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1.0 Introduction 
 
On October 3, 2013, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) approved Resolution T-17410 to 
award a California Advanced Services Fund (CASF) grant for the Winterhaven Last Mile Broadband Project 
(the proposed project) to TDS Telecommunications Corporation’s the Winterhaven Telephone Company 
doing business as TDS Telecom, Inc. (TDS or the applicant). The purpose of the project is to provide high-
speed internet service to a 15.67-square-mile area (proposed project area) that includes the Winterhaven, 
California community, other unincorporated areas of Imperial County, and areas within the Forth Yuma 
Indian Reservation, which is home to the Quechan Indian tribe. As defined by CPUC Decision 12-02-015, 
the need of the proposed project is predicated on the fact that these areas are underserved—broadband 
is available, but no facilities-based provider offers service at speeds of at least 3 megabits per second for 
downloads and 1 megabits per second for uploads. The purpose and need of the proposed project aligns 
with Senate Bill 1193 (approved in 2008 and codified in PUC Section 281) to approve funding for 
infrastructure projects that will provide broadband access to 98 percent or more of California households. 
 
CPUC Resolution T-17410 found that proposed project is subject to review pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Due to the proposed construction of facilities on the Fort Yuma Indian 
Reservation, the project is also subject to review pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The CPUC will serve as the lead agency under CEQA, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) will 
serve as the federal lead agency under NEPA.  
 
To comply with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) 
is being prepared. CEQA and NEPA both encourage public participation throughout the environmental 
review process. Scoping is a means of soliciting input, early in the environmental review process, 
concerning the project purpose and need, the range of alternatives to be analyzed, and the scope of the 
analysis to be included in the environmental document. This Scoping Report has been prepared to 
document the scoping activities conducted to solicit input from the public and government agencies, to 
identify public and agency concerns and to define the environmental issues and alternatives to be 
examined in the IS/EA. This report covers outreach conducted during the formal scoping period of August 
27, 2015, through October 2, 2015. Public and agency outreach efforts will continue throughout the 
project development process. 
  
2.0 Scoping Activities 
 
The scoping activities conducted for the proposed project are described below. 
 
2.1 Notice of Preparation (NOP)  

 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP), explaining that an IS/EA will be prepared for the proposed project, and 
requesting comments on the scope and content of the environmental information to be addressed, was 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse on September 1, 2015. The NOP was circulated to responsible, 
trustee, and federal agencies. The distribution list for the NOP is provided in the Notice of Completion in 
Appendix A.  

 
2.2 Notice of Public Scoping  

 
A public scoping notice was published in the newspaper, the Yuma Sun, on August 23 and August 24, 2015. 
The text of the public scoping notice was also provided for distribution to a representative of the Quechan 
tribe. Copies of these notices are provided in Appendix B.  
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2.3 Project Website and Multimedia Opportunities to Submit Comments    
 

CPUC maintains a website for the project, providing various documents and information regarding the 
project, at www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/index.html. The website 
provided information on how to submit comments during the scoping period. A screenshot of the website 
is provided in Appendix C.  An email address, fax machine, and a telephone line with a recorded outgoing 
message inviting comments on the scoping of the environmental document were also available.  The email 
address, telephone number and fax number were publicized on the project website and at the public 
meeting, to facilitate the submission of comments. 

 
2.4 Public Scoping Meeting  
  
A public scoping meeting was held at the Paradise Casino, at 450 Quechan Drive, Yuma, AZ, on Thursday, 
August 26, from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. Five members of public attended. A CPUC staff member and an 
environmental consultant for CPUC gave presentations on the proposed project and the environmental 
resource topic areas that are anticipated to be studied during environmental review. Representatives of 
the applicant were present and assisted in answering questions regarding the proposed project. Members 
of the public in attendance were encouraged to provide information that they may have regarding 
environmental resources that may occur in the proposed project area, concerns they may have regarding 
the potential for environmental impacts to result from the project, and suggestions they may have 
regarding the scope of environmental technical studies to be conducted for the project. Members of the 
public provided oral comments, which were noted on a flipchart by a consultant to CPUC. Comment cards 
were also available at the meeting for attendees to complete and submit to the CPUC. The meeting sign-
in sheet, meeting handouts, and the PowerPoint slides shown during the meeting are provided in 
Appendix D. 
 
