, 22, 26, 27, 28, 32, 33,
34, 35, 36, 41, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, and 50. In thirteen of these study areas perchlorate and/or
TCE were detected. These areas where perchlorate and/or TCE were detected are presented
at the beginning of Section 5.2, in order of decreasing maximum perchlorate detections. The
remaining nine study areas are presented in alphanumerical order. Sample locations for each
study area described in this section are shown on Figure 5.

5.2

Soil and Soil Gas Data

5.2.1 Study Area 46
Study Area 46 was identified as the location of the McLaughlin Pit (SBCFC October 15, 1972,
C-193 - Frame 21). The McLaughlin Pit was an approximately twenty by twenty by four foot
deep “pond” or “swimming pool” built by Pyrotronics, and used by Pyrotronics and other
fireworks companies for the disposal of pyrotechnic wastes (Hescox, February 14, 2005 at
105:5-16). Based on the reported analytical testing, and the suspected use, the constituents of
potential concern associated with Pyrotronics’ and other fireworks companies’ use of this area
are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Kleinfelder conducted an initial perchlorate investigation at the McLaughlin Pit. The
investigation consisted of collecting 11 samples from five 4 to 5 ft deep trenches, and two 20 ft
deep borings. Perchlorate was detected in all but two samples, at concentrations ranging from
247 ppb in one of the trenches to 205,000 ppb in boring B-1 at a depth of 15 ft bgs.
In 2006, Adverus collected 25 soil samples from one deep boring (CMW-01) located to the
southeast of the McLaughlin Pit. The samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 20
detections extending from a depth of 65 ft bgs down to the groundwater interface, ranging from
25 to 3,200 ppb. In addition, 20 of those samples were analyzed for TCE; there were no
detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 23 soil samples from one deep boring (CML-01) through the center
of the McLaughlin Pit. The samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 22 detections
extending from the shallow vadose zone down to the groundwater interface, ranging from 33 to
190,000 ppb. In addition, 11 of those samples were analyzed for TCE; detections were
encountered in two samples with a maximum of 8.7 ppb at 200 ft bgs.

5.2.2 Study Area 50
Study Area 50 is the location of a Broco facility where explosive magazines and underwater
welding and cutting rods were manufactured. In addition, hazardous wastes generated from
these activities were accumulated in this area (BBL, 2005). Based on the reported analytical
testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with Broco’s use of this area are
perchlorate and TCE.
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From 2005 through 2008, BBL and Kleinfelder collected 145 soil samples from a series of
trenches, potholes, and borings – the deepest being 200 ft. The soil samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were 80 detections with a maximum of 65,800 ppb. No further sampling has
been conducted to date to determine the nature and extent of the perchlorate contamination
encountered in the shallow and intermediate depth soils. Soil gas was analyzed at four
locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

5.2.3 Study Area 47
Study Area 47, is the location of the northernmost of the so-called “Southwest Disposal Pits,”
and is shown in historical air photographs dating back to Goodrich’s tenure at the Site (UCSB
December 5, 1961, C-24223Frame 7-5). It is an area where Goodrich may have disposed of
waste. Based on the suspected activities and reported analytical testing, the constituents of
potential concern associated with Goodrich’s use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Geosyntec collected five soil samples from five boring locations, the majority of which
were located outside the footprint of the disposal pit. The soil samples were analyzed for
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections. Soil gas was also analyzed at 17 locations, the
majority of which were located outside the footprint of the disposal pit; no TCE was detected.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 12 soil and material samples from one trench at the location of the
pit. The soil samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 12 detections, ranging from
1,700 to 9,000 ppb. No further sampling has been conducted to date to determine the nature
and extent of the perchlorate contamination encountered in the shallow soils. In addition, four of
those samples were analyzed for TCE; there were no detections.

5.2.4 Study Area 33
Study Area 33, specifically in and around Building 1, was identified as an area where Goodrich
may have conducted casing salvage operations of Sidewinder and other missiles
(Polzien Deposition, Exhibit 292). Based on the suspected activities, the constituents of
potential concern associated with Goodrich’s use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 33 soil samples from 10 borings. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were 19 detections ranging from 26 to 7,400 ppb. No further sampling has
been conducted to date to bound the perchlorate encountered in the shallow soils. Soil gas was
analyzed at eight locations within the study area; no TCE was detected.

5.2.5 Study Area 48
Study Area 48 is the location of the middle and southernmost of the so-called “Southwest
Disposal Pits,” and is shown in historical air photographs dating back to Pyrotronics’ tenure at
the Site (USGS September 13, 1968, M68429 - Frame 102A and Hescox, February 14, 2005 at
114:4-19). It is an area where Pyrotronics and perhaps other fireworks manufacturers disposed
of waste. Based on the suspected activities and reported analytical testing, the constituents of
potential concern associated with Pyrotronics’ use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 27 soil samples from three trenches and two borings. The
samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 22 detections, ranging from 22 to 3,900 ppb.
No further sampling has been conducted to date to determine the nature and extent of the
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perchlorate contamination encountered in the shallow soils. In addition, 17 of these samples
were analyzed for TCE; there were no detections.

5.2.6 Study Area 45
Study Area 45 was identified as an area where Goodrich’s Burn Pits were located (Aerial
photograph USDA, October 15, 1959, 15W - Frame 80, CONT December 14, 1960, 360 Frame 6-23). Based on the suspected activities and reported analytical testing, the constituents
of potential concern associated with Goodrich’s use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Geosyntec collected eight soil samples from four boring locations. The soil samples
were analyzed for perchlorate and TCE; there were perchlorate detections in every sample, with
a maximum of 630 ppb; no TCE was detected. Soil gas was also analyzed at 14 locations in
and around the former Goodrich Burn Pits. TCE was detected in four samples, with a maximum
concentration of 1.7 μg/L.
In 2006, Adverus collected 28 soil samples from one deep boring (CMW-02) to the southeast of
the Goodrich Burn Pits. The samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 14 detections
extending from the shallow soils to a depth of 285 ft bgs, with a maximum concentration of
1,700 ppb. In addition, 23 of those samples were analyzed for TCE; there were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected thirty-five soil samples from eight borings. The samples were
analyzed for perchlorate; there were 12 detections, ranging from 23 to 760 ppb. In addition,
20 of those samples were analyzed for TCE; there were no detections.
In 2009, CH2M Hill, on behalf of USEPA, installed three 100-ft borings, and collected 33 soil
samples. The samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were 21 detections, ranging from
18 to 2,800 ppb. In addition, four vapor probes were installed in each boring. TCE was
detected in every sample, with a maximum detection of 1,700 μg/m3 at 100 ft in EPASG-3,
located southeast of the Goodrich Burn Pits. No further sampling has been conducted to date
to determine the nature and extent of the perchlorate contamination encountered in the shallow
soils.

5.2.7 Study Area 22
Study Area 22 is the location of APE’s former burn area for damaged and “off-spec” fireworks
(PES, 2003). Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituent of potential concern
associated with APE’s use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2003, PES collected 11 soil samples from a series of test trenches. The soil samples were
analyzed for perchlorate; there were six detections, ranging from 79 to 2,900 ppb. No further
sampling has been conducted to date to determine the nature and extent of the perchlorate
contamination encountered in the shallow soils.

5.2.8 Study Area 6
Study Area 6, specifically Building 20, was identified as an area where Goodrich may have
conducted strand burning (Graham Deposition, January 19, 2005 at 205:12 to 205:25, and
Exhibit 143). In addition, United Fireworks stored oxidizers, including potassium perchlorate, in
Building 20 (RFDW006298, letter dated October 23, 1968 from United Fireworks to Rialto Fire
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Department). Based on the suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated
with Goodrich’s and United Fireworks’ use of this area is perchlorate. Although WCLC originally
built and occupied this building, there is no evidence that it used perchlorate at this location.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 16 soil samples from seven 25-foot deep soil borings9 and one
grab sample from material within a pipe leading away from the floor drain in Building 20. The
samples were analyzed for perchlorate; there were no detections.
In 2009, at the request of USEPA as set forth in AOC 2009-01, the open terminus of the drain
pipe was excavated and exposed beneath an existing building north of Building 20. Material
from within the pipe as well as soil beneath the terminus were sampled and analyzed for
perchlorate. The soil sample did not contain perchlorate above the MRL. The sample of the
pipe’s contents at the terminus contained perchlorate at a level of 69 ppb10, as well as a number
of other constituents such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and heavy metals (see
Appendix I).

5.2.9 Study Area 28
Study Area 28 is the location of the former Goodrich 150-gallon production mixer where
perchlorate was used. (Polzien Deposition April 5, 2005 at 93 and 144-145). This mixer was
subsequently used by Pyrotronics (Hescox Deposition, Exhibit 172). Based on the suspected
activities and reported analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with
both Goodrich’s and Pyrotronics’ uses of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2003, PES collected three soil samples from one trench. Two of the samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were no detections. All three samples were analyzed for TCE; there were
no detections.
In 2004, Geosyntec analyzed soil gas at 12 locations; no TCE was detected.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 45 soil samples from three trenches11, nine grab locations, and
one deep boring advanced during installation of well CMW-5. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were four detections ranging from 24 to 68 ppb12.
9

Borings were located along the path of an underground pipe, believed to originate from a floor drain in
Building 20. Two of the borings were located at the outlet of a buried cesspool.

10

Perchlorate was first analyzed by USEPA Method 314.0 MOD; no perchlorate was detected above the
MRL; however, due to matrix interference the MRL was elevated above the target MRL of 20 ppb. At
the request of USEPA, the sample was reanalyzed using USEPA Method 6860 which yielded a result of
69 ppb, however, this result was obtained outside of the hold time. The sample extract – which was still
within its hold time - was subsequently analyzed for perchlorate using USEPA Method 6850. Using this
method, perchlorate was detected at a level of 34 ppb.

11

One trench was installed beneath a clarifier, one trench was installed along a trench drain along the
edge of the former building and a third trench was dug as a series of three potholes following the path
of a buried open-jointed clay pipe.

12

Three of the four detections were encountered in the grab samples taken from the material within the
clay pipe or the soil immediately beneath the pipe with concentrations ranging from 24 to 60 ppb. The
fourth and highest detection of 68 ppb was encountered in a saturated soil sample from the deep boring
(CMW-05) at a depth of 400 feet; all overlying samples in that boring were below the MRL.
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5.2.10 Study Area 32
Study Area 32, specifically Building 10, was identified as an area where Goodrich may have
weighed ammonium perchlorate (M. Willis Deposition, Page 189 - Exhibit 1045). Based on the
suspected activities, the constituent of potential concern associated with Goodrich’s use of this
area is perchlorate.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected 22 soil samples from eight borings. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were two detections, 54 and 22 ppb, at 1 and 5 feet bgs, respectively, with
no detections in the four underlying samples.

5.2.11 Study Area 12
Study Area 12 includes Buildings 2, 3, and 4, which were identified as locations where Goodrich
may have mixed ammonium perchlorate in small R&D mixers (Graham Deposition, January
19, 2005 at 204 and Exhibit 123). In addition, in-ground clarifiers were subsequently installed
and used in this area by fireworks companies operating at the Site (Locus, 2004). Based on the
suspected activities and reported analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern
associated with both Goodrich’s and fireworks companies’ uses of this area are perchlorate and
TCE.
In 2004, Geosyntec analyzed soil gas at 18 locations; no TCE was detected.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected eight soil samples from three trenches. The samples were
analyzed for perchlorate; at one location perchlorate was detected at 57 ppb at 10 ft bgs;
perchlorate was not detected in the underlying sample.

5.2.12 Study Area 34
Study Area 34, specifically Building 51, is the location of an APE warehouse where class C
explosives were stored (PES, 2003). Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituent of
potential concern associated with APE’s use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2003, PES collected seven soil samples from three trenches. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there was one detection of 41 ppb, but a duplicate of this sample was below the
MRL of 40 ppb.

5.2.13 Study Area 36
Study Area 36 is the location of monitoring well CMW-03 installed by Adverus on behalf of PSI.
There are no known activities related to perchlorate or TCE in this area. Based on the reported
analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with the use of this area are
perchlorate and TCE.
In 2006, Adverus collected 15 soil samples from one deep boring (CMW-03). The samples
were analyzed for perchlorate; there were three detections: 39 ppb at 100 ft bgs and 33 ppb in
two samples at 300 ft bgs. In addition, nine of those samples were analyzed for TCE; there
were no detections.
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5.2.14 Study Area 1
Study Area 1 is the location of Bunker M-11, used as a mortar storage area by PSI (Kleinfelder,
2003). Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern
associated with PSI’s use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2003, Kleinfelder collected three soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.

5.2.15 Study Area 2
Study Area 2 is the location of PSI’s former mortar storage area (Kleinfelder, 2003). Based on
the reported analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with PSI’s use of
this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2003, Kleinfelder collected three soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.

5.2.16 Study Area 3
Study Area 3 is the location of APE’s main warehouses. Activities in these buildings (Buildings
76, 77, 78, and 79) include assembly of assortment trays, as well as storage, shipping, and
receiving of Class C explosives13 (PES, 2003). Based on the reported analytical testing, the
constituent of potential concern associated with APE’s use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2003, PES collected 21 soil samples from 10 trenches. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections.

5.2.17 Study Area 20
Study Area 20, specifically Building 31, was identified as an area where Goodrich may have
mixed ammonium perchlorate in a 100-gallon mixer (Exhibit 92 to Wever Deposition). In
addition, an in-ground clarifier was subsequently installed and used in this area by fireworks
companies operating at the Site (Locus, 2004). Based on the suspected activities, the
constituent of potential concern associated with Goodrich’s use of this area is perchlorate.
Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with
fireworks companies’ use of this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected four soil samples from two borings. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were no detections.

13

Class C explosives include certain types of manufactured articles which contain Class A or Class B
explosives, or both, as components but in restricted quantities (Class B explosives possess a
flammable hazard, such as propellant explosives. Class A explosives possess a detonating hazard;
such as dynamite, nitroglycerin, or black powder).
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5.2.18 Study Area 26
Study Area 26, specifically Building 73, is the location of an in-ground clarifier installed and used
by fireworks companies operating at the Site (Locus, 2004). Based on the reported analytical
testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with fireworks companies’ use of this
area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.

5.2.19 Study Area 27
Study Area 27, specifically Building 72, was identified as an area where Pyrotronics may have
mixed fireworks chemicals that contained perchlorate (Hescox Deposition, February 14, 2005 at
99-100). In addition, an in-ground clarifier was installed and used in this area by fireworks
companies. Based on the suspected activities and reported analytical testing, the constituents
of potential concern associated with both Pyrotronics and fireworks companies’ use of this area,
include perchlorate and TCE.
In 2004, Locus investigated the shallow soil near the outfall of a clarifier for the presence of
perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.
In 2006, ENVIRON collected five soil samples from two borings. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate; there were no detections.

5.2.20 Study Area 35
Study Area 35 is the location of PSI’s current mortar storage area (Kleinfelder, 2003). Based on
the reported analytical testing, the constituents of potential concern associated with PSI’s use of
this area are perchlorate and TCE.
In 2003, Kleinfelder collected three soil samples from one trench. The samples were analyzed
for perchlorate and TCE; there were no detections.

5.2.21 Study Area 41
Study Area 41 is the location of monitoring well CMW-04 installed by ENVIRON on behalf of EII.
There are no known activities in this area. Based on the regulator requested analytical testing,
the constituent of potential concern associated with the use of this area is perchlorate.
In 2006, five soil samples collected from one deep boring (CMW-04) were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections.

5.2.22 Study Area 49
Study Area 49 is the portion of the so-called “Engle Property” located on the Site. WCLC did
not conduct any activities in this area, and subsequent activities by others on this parcel are
unknown to ENVIRON. Based on the reported analytical testing, the constituent of potential
concern associated with the use of this area is perchlorate.

Other Study Areas

27
F-37

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

In 2005, Kleinfelder collected six soil grab samples14. The samples were analyzed for
perchlorate; there were no detections.

14

In total, 38 soil grab samples were collected, but only six of these are located on the BF Goodrich Site.
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6 Site Groundwater Data
Groundwater data for the Site and its immediate vicinity are discussed below by sampling
location. Tables 3 and 4 provide a summary of the groundwater analytical results15 and
elevations. The locations of the wells and their positions in relation to the 50 study areas at the
Site are shown on Figure 6. Details related to groundwater data collected by ENVIRON as part
of its 2006 RI can be found in the appendices of this report. For more information on wells
installed by others, we refer the reader to the documents incorporated by reference herein.

6.1

PW-01

PW-1 was installed in 2004 by Geosyntec, on behalf of Goodrich, at the request of USEPA. It is
located northwest and upgradient of the Site. The well is screened from 440 to 480 ft bgs.
Between October 2004 and February 2008, when Goodrich stopped sampling its wells near the
Site, concentrations of perchlorate ranged from below the MRL to 6.3 ppb; TCE has never been
detected. Details on well construction and installation, grab sampling, and encountered
lithology can be found in the March 24, 2005 Draft Remedial Investigation Report (Geosyntec,
2005).

6.2

PW-02

PW-2 was installed in 2004 by Geosyntec, on behalf of Goodrich, at the request of USEPA. It is
located on the southern portion of the of the Site. The well is screened from 455 to 495 ft bgs.
Between October 2004 and March 200916 concentrations of perchlorate have ranged from 3 ppb
to 10,000 ppb; TCE has ranged from 11 ppb to 420 ppb. Details on well construction and
installation, grab sampling, and encountered lithology can be found in the March 24, 2005 Draft
Remedial Investigation Report (Geosyntec, 2005).

6.3

PW-03

PW-3 was installed in 2004 by Geosyntec, on behalf of Goodrich, at the request of USEPA. It is
located near the southeast corner of the Site. The well is screened from 465 to 496 ft bgs.
Between October 2004 and March 2009 concentrations of perchlorate have ranged from 27 to
240 ppb; TCE has ranged from 7.4 to 200 ppb. Details on well construction, grab sampling, and
encountered lithology can be found in the March 24, 2005 Draft Remedial Investigation Report
(Geosyntec, 2005).

6.4

PW-04

PW-4 was installed in 2004 by Geosyntec, on behalf of Goodrich, at the request of USEPA. It is
located on the eastern edge of the Site. The well is screened from 470 to 510 ft bgs. Between
October 2004 and March 2009 concentrations of perchlorate have ranged from below the MRL
to 81 ppb; TCE has ranged from 0.4 to 13 ppb. Details on well construction, grab sampling, and

15

Only perchlorate and TCE are shown.

16

Although Goodrich stopped sampling its wells on and near the Site in early 2008, USEPA performed
sampling at some of the wells as recently as March 2009.
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encountered lithology can be found in the March 24, 2005 Draft Remedial Investigation Report
(Geosyntec, 2005).

6.5

CMW-01

CMW-01 was installed in 2006 by Adverus, on behalf of PSI, at the request of the Regional
Board. It is located approximately on the central portion of the Site. The well is triple-completed
with screens from 428 to 448 ft bgs (CMW-1A), 470 to 490 ft bgs (CMW-1B), and 513 to 533 ft
bgs (CMW-1C). Between July 2006 and August 2009 concentrations of perchlorate ranged
from below the MRL to 1,500 ppb, with the highest detections typically encountered in the
shallowest zone. During that same period, TCE ranged from below the MRL to 150 ppb, also
with the highest detections typically encountered in the shallowest zone. Details on well
construction, grab sampling, and encountered lithology have yet to be published in a formal
report.

6.6

CMW-02

CMW-02 was installed in 2006 by Adverus, on behalf of PSI, at the request of the Regional
Board. It is located approximately on the central western portion of the Site. The well is triplecompleted with screens from 432 to 452 ft bgs (CMW-2A), 471 to 491 ft bgs (CMW-2B), and
511 to 531 ft bgs (CMW-2C). Between July 2006 and August 2009 concentrations of
perchlorate ranged from below the MRL to 110 ppb, with the highest detections typically
encountered in the shallowest zone. During that same period, TCE ranged from below the MRL
to 1,500 ppb, also with the highest detections typically encountered in the shallowest zone.
Details on well construction, grab sampling, and encountered lithology have yet to be published
in a formal report.

6.7

CMW-03

CMW-03 was installed in 2006 by Adverus, on behalf of PSI, at the request of the Regional
Board. It is located downgradient of the northwest portion of the Site. The well is triplecompleted with screens from 419 to 439 ft bgs (CMW-3A), 459 to 479 ft bgs (CMW-3B), and
504 to 524 ft bgs (CMW-3C). Between July 2006 and August 2009 concentrations of
perchlorate ranged from below the MRL to 6.7 ppb, with the highest detections typically
encountered in the shallowest zone. During that same period, TCE ranged from below the MRL
to 26 ppb, also with the highest detections typically encountered in the shallowest zone. Details
on well construction, grab sampling, and encountered lithology have yet to be published in a
formal report.

6.8

CMW-04

CMW-04 was installed in 2006 by ENVIRON, on behalf of EII, at the request of the Regional
Board. It is located downgradient of the central northern portion of the Site. During the
installation of the deep soil boring at this location, 12 grab groundwater samples were collected
from six depths and analyzed at two different laboratories for perchlorate and VOCs.
Perchlorate was detected in the shallowest grab samples only, at concentrations of 54 and
58 ppb. TCE was detected at various points in the water bearing zone at concentrations
ranging from 1.3 ppb to 47 ppb, the highest detections being encountered in the shallowest
samples. After grab samples had been collected from the soil boring, the well was triple-
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completed with screens from 400 to 440 ft bgs (CMW-4A), 455 to 475 ft bgs (CMW-4B), and
490 to 510 ft bgs (CMW-4C). Between October 2006 and August 2009 concentrations of
perchlorate ranged from below the MRL to 150 ppb, with the highest detections typically
encountered in the shallowest zone. During that same period, TCE ranged from below the MRL
to 40 ppb, also with the highest detections typically encountered in the shallowest zone.