3.0 Comments 
 
Comments were provided orally at the public meeting and summarized on a flipchart.  Appendix E 
presents copies a transcription of the notes from the flipchart.  Topics raised included the following: 
 

• Groundwater resources 
• Cultural resources 
• Potential seismic impacts 
• Potential land use impacts 
• Existing condition of internet access 
• Questions regarding the project  
• Questions regarding the grant funding

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/index.html
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Appendix B Contents: 
 

• Meeting announcement in the August 23, 2015, Yuma Sun 
• Meeting announcement in the August 24, 2015, Yuma Sun  
• Meeting notice provided to a member of the Quechan tribe, to distribute to other tribe 

members  
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Call 928-248-3113
or go to

www.OXIFRESH.com
to schedule an appt.
✔ Fast One Hour Dry Time
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✔ Pet Odor & Stain Removal Experts
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An $8 service charge will apply. Expires 8/31/15 
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The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) invites you to attend a public 
meeting on the Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved Broadband Project (Proposed 
Project). The Proposed Project, being proposed by the Winterhaven Telephone Com-
pany TDS Telecom, Inc., would extend high-speed internet service to an area approxi-
mately 15.67 square miles in size, including the community of Winterhaven, a portion 
of the Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian Reservation, and other areas of unincorporated 
Imperial County in southeastern California. The Proposed Project would involve in-
stallation of approximately 15.31 miles of new fiber optic cable underground within 
protective conduit, as well as buried vaults, equipment cabinets, and splice boxes along 
existing roads in the project area. The CPUC is the lead state agency, and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs is the lead federal agency, for preparation and review of an initial study/
environmental assessment (IS/EA), pursuant to the California Environmental Qual-
ity Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of the 
meeting is to provide information about the project and to solicit input on the scope 
and content of the environmental information to be included in the IS/EA. The date, 
time, and location of the public scoping meeting will be as follows:

Will you need an accommodation in order to attend and/or participate in this event? 
If so, please contact Tom Engels, Horizon Water and Environment at (916) 790-8548. 
Auxiliary aides and services are available to individuals with disabilities upon request.

Join us for a
Public Consultation Meeting

for the
Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved
Broadband Project on August 26th

Wednesday, August 26th, 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm
Paradise Event Center, Paradise Casino

450 Quechan Drive, Yuma, AZ 85364

00068646

CROP OF THE WEEK: SORREL

-

-

-
- -

PHOTO BY KURT NOLTE/YUMA COUNTY COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
IN THE YUMA AREA, sorrel is grown exclusively as an annual crop. 
Sorrel may be a little challenging to find in your local grocery store, the 
best place to look for sorrel is in specialty food stores, where it may be 
available fresh, or in pureed or canned varieties.

The sights and sounds 
of Yuma County 
agriculture in August! 
Looking at the fields, 

there is a lot more brown than 
green at this time of year. 
Growers are in the midst of 
harvesting Sudan hay, Sudan 
seed, dried beans and peas, 
alfalfa hay, Bermuda grass hay 
and seed, and other specialty 
seed crops. Cotton growers will 
probably start early picking in 
late August. The weather has 
been tough with all the extreme 
heat and humidity. Wheat fields 
have been harvested, stalks 
baled and the remaining organic 
matter turned into the soil.

Now is the time that the heavy 
tillage is done, while the soil 
profile to a depth of 3 feet or 
more is very dry and rippers 
can break up compacted layers 
and facilitate the soil structure. 
The soil structure determines 
how much air and water will get 
to the root zones of the coming 
produce crops.

This year, there seem to be 
many fields being bedded and 
then the beds covered with 
sheets of plastic. This process 
is called solarization, a method 
of weed control. The heat builds 
up under the plastic to tempera-
tures that will kill many weed 
seeds, reducing the need to use 
tillage and herbicides later in 
the year. Solarization may also 
help with insect and disease 
problems.