6.9

CMW-05

CMW-05 was installed in 2006 by ENVIRON, on behalf of EII, at the request of the Regional
Board. It is located downgradient of the northeast portion of the Site. During the installation of
the deep soil boring at this location, 12 grab groundwater samples were collected from six
depths and analyzed at two different laboratories for perchlorate and VOCs. Perchlorate was
detected throughout the water bearing zone, at concentrations ranging from 38 to 270 ppb.
TCE was also detected at various points in the aquifer at concentrations ranging from 7.2 ppb to
100 ppb. The well is triple-completed with screens from 400 to 440 ft bgs (CMW-5A), 460 to
480 ft bgs (CMW-5B), and 500 to 520 ft bgs (CMW-5C). Between October 2006 and August
2009 concentrations of perchlorate ranged from 13 to 470 ppb, with the highest detections
typically encountered in the shallowest zone. During that same period, TCE ranged from 2.6 to
270 ppb, also with the highest detections typically encountered in the shallowest zone.

6.10 SB-CML-01
SB-CML-01 was installed in 2006 by ENVIRON, on behalf of EII, at the request of the Regional
Board as a soil boring through the center of the McLaughlin Pit. Three grab groundwater
samples were collected from this location. Perchlorate was found to range from 8.4 to
1,700 ppb; TCE was detected only in the upper grab sample at a concentration of 150 ppb. The
attempt to convert the deep boring to a clustered monitoring well was unsuccessful; therefore no
other groundwater data exist at this location.

6.11 Study Area 13
During the ENVIRON 2009 RI installation of a deep soil boring in Study Area 13, a grab
groundwater sample was collected from the bottom of borehole SB-M1-05 at depth of
approximately 390 ft bgs. The groundwater layer at this depth was approximately 4 feet thick,
and is believed to be a perched zone based on water elevations in nearby monitoring wells, and
the presence of finer materials immediately below the zone of saturation. The sample was
analyzed for perchlorate; there was no detection. The result for this sample has been included
with the soil data shown in Table 1.
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7 Recommended Further Investigations
The main objective of ENVIRON’s work at the Site has been to determine the nature and extent
of contamination in the WCLC Operation Areas, and the threat to the public health or welfare or
the environment, if any, caused by the release or threatened release of hazardous substances
or pollutants or contaminants potentially associated with WCLC operations. With respect to
WCLC Operation Areas, sufficient data have now been collected to satisfy this main objective.
In contrast, this does not hold true for many of the areas where WCLC is not known or
suspected of having operated, where the degree of sampling conducted to date has generally
been less comprehensive than requested by regulators for WCLC Operation Areas. WCLC
areas where even small detections of perchlorate were encountered in the shallow soils
(e.g. 58 ppb in Study Area 11), were further investigated with the purpose of determining the
nature and extent of the contamination – at times collecting samples all the way to groundwater.
In contrast, certain non-WCLC areas with far greater shallow soil concentrations remain
uncharacterized beyond the top few feet of soil (e.g. 8 ft in Study Area 22). Without
recommending any specific study area for further investigation, ENVIRON notes that in general,
more data are needed in most non-WCLC Operations Areas to determine the nature and extent
of vadose zone contamination and potential groundwater impacts.

Recommended Further Investigations
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8 Summary and Conclusions
8.1

Summary

Since 2003, 50 study areas at the Site have been investigated to varying degrees for the
presence of perchlorate and/or TCE, the two main contaminants in groundwater in the RialtoColton Basin. WCLC is known or suspected of having used perchlorate, or alleged to have
used TCE in a combined total of 28 study areas. No TCE was found in any of the 28 study
areas. Perchlorate was found in four of the 28 study areas, namely Study Areas 18, 13, 11, and
37. The perchlorate detections in these four areas have been bounded by an extended series
of consecutive non-detect results (i.e. Study Areas 18, 13, 11, and 37).
In the remaining 22 study areas, where WCLC is not known or suspected of having used
perchlorate or TCE, perchlorate was detected in 13 study areas, namely Study Areas 46, 50,
47, 33, 48, 45, 22, 6, 28, 32, 12, 34, and 36. In many of these study areas, the nature and
extent of perchlorate, and, in the case of Study Area 45, TCE contamination, have not been fully
characterized. In addition, groundwater wells downgradient of some of these areas have
historically exhibited elevated perchlorate and TCE detections, with values as high as
10,000 ppb for perchlorate (PW-2), and 1,500 ppb of TCE (CMW-2).

8.2

Conclusions

All known or suspected (regardless of the basis for that suspicion) WCLC operations areas have
been investigated for TCE and/or perchlorate. No TCE was found in the soil or soil gas samples
collected from these areas. As specified in the AOC, the primary objective of ENVIRON’s
remedial investigation was: “…to determine the nature and extent of contamination in the WCLC
operations areas on the Site, and the threat to the public health or welfare or the environment, if
any, caused by the release or threatened release of hazardous substances or pollutants or
contaminants by WCLC.” ENVIRON has met these remedial investigation objectives. The
hazardous substance TCE was not detected in any WCLC operations area; thus, there is no
indication of a release or threatened release of TCE in the WCLC operations area. The
contaminant perchlorate was found in the vadose zone well above the groundwater interface in
four study areas, and has been characterized.
In contrast, several non-WCLC study areas were found to contain perchlorate and/or TCE
contamination, the nature and extent of which, in almost all cases, remains uncharacterized.
Several non-WCLC areas, which have been reasonably well investigated, such as the
McLaughlin Pit, were found to be major sources of contamination, with perchlorate consistently
present throughout the soil profile and in groundwater directly below and immediately
downgradient of the study area. In most non-WCLC study areas, where the nature and extent
of the contamination remains largely uncharacterized, further investigation is warranted to
evaluate the potential impacts.

Summary and Conclusions

33
F-43

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

9 References
Documents
1.

BBL

2005

Limited Soil Sampling Report. Former Broco, inc.
Manufacturing Facility, Rialto, California. August
2005, rev. 1/27/2006.

2.

Danskin, W.R, McPherson, K.R.
and L.R. Woolfenden

2005

Hydrology, Description of Computer Models, and
Evaluation of Selected Water-Management
Alternatives in the San Bernardino Area, California,
United States Geological Survey Open File Report
2005-1278.

3.

Dutcher, L.C. and A.A. Garrett

1963

Geologic and Hydrologic Features of the San
Bernardino Area California, with special reference to
underflow across the San Jacinto Fault, Geological
Survey Water-Supply Paper 1419, United States
Department of the Interior Geological Survey.

4.

ENVIRON International
Corporation

2007

Revised Focused Summary Report of Investigation
of WCLC Use Areas, 160-Acre Site, Rialto,
California. March 30.

5.

ENVIRON International
Corporation.

2005

Site Investigation, 160-Acre Parcel, Rialto,
California. February 10.

6.

Geosyntec Consultants, Inc.

2006

Draft Additional Interim Remedial Investigation
Report, 21 October 2006

7.

Geosyntec Consultants, Inc.

2005.

DRAFT Remedial Investigation Report. Geosyntec
Consultants, March 24.

8.

GLA

2007

Hydrogeologic Model of Perchlorate Transport
Conditions in the Northern Rialto-Colton basin,
County of San Bernardino, March 2007

9.

GLA

2005

Revised Draft Interim Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Perchlorate and VOC
Impacts to Groundwater, January 2005.

10.

GLA

1998

Phase II Groundwater Flow Model, Mid-Valley
Sanitary landfill, County of San Bernardino,
California, July 1998.

11.

Kleinfelder

2008

Additional Site Assessment Report, Former Broco,
Inc./Denova Facility 2824 North Locust Avenue,
Rialto, San Bernardino County, California 92337,
September 4, 2008.

12.

Kleinfelder

2005a

Initial Perchlorate Investigation Report, ‘Former
Burn Pit Installed By Goodrich Corporation’ [sic],
a/k/a/ “The McLaughlin Pit,” Located at Rialto
Concrete Products, Inc. April 15.

13.

Kleinfelder

2005b

Surficial Perchlorate Assessment Report – Engle
Property. February 8, 2005.

References

34
F-44

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

Documents
14.

Kleinfelder

2003

Perchlorate Investigation Report, for Pyro
Spectaculars, Inc., 3196 North Locust Avenue,
Rialto, California. December 15.

15.

Locus Technologies

2004

Preliminary Perchlorate Investigation Report, Wong
Chung Ming Property, 3196 Locust Avenue, Rialto,
California. April 20.

16.

PES Environmental, Inc.

2004

Report, Supplemental Perchlorate Investigation,
American Promotional Events - West Facility, 3196
North Locust Avenue, Rialto, California. January 6.

17.

PES Environmental, Inc.

2003

Report, Perchlorate Investigation, American
Promotional Events - West Facility, 3196 North
Locust Avenue, Rialto, California. April 11.

18.

SAIC

2004

Final Report, Operating History 1941-1945, Rialto
Ammunition Back-Up Storage Point. January.

19.

Woolfenden, L. R. and K.M.
Koczot

2001

Bumerical Simulation of Ground-Water Flow and
Assessment of the Effects of Artificial Recharge in
the Rialto-Colton Basin, San Bernardino County,
California, U.S. Geological Survey Water Resources
Investigation Report 00-4243, Sacramento,
California.

20.

Woolfenden, L.R. and D. Kadhim

1997

Geohydrology and water chemistry in the RialtoColton Basin, San Bernardino County, California,
U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources
Investigations Report, 97-4012, Sacramento,
California.

References

35
F-45

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

Tables

F-46

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

Figures

F-47

Final Remedial Investigation Report
B.F. Goodrich

Appendices A - N
On CD

F-48

APPENDIX G

Revised Draft EIR Figures

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

G-1

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

This page intentionally left blank

G-2

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!

Add Poles:
24 TSP's
204 LWS
6 Wood

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

"

!

"

!

""
""

!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Citrus Ave

Beech Ave

San Sevaine Rd

Relocate existing distribution riser pole from
south west corner to north side of intersection

Removal of existing distribution pole and
transfer to proposed subtransmission pole

Rialto

RANDALL
Substation

N. Alder Ave

Fontana

Baseline Ave

Juniper Ave

Cherry Ave

#

#

ty P k y

! !
! !

Alder Ave

Inset Map

! !

!

! !

Project Components

! !

!!
!!
!!

Arrow Hwy

66 kV Subtransmission Source Line
and Fiber Optic Cable Route

Possible underground of existing distribution
and other joint poles use along 800 feet

!! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

e

!
!

2
e

!

ut
!

!

!

o

R
!

le
!

ic

!

be

""
""

ALDER
Substation

!

e

Ilex St

!

rc

!

ou
S

!

n
o

ab

!

!

si

!

!

C

!

is

!
!

pt
!

!

!

r

!

!

O

tr
ub

Fi

!

!

S
!

a

!
!

d
!

!

an

!
!

w
!
!

ti
!

!

E
!

!

! !

!

Heritage
Village
L i b er

Bohnert Ave

Ro ute
in e "
S o u rc e L
le Ro u
b
te 1
Fi be r Op t ic Ca

Relocate existing 12 kV distribution
on proposed LWS poles

!

! !

! !

""

!

Etiwanda Ave
SOURCE: SCE, 2011

"

"

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!

#

!

!

an

sm

G-3
"

"

Add Poles:
26 TSP's
42 LWS

!

!

L

!

!

in

!

!

e

!

!

R

!

!

o

!

ut

"

!

15

§
¨
¦

S Highland Ave

"

!

!

" "

"
"

Foothill FWY

!

Rancho
Cucamonga

Sierra Lakes

Sierra Ave

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!

!

!

"

!

210

§
¨
¦

Removal of existing distribution pole and
transfer to proposed subtransmission pole

!

io
ar

!

nt
O

Y

!

Banyan St

FW

Locust Ave

!

!

!

!

!

Summit Ave

Ald er Sub t ran sm iss io n

!

!

Wilson Ave
"

ETIWANDA
Substation

See
Inset Map

!

!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

"

!

!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!!
!!

Proposed Falcon Ridge Substation

ay
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railw

!!
!!
!!
!!

Access Road

!!
!!
!!

"

Pull and Tension Sites

Existing Facilities

Merrill Ave

!! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !!
!! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !! !!

Auto Club Speedway
0

1

#
! ! ! ! ! !

!!
!!

"

"
"

"

!!

!!

"

Substation
500 kV Transmission Line

Miles

Falcon Ridge Substation Project . 207584.09

Figure 2-2
Project

Falcon Ridge Substation Project . 207584.09
SOURCE: SCE, 2011

Figure 2-3
Substation Layout
G-4

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Figure 3.4a

Typical Subtransmission Structures

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Figure 3.4b

Subtransmission Structures

G-5
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment
Falcon Ridge Substation Project

Page 3-15

NOTE: Please note the appearance of any LWS guy poles would be substantially
similar to the appearance of a wood guy pole in terms of size and shape

Falcon Ridge Substation Project . 207584.09
SOURCE: SCE, 2010

Figure 2-5
Subtransmission Structures
Page 3-16

Southern California Edison

!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

! !
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

)
"

!

!

!

!

!

!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Fib er O pt ic

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Maple Ave

Sierra Ave

Citrus Ave

!

!

o
2

Cherry Ave

R

le

!

R
!
!

!

ne

!
!

Li

!
!

e

!
!

rc

!

ou

te

!

u
!

o

!
!

S
!
!

!

on

!

ab

!

!

si
!

!

is

C

ic

!

!

!

sm
!
!

pt

!

an

!

O

!

er

!
!

!
!
!

Fi

d
!

!

an
!

!

w

No. 6 -- Foothill
Service Center

V
U

Alder Ave

)
"

Ilex St

Staging Area # 4
Construction Yard

Juniper Ave

!

ti

!
!

E
!
!
!

! !
!
! !
! !
! !
!
! !
! !

RANDALL

# Substation

66

ETIWANDA
Substation

Staging Area # 8
Construction Yard

)
"

Inset Map
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway

Project Components
66 kV Subtransmission Source Line
and Fiber Optic Cable Route

Staging Area # 2
Etiwanda Generating Station

SOURCE: SCE, 2011

Staging Area # 1
Eastern Trans/Subs
Arrow Hwy

!

Etiwanda Ave

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!

"
)
#"
)

Baseline Ave

b

!

S
a

G-6

)
"

# ALDER
Substation

!

!

ub

tr

15

Staging Area # 5
Construction Yard

eA
ve

Bohnert Ave

!

!

ut

!

e

East Ave

§
¦
¨

)
"

See
Inset Map

ine Ro u
te
Sour ce L
1
e
Cable Rou t

!

§
¦
¨
210

Ald er Sub t ran sm issi on

24th St

Ri
ve
rs
id

Locust Ave

)
"
!

Staging Area # 7
Construction Yard
(Withdrawn)

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Staging Area # 3
Proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation

Proposed Falcon Ridge Substation

)
"

Staging Area
Access Road

)
"

#

Existing Facilities

#
0

1
! ! ! ! ! ! !

Substation
500 kV Transmission Line

Staging Area # 3
Proposed Falcon Ridge
Substation

Miles

Falcon Ridge Substation Project . 207584.09

Figure 2-6
Potential Staging Area Locations

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

"

"

!

!

""
""

Lowell Street

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Summit Ave

Mango Ave

!

!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!

!

Removal of existing distribution pole and
transfer to proposed subtransmission pole

!
!
!
!
!

"

Add Poles:
12 TSP's
76 LWS
6 Wood/LWS guy pole

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Sierra Lakes

N. Alder Ave

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

24th St

"

Locust Ave

!

!

!

"

!

er

!

!

Add Poles:
24 TSP's
204 LWS
6 Wood

Ri
v

210

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

§
¨
¦

"

!

!
!
!
!

Remove Poles:
32 Wood

#

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Cherry Ave

!

!

!

!

Sierra Ave

!

"

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Relocate existing 12 kV distribution
on proposed LWS poles

" "

ALDER
Substation

!

!

" "

15

!

Baseline Ave

Heritage
Village

Roanoke Rd

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

G-7

!

!

!

!

!

"

!

!

!

!

§
¨
¦

Removal of existing distribution pole and
transfer to proposed subtransmission pole

Relocate existing distribution riser pole from
south west corner to north side of intersection

Alder Ave

#

SOURCE: SCE, 2011

Junip er Ave

! !

ty P k y

Project Components

! !

!

! !

L ib e r

Citrus Ave

!
!

! !
! !

""

! !

!

"

!

! !

Alternative 1 66 kV Subtransmission Source Line
and Fiber Optic Cable Route

Arrow Blvd

! !

! !

Etiwanda Ave

#

"
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! !

ETIWANDA
Substation

Ilex St

"

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

RANDALL
Substation

Possible underground of existing distribution
and other joint poles use along 800 ft

Arrow Hwy

Proposed Falcon Ridge Substation

ay
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railw

Access Road

"

Pull and Tension Sites

Existing Facilities
Merrill Ave

Auto Club Speedway

0

1

#

! ! ! ! ! ! !

Substation
500 kV Transmission Line

Miles

Falcon Ridge Substation Project . 207584.09

Figure 3-1
Alternative 1: Lowell Street Realignment Alternative

si

de

Av
e

APPENDIX H

Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and
Compliance Program

Falcon Ridge Substation Project
(A.10-12-017) Final Environmental Impact Report

H-1

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

This page intentionally left blank

H-2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING,
AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON’S
FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT
(APPLICATION NO. A.10-12-017)

INTRODUCTION
This document describes the mitigation monitoring, reporting, and compliance program (MMRCP)
for ensuring the effective implementation of the mitigation measures required for the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC, or Commission) approval of the Southern California Edison’s
(SCE) application to construct, operate, and maintain the Project. All mitigation measures are
presented in Table H-1 provided at the end of this MMRCP.
If the Project is approved, this MMRCP would serve as a self-contained general reference for the
Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program adopted by the Commission for the
Project. If and when the Project is approved by the Commission, the CPUC will compile the Final
MMRCP based on this Appendix H to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and any
revisions to it that the CPUC may make during its EIR certification and permit approval processes.

California Public Utilities Commission – MMRCP Authority
The California Public Utilities Code in numerous places confers authority upon the CPUC to regulate
the terms of service and the safety, practices, and equipment of utilities subject to its jurisdiction. It is
the standard practice of the CPUC, pursuant to its statutory responsibility to protect the environment,
to require that mitigation measures stipulated as conditions of approval be implemented properly,
monitored, and reported on. In 1989, this requirement was codified statewide as §21081.6 of the
Public Resources Code. Section 21081.6 requires a public agency to adopt a MMRCP when it
approves a project that is subject to preparation of an EIR and where the EIR for the project identifies
potentially significant environmental effects. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines §15097 was added in 1999 to further clarify agency requirements for mitigation
monitoring and reporting.
The purpose of a MMRCP is to ensure that measures adopted to mitigate or avoid significant impacts
of a project are implemented. The CPUC views the MMRCP as a working guide to facilitate not only
the implementation of mitigation measures by the project proponent, but also the monitoring,
compliance, and reporting activities of the CPUC and any monitors it may designate.
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The Commission will address its responsibility under Public Resources Code §21081.6 when it takes
action on SCE’s applications. If the Commission approves the applications, it will also adopt a
MMRCP that includes the mitigation measures ultimately made a condition of approval by the
Commission.
Because the CPUC must decide whether or not to approve the SCE application and because the
application may cause either direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect effects on the environment,
CEQA requires the CPUC to consider the potential environmental impacts that could occur as the
result of its decisions and to consider mitigation for any identified significant environmental impacts.
If the CPUC approves SCE’s application for authority to construct and operate the substation,
subtransmission source lines, distribution getaways, and telecommunications facilities, SCE would be
responsible for implementation of any mitigation measures governing both construction and future
operation of the Project. Though other state and local agencies would have permit and approval
authority over construction of the transmission line, the CPUC would continue to act as the lead
agency for monitoring compliance with all mitigation measures required by this EIR. All approvals
and permits obtained by SCE would be submitted to the CPUC for mitigation compliance prior to
commencing the activity for which the permits and approvals were obtained.
In accordance with CEQA, the CPUC reviewed the impacts that would result from approval of the
application. The activities considered include the construction and operation of the new Falcon Ridge
Substation, subtransmission source line segments, distribution getaways, and telecommunications
facilities. The CPUC review concluded that Project implementation could result in significant
unmitigable impacts on Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Noise. All other potential impacts could be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels. SCE has agreed to incorporate all the proposed mitigation
measures into the Project. The CPUC has included the stipulated mitigation measures as conditions of
approval of the applications and has circulated a Draft EIR.
The attached EIR presents and analyzes potential environmental impacts that would result from
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project, and proposes mitigation measures as
appropriate. Based on the EIR, approval of the application would have no impact or less-thansignificant impacts in the following areas:












Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Energy Conservation
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology and Water Quality

Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources
Population and Housing
Public Services
Utilities and Service Systems

The EIR indicates that approval of the application would result in potentially significant impacts in
the areas of:







Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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The EIR indicates that approval of the application would result in significant unmitigable impacts in
the in the areas of:





Aesthetics
Air Quality

Noise

Roles and Responsibilities
As the lead agency under CEQA, the CPUC is required to monitor this project to ensure that the
required mitigation measures and any Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) are implemented. The
CPUC will be responsible for ensuring full compliance with the provisions of this MMRCP and has
primary responsibility for implementation of the monitoring program. The purpose of the monitoring
program is to document that the mitigation measures required by the CPUC are implemented and that
mitigated environmental impacts are reduced to the level identified in the Program. The CPUC has
the authority to halt any activity associated with the Project if the activity is determined to be a
deviation from the approved project or the adopted mitigation measures.
The CPUC may delegate duties and responsibilities for monitoring to other mitigation monitors or
consultants as deemed necessary. The CPUC will ensure that the person(s) delegated any duties or
responsibilities are qualified to monitor compliance.
The CPUC, along with its mitigation monitor, will ensure that any variance process, which will be
designed specifically for the Project, or deviation from the procedures identified under the monitoring
program, is consistent with CEQA requirements; no Project variance will be approved by the CPUC
if it creates new significant environmental impacts. As defined in this MMRCP, a variance should be
strictly limited to minor Project changes that will not trigger other permit requirements, that does not
increase the severity of an impact or create a new impact, and that clearly and strictly complies with
the intent of the mitigation measure. A proposed Project change that has the potential for creating
significant environmental effects will be evaluated to determine whether supplemental CEQA review
is required. Any proposed deviation from the approved Project and adopted mitigation measures,
including correction of such deviation, shall be reported immediately to the CPUC and the mitigation
monitor assigned to the construction for their review and approval. In some cases, a variance may
also require approval by a CEQA responsible agency.