Along Highway 95, there are 
fields that are being continu-
ously flooded for days at a time. 
The practice of keeping a field 
saturated with water is thought 
to help to control the lettuce 
disease Sclerotinia sclerotio-
rum. The sclerotia, or the fungal 
‘seed,’ become hard and black 
when they mature. The sclerotia 
act like seeds and allow the fun-
gus to survive for several years 
in the soil. Control of Sclerotinia 
diseases must be accomplished 
by using a combination of 
cultural and chemical means. 
Presently, resistant lettuce 
varieties have not been success-
fully developed with enough 
resistance to make this a feasible 
means of control. Activity of 
this pathogen favors high soil 
moisture, high air humidity and 
cool temperatures. Research has 
shown that the use of drip ir-
rigation can dramatically reduce 
both factors near the soil surface 
and reduce the incidence of 
Sclerotinia diseases. Crop rota-
tion is another important tool in 
reducing the disease population 
in the soil. Planting non-host 
crops as corn, small grains and 
grasses are suggested rotation 
crops.

It should be mentioned that a 
non-crop fallow period does little 
to reduce the disease population. 
The wetting and drying of soil 
that occurs during a cropping 
cycle is much more effective in 

reducing the number of active 
sclerotia in the soil. Deep plow-
ing has been recommended to 
help reduce Sclerotinia diseases, 
but recent research does not 
support this practice. There are 
a number of fungicides that 
have excellent activity against 
Sclerotinia.

Avoiding overly wet soils by 
keeping the lettuce bed surface 
as dry as possible with careful 
irrigation is important as is ir-
rigation water management and 
good soil drainage.

There are continual improve-
ments to the technology used in 
the produce industry. One of the 
newest is a plant tape. Most folks 
understand what a seed tape is, 
some type of material with seeds 
imbedded in it that is merely 
planted, watered and then the 
seed grows. One of the problems 
with planting vegetable seed is 
that it is extremely expensive, 
from hundreds to thousands of 
dollars per pound. While every-
one uses precision seeders, most 
crops grown from seed must be 
thinned so the heads develop 
uniformly. While mechanical 
thinners were demonstrated at 
the Yuma Ag Summit in Febru-
ary 2015, the technology still is 
in the development stage. Also 
with the planting of seed, there 
is a percentage of the seed that 
do not germinate, leaving gaps 
in the crop line, something no 
grower wants to see. A YouTube 
video I recently saw shows little 
germinated lettuce on a tape. A 
machine then installs the tape 
with the plants on the field rows. 
Plants are spaced on the tape at 
the optimum distance for head 
development. If this technology 
becomes commercially success-
ful, it will greatly reduce the 
labor needed early in the crops 
growing season.

In a visit last year to a 
transplant-growing facility, I 
was surprised to learn that some 
growers are already transplant-
ing some lettuces. In addition, 
watermelons, cantaloupes, herbs 
and many other crops are being 
transplanted because a viable 
plant is going into the field.

All these changes in the early 
stages of produce production 
may in the long run reduce the 
production costs for these crops. 
Yuma County growers continue 
to be leaders in the development 
of more efficient and environ-
mentally sound methods of 
growing produce worthy of the 
winter produce capital!

County growers lead 
in efficient, earth-
friendly methods of 
growing produce

ASSOCIATED PRESS

WASHINGTON — Move over, 
“Obamacare.” A new poll finds 
Americans worried about medi-
cation costs and broadly support-
ing government action to curb 
drug prescription prices.

Overall, 72 percent said the 
cost of prescription medications 
is unreasonable, according to 
Thursday’s poll from the nonpar-
tisan Kaiser Family Foundation.

Regardless of party affiliation, 
large majorities support requir-
ing pharmaceutical companies 
to disclose how they set prices (86 
percent); allowing Medicare to 
negotiate drug prices on behalf 
of beneficiaries (83 percent); lim-
iting what drug companies can 
charge for medications to treat 
serious illnesses (76 percent); and 
allowing consumers to get pre-
scriptions filled by pharmacies in 
Canada (72 percent).