Enforcement and Responsibility
The CPUC is responsible for enforcing the procedures for monitoring through the environmental
monitor. The environmental monitor shall note problems with monitoring, notify appropriate agencies
or individuals about any problems, and report the problems to the CPUC. The CPUC has the authority
to halt any construction, operation, or maintenance activity associated with the Project if the activity
is determined to be a deviation from the approved Project or adopted mitigation measures. The CPUC
may assign its authority to their environmental monitor.
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Mitigation Compliance Responsibility
SCE is responsible for successfully implementing all the adopted mitigation measures in this
MMRCP. The MMRCP contains criteria that define whether mitigation is successful. Standards for
successful mitigation also are implicit in many mitigation measures that include such requirements as
obtaining permits or avoiding a specific impact entirely. Additional mitigation success thresholds will
be established by applicable agencies with jurisdiction through the permit process and through the
review and approval of specific plans for the implementation of mitigation measures.
SCE shall inform the CPUC and its mitigation monitor in writing of any mitigation measures that are
not or cannot be successfully implemented. The CPUC in coordination with its mitigation monitor
will assess whether alternative mitigation is appropriate and specify to SCE the subsequent actions
required.

Dispute Resolution Process
This MMRCP is expected to reduce or eliminate many of the potential disputes concerning the
implementation of the adopted measures. However, in the event that a dispute occurs, the following
procedure will be observed:


Step 1. Disputes and complaints (including those of the public) should be directed first to the
CPUC’s designated Project Manager for resolution. The Project Manager will attempt to
resolve the dispute.



Step 2. Should this informal process fail, the CPUC Project Manager may initiate enforcement
or compliance action to address deviations from the Project or adopted Mitigation Monitoring
Program.



Step 3. If a dispute or complaint regarding the implementation or evaluation of the MMRCP or
the mitigation measures cannot be resolved informally or through enforcement or compliance
action by the CPUC, any affected participant in the dispute or complaint may file a written
“notice of dispute” with the CPUC’s Executive Director. This notice should be filed in order to
resolve the dispute in a timely manner, with copies concurrently served on other affected
participants. Within 10 days of receipt, the Executive Director or designee(s) shall meet or
confer with the filer and other affected participants for purposes of resolving the dispute. The
Executive Director shall issue an Executive Resolution describing his/her decision, and serve it
on the filer and other affected participants.



Step 4. If one or more of the affected parties is not satisfied with the decision as described in
the Resolution, such party(ies) may appeal it to the Commission via a procedure to be specified
by the Commission.

Parties may also seek review by the Commission through existing procedures specified in the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure for formal and expedited relief.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017)
Final Environmental Impact Report

H-6

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

Appendix H
Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program

General Monitoring Procedures
Mitigation Monitor
Many of the monitoring procedures will be conducted during the construction phase of the Project.
The CPUC and the mitigation monitor are responsible for integrating the mitigation monitoring
procedures into the construction process in coordination with SCE. To oversee the monitoring
procedures and to ensure success, the mitigation monitor assigned to the construction must be on site
during that portion of construction that has the potential to create a significant environmental impact
or other impact for which mitigation is required. The mitigation monitor is responsible for ensuring
that all procedures specified in the monitoring program are followed.

Construction Personnel
A key feature contributing to the success of mitigation monitoring will be obtaining the full
cooperation of construction personnel and supervisors. Many of the mitigation measures require
action on the part of the construction supervisors or crews for successful implementation. To ensure
success, the following actions, detailed in specific mitigation measures included in the MMRCP, will
be taken:


Procedures to be followed by construction companies hired to do the work will be written into
contracts between SCE and any construction contractors. Procedures to be followed by
construction crews will be written into a separate agreement that all construction personnel will
be asked to sign, denoting agreement.



One or more pre-construction meetings will be held to inform all and train construction
personnel about the requirements of the MMRCP.



A written summary of mitigation monitoring procedures will be provided to construction
supervisors for all mitigation measures requiring their attention.

General Reporting Procedures
Site visits and specified monitoring procedures performed by other individuals will be reported to the
mitigation monitor assigned to the construction. A monitoring record form will be submitted to the
mitigation monitor by the individual conducting the visit or procedure so that details of the visit can
be recorded and progress tracked by the mitigation monitor. A checklist will be developed and
maintained by the mitigation monitor to track all procedures required for each mitigation measure and
to ensure that the timing specified for the procedures is adhered to. The mitigation monitor will note
any problems that may occur and take appropriate action to rectify the problems. SCE shall provide
the CPUC with written quarterly reports of the Project, which shall include progress of construction,
resulting impacts, mitigation implemented, and all other noteworthy elements of the Project.
Quarterly reports shall be required as long as mitigation measures are applicable.
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Public Access to Records
The public is allowed access to records and reports used to track the monitoring program. Monitoring
records and reports will be made available for public inspection by the CPUC on request. The CPUC
and SCE will develop a filing and tracking system.

Condition Effectiveness Review
In order to fulfill its statutory mandates to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment
and to design a MMRCP to ensure compliance during Project implementation (CEQA Guidelines
§21081.6):


The CPUC may conduct a comprehensive review of conditions which are not effectively
mitigating impacts at any time it deems appropriate, including as a result of the Dispute
Resolution procedure outlined above; and



If in either review, the CPUC determines that any conditions are not adequately mitigating
significant environmental impacts caused by the project, or that recent proven technological
advances could provide more effective mitigation, then the CPUC may impose additional
reasonable conditions to effectively mitigate these impacts.

These reviews will be conducted in a manner consistent with the CPUC’s rules and practices.

Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program
The table attached to this program presents a compilation of the mitigation measures in the EIR. The
purpose of the table is to provide a single comprehensive list of impacts, mitigation measures,
monitoring and reporting requirements, and timing.
SCE proposed the following APMs to minimize impacts on biological and paleontological resources
from Project implementation. The impact analysis in this EIR assumed that these APMs would be
implemented as part of the Project.
APM-BIO-01 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Nesting Raptors: In order to avoid impacts
on nesting birds and raptors (common or special status), Project initiation shall be scheduled outside the
breeding season (i.e., March 15–September 15 for nesting birds; February 1–June 30 for nesting
raptors). If Project timing requires that work be initiated during this time period, a pre-construction
survey shall be conducted by a qualified Biologist for nesting birds and/or raptors within 7 days prior to
clearing of any vegetation or any work within 500 feet of construction areas. If the Biologist does not
find any active nests within the impact area, the vegetation clearing/construction work shall be allowed
to proceed.
If the Biologist finds an active nest within the construction area and determines that the nest may be
impacted or breeding activities substantially disrupted, the Biologist will delineate an appropriate
buffer zone around the nest depending on the sensitivity of the species and the nature of the
construction activity. The active site will be protected until nesting activity has ended to ensure
compliance with the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code. Encroachment into the buffer area
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around a known nest shall only be allowed if the Biologist determines that the proposed activity
would not disturb the nest occupants.
APM-BIO-02 Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub, Disturbed Riversidean Sage Scrub, and Annual Grassland/Disturbed Riversidean
Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub: Project impacts on sage scrub vegetation types would be avoided and/or
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Permanent impacts to disturbed Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub vegetation would be mitigated at a minimum replacement ratio of 1:1. Residual
temporary impacts on undisturbed/disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be restored on
site and/or mitigated at a replacement ratio of 1:1. Permanent impacts on undisturbed Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be mitigated at a replacement ratio of up to 3:1. Final compensation
ratios for impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be determined in consultation with
USFWS and CDFG.
A detailed restoration program shall be prepared for approval by SCE and the appropriate resource
agencies. Restoration shall consist of seeding and planting containers of appropriate Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub species. The program shall include, at a minimum, the following items:








Responsibilities and qualifications of the personnel to implement and supervise the plan.
Site selection.
Site preparation and planting implementation.
Schedule.
Maintenance plan/guidelines.
Monitoring plan.
Long-term preservation.

Additionally, the grading limits shall be clearly marked, and temporary fencing or other appropriate
markers shall be placed around any sage scrub vegetation adjacent to work areas prior to the
commencement of any ground-disturbing activity or native vegetation removal. No construction
access, parking, or storage of equipment or materials shall be allowed within the marked areas. SCE
shall be fully responsible for implementing the Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub Revegetation
Program until the restoration areas have met the success criteria outlined in the program. SCE and the
appropriate resource agencies shall have final authority over mitigation area sign-off. The site shall be
monitored and maintained for a suitable number of years to ensure successful establishment of
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub habitat within the restored and created areas, as determined by the
resource agencies.
In lieu of developing an offsite restoration program for permanent impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean sage scrub and
annual grassland/disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, SCE would pay mitigation fees to a
local conservation bank that would advance regional environmental objectives by restoring or
purchasing contiguous habitat whose natural resource values, species composition and habitat types
present are comparable to impacted habitat at the proposed Project site. For example, SCE has
identified the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank as a suitable, local conservation bank to meet
mitigation objectives under the guidance of the appropriate resource agencies.
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APM-PA-01 Develop and Implement a Paleontological Monitoring Plan: A project paleontologist
meeting the qualifications established by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists shall be retained
by SCE to develop and implement a Paleontological Monitoring Plan prior to the start of ground
disturbing activities for the Project. As part of the Paleontological Monitoring Plan, the project
paleontologist shall establish a curation agreement with an accredited facility prior to the initiation of
ground-disturbing activities. The Paleontological Monitoring Plan shall also include a final
monitoring report. If fossils are identified, the final monitoring report shall contain an appropriate
description of the fossils, treatment, and curation.
APM-PA-02 Paleontological Monitoring for the Project: A paleontological monitor shall be on
site to spot check ground-disturbing activities at depths greater than 5 feet during installation of the
Project. If very few or no fossils remains are found during ground disturbing activities monitoring
time can be reduced or suspended entirely as per recommendations of the paleontological field
supervisor. If fossils are found during ground disturbing activities, the paleontological monitor shall
halt the ground-disturbing activities within 25 feet of the find in order to allow evaluation of the find
and determination of appropriate treatment.
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TABLE H-1
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Aesthetics
Impact 4.1-1: The Project would
have an adverse effect on a
scenic vista.

Mitigation Measure 4.1-1: SCE and/or its contractors
shall use subtransmission line conductors that are nonspecular and non-reflective and insulators that are nonreflective and non-refractive.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans. SCE to
submit final design plans to the
CPUC.

At least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

Impact 4.1-3: Use of
construction conductor/wire
stringing set-up locations during
the approximately 12-month
construction period could result
in temporary adverse impacts to
visual quality.

Mitigation Measure 4.1-3: SCE and/or its contractors
shall not place equipment at the conductor/wire stringing
set-up locations more than 2 weeks prior to the required
use.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Impact 4.1-6: The Project would
introduce new sources of
substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Mitigation Measure 4.1-6: Implement Mitigation
Measure 4.1-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.11.

See Mitigation Measure 4.1-1.

See Mitigation Measure
4.1-1.

None Required

--

--

--

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: For diesel-fueled off-road
construction equipment of more than 50 horsepower, SCE
shall make a good faith effort to use available construction
equipment that meets the highest USEPA-certified tiered
emission standards. An Exhaust Emissions Control Plan
that indentifies each unit’s certified tier specification, Best
Available Control Technology (BACT), and the CARB or
SCAQMD operating permit number (if applicable) shall be
submitted to the CPUC for review and approval at least
30 days prior to commencement of construction activities.
Construction activities cannot commence until the plan has
been approved. For all pieces of equipment that would not
meet Tier 3 emission standards, the Exhaust Emissions
Control Plan shall include documentation from two local
heavy construction equipment rental companies that

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit a copy of the
Exhaust Emissions Control Plan
to CPUC for review.

At least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
No Impact

Air Quality
Impact 4.3-1: Project
construction activities would
generate NOx and PM10
emissions that could contribute
substantially to violations of
ozone and PM10 air quality
standards.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: SCE and/or its contractors
shall develop a Fugitive Dust Control Plan that
specifically describes how compliance with each of
SCAQMD Rule 403 Best Available Control Measures
(BACMs) shall be achieved. If it is determined that any of
the BACMs are not applicable to construction of the
Project, the plan shall present rationale as to why the
BACMs are not applicable and would not be
implemented. This plan shall be submitted to the CPUC
for review and approval at least 30 days prior to
commencement of construction activities, and the
approved plan shall be distributed to all employees and
construction contractors working on the Project.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit a copy of the
Fugitive Dust Control Plan to
CPUC.

Submit plan to CPUC at
least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3: Implement Mitigation
Measures 4.3-1a (Exhaust Emissions Control Plan) and
4.3-1b (Fugitive Dust Control Plan).

See Mitigation Measures 4.31a and 1b.

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a
and 1b.

See Mitigation Measures
4.3-1a and 1b.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: Where avoidance of
Riversidean sage scrub habitat is not possible, SCE shall
compensate for losses through habitat creation and
enhancement, and long-term preservation for temporary
and permanent impacts by implementing the following
measures:
 SCE shall establish buffer zones and mitigate for the
loss of special-status plant species and sensitive plant
communities. SCE and their contractors shall avoid
and minimize impacts to special-status plant species
and sensitive plant communities to the maximum
extent feasible. Avoidance will be carried out by
establishing a visible buffer zone around sensitive
areas prior to construction in coordination with a
qualified biologist, redesigning or relocating proposed
disturbance areas, locating staging areas within

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans.

Submit final design plans
to CPUC at least 30 days
prior to commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Timing

Air Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.3-1 (cont.)

Impact 4.3-3: Construction
activities would generate
emissions of criteria pollutants
that would be cumulatively
considerable.

indicates that the companies do not have access to higher
tiered equipment for the given class of equipment.

Biological Resources
Impact 4.4-1: Construction
activities could result in adverse
impacts to special-status plant
species.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.4-1 (cont.)

disturbed areas when possible, or using other
measures recommended by the CNPS (1998).
 SCE shall mitigate for Riversidean sage scrub
vegetation losses at a minimum replacement ratio of 1:1.
Residual temporary impacts on disturbed mule fat scrub
and undisturbed/disturbed Riversidean sage scrub shall
be restored on site and/or mitigated at a replacement
ratio of 1:1. Permanent impacts on undisturbed
Riversidean sage scrub shall be mitigated at a
replacement ratio of up to 3:1. Final compensation ratios
for impacts to Riversidean sage scrub shall be
determined in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG.
 As a component of the Program, SCE shall develop
and implement a five-year restoration mitigation and
monitoring program. The Program will be described in
a Restoration Plan that shall be subject to approval by
the USFWS, CDFG, and the CPUC. The Restoration
Plan shall include:

Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017)
Final Environmental Impact Report

-

detailed design drawings and specifications for the
mitigation site(s), including site drawings, final
grade elevations, an appropriately spaced planting
plan, a plant species list showing the number of
each plant species, and notes on proper site
preparation (including temporary erosion and
sediment control);

-

a discussion of ongoing maintenance practices to
protect the mitigation site, including a minimum 5year performance monitoring program with specific,
measurable performance standards to evaluate
mitigation success;

-

a contingency plan indicating actions and corrective
measures to be taken if monitoring indicates
performance standards are not being met;

-

a statement of financial assurance that the
mitigation will be constructed, maintained,
monitored, and contingencies implemented, if
necessary; and

-

a plan for restoring temporarily disturbed areas.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.4-1 (cont.)

 SCE shall submit an annual vegetation monitoring
report to the USFWS, CDFG, CPUC to document site
compliance, advise of remedial actions that were
undertaken during the previous monitoring year, and
advise of restoration site management needs for the
coming year. Reports shall be required for a minimum
of five years following initial site restoration to
document progress of mitigation areas toward
attaining the minimum performance standards.
 SCE shall revegetate all natural areas temporarily
disturbed by project activities. Revegetation criteria will
include general restoration concepts and methods,
including the use of locally native plants, protection
and restoration of soil conditions, and control of
aggressive non-native plant species. The planting
effort shall commence in the fall following completion
of construction at a given site. If the project is
expected to have an extended construction timeline,
revegetation shall be completed as extensively as
possible during each fall season. Interim revegetation
by hydroseeding or with a seeding mixture and mulch
using broadcast methods shall be implemented as
necessary to control erosion in disturbed areas prior to
final revegetation. The plant palette will include locally
native plants such as California buckwheat, black
sage, white sage, cane cholla, and California
sagebrush.
As an alternative to developing an off-site restoration
program for permanent impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and annual
grassland/disturbed Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
SCE shall purchase mitigation credits from the Cajon
Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved
conservation and mitigation bank with the capacity to
accommodate the project’s mitigation requirements.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.4-2: Construction
activities associated with the
Project could result in adverse
impacts to Los Angeles pocket
mouse and other non-listed
special-status wildlife species.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: SCE and/or its contractors
shall avoid impacts to occupied Los Angeles pocket
mouse habitat to the maximum extent feasible in the final
Project design. SCE shall define Los Angeles pocket
mouse habitat as “off limits” in construction plans and
specifications. If complete avoidance is not feasible,
mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce
potential project impacts within occupied habitat to the
maximum extent feasible. Such measures could include
minimizing that portion of the project footprint that could
encroach on an occupied habitat area and staging
materials and work so as not to encroach into such an
area. The presence of a Biological Monitor during Project
construction shall be required to further ensure that any
potential impacts to special-status wildlife species are
avoided and minimized. For those impacts that cannot
feasibly be avoided or further minimized, SCE shall
purchase mitigation credits from the Cajon Creek
Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved
conservation and mitigation bank with the capacity to
accommodate the project’s mitigation requirements.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Impact 4.4-4: Operation of new
transmission lines could impact
raptors as a result of
electrocution or collision.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: SCE shall follow Avian Power
Line Interaction Committee guidelines for avian protection
on powerlines. SCE shall use current guidelines to reduce
bird mortality from interactions with powerlines. The Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC, 2006) and
USFWS recommend the following:

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans.

Submit final design plans
to CPUC at least 30 days
prior to commencement of
construction activities.

 Provide 60-inch minimum horizontal separation
between energized conductors or energized
conductors and grounded hardware;
 Insulate hardware or conductors against simultaneous
contact if adequate spacing is not possible; and
 Use pole designs that minimize impacts to birds.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.4-6: Construction
within the existing Etiwanda
Substation could impact
federally protected wetlands.

Impact Alternative 15-BIO-1:
Construction activities
associated with the Project
could result in adverse impacts
to San Bernardino kangaroo rat.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017)
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-6a: SCE shall through Project
design, avoid jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and waters
of the state where feasible. This includes minimizing the
footprint of facilities at the existing Etiwanda Substation
that could impact jurisdictional areas and spanning
drainages that occur in the Project area.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-6b: In the event of any Project
changes that involve ground disturbance outside the
boundary of the Jurisdictional Delineation Report
(BonTerra, 2010e), a new wetland delineation shall be
performed.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans.

Submit final design plans
to CPUC at least 30 days
prior to commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans.

Submit final design plans
to CPUC at least 30 days
prior to commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-6c: Where jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters cannot be avoided at the
Etiwanda Substation, to offset anticipated temporary
impacts that would occur as a result of the Project, the
original contours and character of disturbed jurisdictional
areas shall be restored. A minimum replacement ratio of
1:1, or as otherwise agreed to by the resource agencies,
would be required to ensure that there would be no net
loss of habitat value. Disturbed portions of jurisdictional
areas shall be reseeded with an appropriate mix of native
species that are appropriate to the site to prevent locally
abundant non-native plants such as cocklebur from
colonizing disturbed areas.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Mitigation Measure Alternative 15-BIO-1: A habitat
assessment for San Bernardino kangaroo rat shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist within the Flood Control
District ROW Alternative if this route is approved. If no
potential occupied habitat is found during this
assessment, then no further action would be necessary. If
potential or occupied habitat is identified, USFWS
protocol-level trapping surveys shall be performed. Based
on survey findings, two potential outcomes are possible:

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities, if
Alternative 15 is selected.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact Alternative 15-BIO-1
(cont.)

 If San Bernardino kangaroo rats are not identified
during trapping, no impact would occur and no further
action would be required.
 If San Bernardino kangaroo rats are detected during
surveys, an alternate alignment could be selected or
the route altered to completely avoid all potential or
occupied habitat for this species. If complete
avoidance is not feasible, minimization measures shall
be implemented to reduce potential project impacts
within occupied habitat to the maximum extent
feasible. Such measures could include minimizing that
portion of the project footprint that could encroach on
an occupied habitat area, surveying and establishing
exclusionary perimeter fencing around such areas,
and staging materials and work so as not to encroach
into them. The presence of a Biological Monitor during
Project construction shall be required to further ensure
that any potential impacts to special-status wildlife
species are avoided and minimized. For those impacts
that cannot feasibly be avoided or further minimized,
SCE shall purchase mitigation credits from the Cajon
Creek Conservation Bank, which is a CDFG-approved
conservation and mitigation bank with the capacity to
accommodate the project’s mitigation requirements.

Impact Alternative 15-BIO-2:
Construction activities could
result in adverse impacts to
special-status plant species.

Mitigation Measure Alternative 15-BIO-2: If the Flood
Control District ROW Alternative is selected, portions of
the proposed alignment that have not been surveyed to
determine the potential presence or absence of specialstatus plants shall be surveyed following the most recent
CDFG rare plant survey protocol (CDFG, 2009).
Following surveys, two potential outcomes are possible:

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

 If special-status plants are not identified during
focused surveys, impacts would not be anticipated and
no further action would be required.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans.

If Alternative 15 is
selected, submit final
design plans to CPUC at
least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

 If special-status plants are identified during surveys,
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would
reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact Staging Area-BIO-1:
Construction activities could
result in adverse impacts to
special-status plant species.

Mitigation Measure Staging Area-BIO-1: Potential
Staging Area No. 8 shall be surveyed prior to the
commencement of any activities that may modify
vegetation, such as clearing or ground-breaking activities,
following the most recent CDFG rare plant survey
protocol (CDFG, 2009). Following surveys, two potential
outcomes are possible:

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to incorporate measures
into final design plans.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

If Staging Area No. 8 is
selected, submit final
design plans to CPUC at
least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.
During all phases of
construction activities.

 If special-status plants are not identified during
focused surveys or surveys indicate that special-status
plant habitat does not occur on-site, impacts would not
be anticipated and no further action would be required.
 If special-status plants are identified during surveys,
compensation for the losses shall be required by
implementing Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, which would
result in habitat creation and enhancement, and longterm preservation for temporary and permanent
impacts.

Cultural Resources
Impact 4.5-1: Project
construction could cause an
adverse change in the
significance of a historical
resource [inclusive of
archaeological resources] which
is either listed or eligible for
listing on the National Register
of Historic Places, the California
Register of Historical
Resources, or a local register of
historic resources; or to a
unique archaeological resource.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017)
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Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: Cease Work if Subsurface
Archaeological Resources are Discovered During
Ground-Disturbing Activities. If archaeological resources
are encountered during Project-related activity, SCE
and/or its contractors shall cease all activity within 100
feet of the find until the find can be evaluated by a
qualified archaeologist. If the archaeologist determines
that the resources are significant, the archaeologist shall
notify the CPUC and the resource shall be avoided if
feasible. If avoidance is infeasible, a Treatment Plan that
documents the research approach and methods for data
recovery shall be prepared and implemented in
consultation with CPUC and with appropriate Native
American representatives (if the resources are prehistoric
or Native American in nature). Work may proceed on
other parts of the Project area while treatment is being
carried out.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.
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commencement of
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit paleontological
monitoring plan to the CPUC
staff for review.

Submit plan to CPUC at
least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activity.

Timing

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.5-2: Project
implementation would have a
potentially significant impact on
a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique
geological feature.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2: Prior to the initiation of any site
preparation or start of construction, SCE and/or its
contractors shall contract with a qualified vertebrate
paleontologist, who shall be responsible for preparing and
implementing a paleontological monitoring plan. The
paleontologist must be a practicing scientist who is
recognized in the paleontologic community, and is proficient
in vertebrate paleontology, as demonstrated by institutional
affiliations or appropriate credentials, ability to recognize
and recover vertebrate fossils in the field, local geological
and biostratigraphic expertise, and publications in scientific
journals. The qualified paleontologist shall be available “oncall” to SCE and/or its contractors throughout the duration
of ground-disturbing activities. At a minimum, the scope of
services shall include:
 Preparation of a paleontological monitoring plan based
on final project design. The qualified professional
paleontologist shall review information presented in
this EIR, existing fossil localities in the region, Project
grading plans and all geological/geotechnical reports
developed to date to determine with greater precision
the depth and extent of geologic units of high
paleontological potential (e.g. older alluvial fan
deposits) within the areas to be excavated. Based on
the volume, depth and extent of soil excavations and
the professional judgment of the paleontologist, he or
she shall prepare a paleontological monitoring plan
describing the locations/phases of project construction
activity where paleontological monitoring of grounddisturbing activities would be needed. The monitoring
plan shall outline procedures to follow in the event of
discovery of a potentially significant fossil resource
and shall describe the assessment and salvage
procedures to be followed. The report shall also
identify a paleontological repository (i.e., a publicly
supported, not-for-profit museum or university
employing a permanent curator) that is willing and able
to accept and curate any fossil specimens recovered
from Project construction sites. Construction of the
Project shall not proceed until the report has been
reviewed and approved by the CPUC.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.5-2 (cont.)

 Active monitoring of construction sites for
paleontological resources. During construction of the
Project, paleontological monitoring will consist of
periodically inspecting disturbed, graded, and excavated
surfaces, as well as soil stockpiles and disposal sites, as
identified in the paleontological monitoring plan. The
monitor (which will be the professional paleontologist or
a designee) will have authority to divert grading or
excavation away from exposed surfaces temporarily in
order to examine disturbed areas more closely, and/or
recover fossils. The monitor will coordinate with the
construction manager to ensure that monitoring is
thorough but does not result in unnecessary delays. If
the monitor encounters a paleontological resource, he or
she shall assess the fossil, and record or salvage it, as
described below.
 Assessment and salvage of potential fossil finds. If
potential fossils are discovered incidentally by
construction crews, or in areas being actively
monitored, all earthwork or other types of ground
disturbance within 50 feet of the find shall stop
immediately until the qualified professional
paleontologist can assess the nature and importance
of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness
of the find, the monitor may record the find and allow
work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery
of the fossil. The monitor may also propose
modifications to the stop-work radius based on the
nature of the find, site geology, and the activities
occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage is
required, recommendations will be consistent with
SVP guidelines (SVP, 1995; SVP, 1996) and currently
accepted scientific practice, and shall be subject to
review and approval by the CPUC. If required,
treatment for fossil remains may include preparation
and recovery of fossil materials so that they can be
housed in the paleontological repository, and may also
include preparation of a report for publication
describing the finds. SCE and/or its contractors will be
responsible for ensuring that treatment is implemented
and reported to the CPUC. If no report is required, SCE
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.5-2 (cont.)

and/or its contractors will nonetheless ensure that
information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds
is readily available to the scientific community through
university curation or other appropriate means.

Impact 4.5-3: Project
construction could result in
damage to previously
unidentified human remains.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-3: If human remains are
uncovered during Project construction, SCE and/or its
contractors shall immediately halt all work in the immediate
vicinity, and SCE’s archaeologist or cultural resources
consultant shall contact the county coroner to evaluate the
remains and shall follow the procedures and protocols set
forth in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (e)(1). If the county
coroner determines that the remains are Native American,
SCE and/or its contractors shall contact the NAHC, in
accordance with Health and Safety Code §7050.5,
subdivision (c), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 (as
amended by AB 2641). Per Public Resources Code
5097.98, SCE shall ensure that the immediate vicinity,
according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological
standards or practices, where the Native American human
remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by further
development activity until the SCE archaeologist and/or its
cultural resources contractor has discussed and conferred,
as prescribed in this section (PRC 5097.98), with the most
likely descendents regarding their recommendations, if
applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple
human remains.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

If human remains are
discovered, SCE is to notify the
CPUC and San Bernardino
County coroner immediately.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Impact Alternative 1-CUL-1:
Project construction could
cause an adverse change in the
significance of a historical
resource [inclusive of
archaeological resources] which
is either listed or eligible for
listing on the National Register
of Historic Places, the California
Register of Historical
Resources, or a local register of
historic resources, or a unique
archaeological resource.

Mitigation Measure Alternative 1-CUL-1: SCE and/or its
contractors shall retain a qualified archaeologist (defined
as an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for professional archaeology) to survey those
portions of the final selected Project footprint that have
not been previously subjected to systematic pedestrian
cultural resources survey. After additional archaeological
survey is carried out, the archaeologist shall prepare a
report, for approval by the CPUC, that summarizes the
survey efforts, and evaluates any identified cultural
resources for their eligibility for listing in the National
Register, California Register, or local register, or as a
unique archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5.
Any resources determined to be significant shall be

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Archaeological
Survey Report to CPUC for
review.

If Alternative 1 is selected,
Complete survey and
submit report and
Treatment Plan (if needed)
to the CPUC at least
30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

None Required

--

--

--

None Required

--

--

--

None Required

--

--

--

Impact 4.9-1: Project
construction, operation and
maintenance would require the
use of certain materials such as
fuels, oils, solvents, and other
chemical products that could
pose a potential hazard to the
public or the environment during
routine transport, use or
disposal.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1: SCE and/or its contractors
shall prepare and implement a Health and Safety Plan in
accordance with applicable regulations prior to
construction. The health and safety plan shall identify the
chemicals potentially present in soil, health and safety
hazards associated with those chemicals, monitoring to
be performed during site activities, soil handling methods
required to minimize the potential for harmful exposures,
appropriate personnel protective equipment, and
emergency response procedures. The plan shall be
submitted to the CPUC for approval prior to
commencement of construction activities and shall be
distributed to all construction crew members prior to
construction and operation of the Project.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Health and
Safety Plan to CPUC for review.

At least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

Impact 4.9-5: The Project
would reduce compliance with
an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-5: Implement Mitigation Measure
4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.171.

See Mitigation Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure
4.17-1.

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact Alternative 1-CUL-1
(cont.)

avoided if feasible. If avoidance is infeasible, a Treatment
Plan that documents the research approach and methods
for data recovery shall be prepared and implemented in
consultation with CPUC and with appropriate Native
American representatives (if the resources are prehistoric
or Native American in nature).

Energy Conservation
Less than Significant

Geology and Soils
Less than Significant

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less than Significant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact 4.9-6: Construction,
operation and maintenancerelated activities in high fire
hazard areas could ignite dry
vegetation and start a fire.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-6: SCE and/or its contractors
shall prepare and implement a Fire Prevention and
Emergency Response Plan to ensure the health and
safety of construction workers, SCE personnel, and the
public during Project construction and operation. The Fire
Prevention and Emergency Response Plan shall include,
but not be limited to, the following:

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Fire Prevention
and Emergency Response Plan
and evidence of consultation with
SBCFD and local fire
departments to CPUC for review.

At least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

 Two water trucks each of 4,000-gallon capacity,
equipped with 50 feet of fast-response hose with fog
nozzles, shall be on-site during construction for
immediate response to fire incidents, unless this
provision is amended by the fire jurisdictions.
 Each Project construction site (if construction occurs
simultaneously at various locations) and the proposed
Falcon Ridge substation shall be equipped with fire
extinguishers and fire-fighting equipment sufficient to
extinguish small fires.
 All construction workers and SCE personnel visiting
the substation and/or subtransmission source lines to
perform maintenance activities shall receive training
on the proper use of fire-fighting equipment and
procedures to be followed in the event of a fire.
 The SBCFD and local fire departments shall be
consulted during plan preparation and fire safety
measures recommended by the agencies included.
 The plan shall list fire prevention procedures and
specific emergency response and evacuation
measures that would be required to be followed during
emergency situations.
 The plan shall be submitted to the CPUC for approval
prior to commencement of construction activities and
shall be distributed to all construction crew members
prior to construction and to all SCE personnel visiting
the substation during operation and maintenance of
the Project.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

None Required

--

--

--

None Required

--

--

--

None Required

--

--

--

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1: SCE and/or its contractors
shall develop a Construction Noise Reduction Plan in
coordination with the City of Rancho Cucamonga to be
implemented for construction activities within the City of
Rancho Cucamonga. The Plan shall be submitted to the
CPUC for review and approval prior to the
commencement of construction activities. The Plan shall
include, but not be limited to, the following measures for
construction activities:
 Publish and distribute to the potentially affected
community within 200 feet, a telephone number, which
shall be attended during active construction working
hours, for use by the public to register complaints. All
complaints shall be logged noting date, time,
complainants’ name, nature of complaint, and any
corrective action taken.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Construction
Noise Reduction Plan to CPUC
for review and approval.

At least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Less than Significant

Land Use
Less than Significant

Mineral Resources
Less than Significant

Noise
Impact 4.13-1: Construction
activities would violate City of
Rancho Cucamonga exterior
noise standards.

 All construction equipment shall have intake and
exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers
thereof, to meet relevant noise limitations.
 Maximize physical separation, as far as practicable,
between noise sources (construction equipment) and
noise receptors. Separation may be achieved by
providing enclosures for stationary items of equipment
and noise barriers around particularly noisy areas at
the project sites and by locating stationary equipment
to minimize noise impacts on the community.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Construction
Noise Reduction Plan to CPUC
for review and approval.

At least 30 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Noise (cont.)
Impact 4.13-1 (cont.)

 Utilize construction noise barriers such as paneled
noise shields, barriers, or enclosures adjacent to or
around noisy equipment associated with construction
activities, including access road construction, steel
pole installation and wood pole removal, etc., in the
immediate vicinity (i.e., within 200 feet) of sensitive
receptors. Noise control shields shall be made
featuring a solid panel and a weather-protected,
sound-absorptive material on the construction-activity
side of the noise shield. Shields used during linear
construction activities shall be readily removable and
moveable so that they may be repositioned, as
necessary, to provide noise abatement for
construction activities located near City of Rancho
Cucamonga residential receptors.

Impact 4.13-5: Constructionrelated noise levels would
increase ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the Project.

Mitigation Measure 4.13-5: In the event that nighttime
construction activity is determined to be necessary within
1,000 feet of sensitive receptors, SCE shall develop a
Nighttime Noise and Nuisance Reduction Plan that shall
be submitted to the CPUC for review and approval prior
to the commencement of construction activities. The plan
shall include a set of site-specific noise attenuation
measures that apply state of the art noise reduction
technology to ensure that nighttime construction noise
levels and associated nuisances are reduced to the
extent feasible.
The attenuation measures may include, but not be limited
to, the control strategies and methods for implementation
that are listed below. If any of the following strategies are
determined by SCE to not be feasible, an explanation as
to why the specific strategy is not feasible shall be
included in the Nighttime Noise and Nuisance Reduction
Plan.
 Plan construction activities to minimize the amount of
nighttime construction.
 Offer temporary relocation of residents within 200 feet
of nighttime construction activities.

Falcon Ridge Substation Project (A.10-12-017)
Final Environmental Impact Report

H-25

ESA / 207584.09
October 2012

Appendix H
Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program

TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

None Required

--

--

--

None Required

--

--

--

Mitigation Measure 4.16-1: SCE shall coordinate with
the City of Fontana Community Services Department to
ensure that appropriate warning signs are posted alerting
pedestrians and park users to pedestrian pathway and
park closures and informing users about nearby
alternative recreational resources, such as Koehler and
North Fontana parks.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit proposed
warning signs to the CPUC for
review.

At least 15 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

Noise (cont.)
Impact 4.13-5 (cont.)

 Temporary noise barriers, such as shields and blankets,
shall be installed immediately adjacent to all nighttime
stationary noise sources (e.g., auger rigs, bore rigs,
generators, pumps, etc.).
 Install temporary noise barriers that block the line of
sight between nighttime activities and the closest
residences within 1,000 feet.
 Publish and distribute to the potentially affected
community within 1,000 feet of pending nighttime
construction activities, a telephone number, which shall
be attended during nighttime construction working
hours, for use by the public to register complaints. All
complaints shall be logged noting date, time,
complainants’ name, nature of complaint, and any
corrective action taken.

Population and Housing
Less than Significant

Public Services
No Impact

Recreation
Impact 4.16-1: The Project
could increase the use of
existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that
substantial physical
deterioration of the facilities
would occur or be accelerated.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Transportation and Traffic
Impact 4.17-1: Project
construction would cause
temporary increases in traffic
volumes on area roadways, and
would temporarily reduce
roadway capacity and increase
traffic delays on area roadways
or cause conflicts with an
applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all
modes of transportation.

Mitigation Measure 4.17-1: SCE and/or its contractor
shall prepare and implement a traffic control plan to reduce
construction related traffic impacts on the roadways at, and
near the work site, as well as to reduce potential traffic
safety hazards and ensure adequate access for emergency
responders. SCE and/or its contractor shall coordinate
development and implementation of this plan with
jurisdictional agencies (e.g., San Bernardino County,
Fontana, Rialto, Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino), as
appropriate. To the extent applicable, the traffic control plan
shall conform to Part 6 (Temporary Traffic Control) of the
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(Caltrans, 2010), and shall include, but not be limited to, the
following elements:
 Circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts on
local road circulation during road and lane closures.
Flaggers and/or signage shall be used to guide
vehicles through and/or around the construction zone.

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Traffic Control
Plan and evidence of
coordination with local
jurisdictions (encroachment
permits, traffic control permits,
etc.) to CPUC.

At least 15 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

 Identifying truck routes designated by San Bernardino
County and local jurisdictions. Haul routes that
minimize truck traffic on local roadways shall be
utilized to the extent possible.
 Providing sufficient-sized staging areas for trucks
accessing construction zones to minimize disruption of
access to adjacent public right-of-ways.
 Controlling and monitoring construction vehicle
movement through the enforcement of standard
construction specifications by on-site inspectors.
 Scheduling truck trips outside the peak morning and
evening commute hours to the extent possible.
 Limiting the duration of road and lane closures to the
extent possible.
 Maintaining pedestrian and bicycle access and
circulation during Project construction where safe to
do so. If construction activities encroach on a bicycle
routes or multi-use paths, advance warning signs
(e.g., “Bicyclists Allowed Use of Full Lane” and/or
“Share the Road”) shall be posted that indicate the
presence of such users.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Transportation and Traffic (cont.)
Impact 4.17-1 (cont.)

 Identifying detours for bicycles and pedestrians, where
applicable, in all areas where maintaining pedestrian
and bicycle access and circulation during Project
construction cannot be safely done.
 Storing all equipment and materials in designated
contractor staging areas on or adjacent to the
worksite, such that traffic obstruction is minimized.
 Implementing roadside safety protocols. Advance
“Road Work Ahead” warning and speed control signs
(including those informing drivers of state-legislated
double fines for speed infractions in a construction
zone) shall be posted to reduce speeds and provide
safe traffic flow through the work zone.
 Providing advance notification to administrators of
police and fire stations (including fire protection
agencies), ambulance service providers, and
recreational facility managers of the timing, location,
and duration of construction activities and the
locations of detours and lane closures, where
applicable. Maintain access for emergency vehicles
within, and/or adjacent to, roadways affected by
construction activities at all times.
 Repairing and restoring affected roadway rights-of way
to their original condition after construction is
completed.

Impact 4.17-4: The Project
could substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature
or incompatible uses.

Mitigation Measure 4.17-4: Implement Mitigation
Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.171.

See Mitigation Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure
4.17-1.

Impact 4.17-5: Project
construction could temporarily
result in inadequate access to
adjacent roadways and land
uses for both general and
emergency vehicles.

Mitigation Measure 4.17-5: Implement Mitigation
Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.171.

See Mitigation Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure
4.17-1.
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TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Mitigation Measure 4.17-6: Implement Mitigation
Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.171.

See Mitigation Measure 4.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure
4.17-1.

None Required

--

--

--

Mitigation Measure CUMULATIVE-TRANS:
Coordinated Transportation Management Plan. The
Applicant and its construction management contractor(s)
shall work with San Bernardino County and local
jurisdictions (as appropriate) to prepare and implement a
transportation management plan for roadways adjacent to
and directly affected by the planned well facilities and
pipeline alignments, and to address the transportation
impact of the multiple overlapping construction projects
within the vicinity of the projects in the region. The
transportation management plan shall include, but not be
limited to, the following requirements:

SCE and its contractors to
implement measure as
defined.

SCE to submit Coordinated
Transportation Management
Plan and evidence of
coordination with local
jurisdictions to CPUC.

At least 15 days prior to
commencement of
construction activities.

CPUC mitigation monitor to
monitor compliance.

During all phases of
construction activities.

Timing

Transportation and Traffic (cont.)
Impact 4.17-6: The Project
could conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such
facilities.

Utilities and Service Systems
Less than Significant

Cumulative Effects
Impact CUMULATIVE-TRANS:
The Project’s contribution to
traffic increases and safety
hazards on local and regional
roads could be cumulatively
considerable.

 Coordination of individual traffic control plans for the
Project and other projects.
 Coordination between the contractor(s) and Applicant
in developing circulation and detour plans that include
safety features (e.g., signage and flaggers). The
circulation and detour plans shall address:
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-

Full and partial roadways closures

-

Bicycle and transit detour plans, where feasible

Circulation and detour plans to include the use of
signage and flagging to guide vehicles through
and/or around the construction zone, as well as any
temporary traffic control devices
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Appendix H
Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program

TABLE H-1 (continued)
MITIGATION MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM FOR THE FALCON RIDGE SUBSTATION PROJECT

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
Proposed in this EIR

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Cumulative Effects (cont.)
Impact CUMULATIVE-TRANS
(cont.)

-

Parking along arterial and local roadways

-

A public information outreach program to notify
nearby residents and businesses in the area of
construction activities

Haul routes for construction trucks and staging
areas for instances when multiple trucks arrive at
the work sites

 Establishment of protocols for updating the
transportation management plan to account for delays
or changes in the schedules of individual projects.
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APPENDIX I

Falcon Ridge Substation Project Intex
Alternative
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