The 2016 presidential candi-
dates continue to debate Presi-
dent Barack Obama’s 5-year-old 
law expanding coverage for the 
uninsured, but the survey sug-
gests the public has other priori-
ties.

“The public is more focused on 
consumer issues like the price 
of drugs and out-of-pocket costs 
than the continuing political 
battles over the health care law,” 
said Drew Altman, president of 
the foundation, a clearinghouse 
for information on the health 
care system.

The Pharmaceutical Research 
and Manufacturers of America 
argues that government price 
controls would stifle an innova-
tive industry that is delivering 
cures for life-threatening illness-
es and allowing many people with 
chronic disease to lead produc-
tive lives.

But high-priced new drugs, in-
cluding a $1,000 pill for hepatitis 
C, have alarmed the public. In-
surers are complaining, and so 
are state Medicaid programs and 
the Department of Veterans Af-

fairs, which are legally entitled to 
lower prices.

Insurers and employers often 
require patients with private 
coverage to pay a bigger share 
of the cost of new drugs. At the 
same time, prices for some of the 
old generic stand-by medications 
have soared.

As a result, the drug industry 
seems to be taking a beating when 
it comes to public opinion. Only 
about 4 in 10 in the poll viewed 
pharmaceutical companies fa-
vorably, about the same share 
that holds a positive opinion of 
oil companies. Even airlines, the 
target of consumer complaints 
about bag fees and on-time per-
formance, were viewed favorably 
by 55 percent.

Overall, 73 percent said drug 
companies make too much profit.

“It’s clear that drug companies 
have overreached and their pric-
ing is not sustainable,” said To-
pher Spiro, the top health policy 
expert at the Center for Ameri-
can Progress, a think tank often 
aligned with the White House.

But it won’t be easy to translate 

public sentiment into govern-
ment policies that don’t spawn 
new problems.

“To arbitrarily limit the price 
of drugs without regard to ben-
efit or value would not be wise,”
said Spiro. More transparency is
needed about how pharmaceuti-
cal companies price their prod-
ucts, and more research is needed
to establish which drugs work
best, he added.

Although the public says it 
wants action, the poll also found 
an undercurrent of skepticism 
about government.

As a general proposition, 
Americans prefer marketplace 
competition over government 
regulation to keep drug prices in 
check, by 51 percent to 40 percent. 

The poll found that about half
of Americans take a prescription
medication, and of those, 7 in 10 
said their prescriptions are easy
to afford. But one-quarter have
difficulty paying for their drugs,
including 43 percent of those who
are in poor health, and 33 percent
of those with low incomes.

Poll: Majority in U.S. wants 
gov’t to curb prescription costs

ASSOCIATED PRESS
VARIOUS PRESCRIPTION DRUGS on the automated pharmacy assembly line 
at Medco Health Solutions are displayed in Willingboro, N.J. A new poll out 
Thursday finds that Americans strongly support government action to control 
prescription drug costs, regardless of their political affiliation.

Yuma Ag & You

YUMA 
GROWERS 

HAVE gotten 
better at 
growing 

crops in an 
efficient and 

environmentally 
sustaining 

method.

PHOTOSPIN.COM

Wake up every 
morning with the 

Yuma Sun
Chamber mixer

Super manager training

-

Basic training course

Business Glance

To submit business items, email Arlene Fornof 
at afornoff@YumaSun.com



Darin 
Fenger’s 
recent story 
in the Yuma 
Sun about 
the new 
owners of 
El Charro 
Cafe 
brought back fond 
memories of Yuma three 
decades ago, when I got 

to town.
I know there were other 

Mexican restaurants 
besides, but the ones 
back then that I vividly 
recall were El Charro, 
Chretin’s, La Casa 
Gutierrez and La Fonda. 
Of course, along with 
El Charro, La Fonda 
and Chretin’s remain in 
business, although the 

latter moved to a new 
location.

All my acquaintances 
back then had their 
decided preferences 
among the four, and every 
so often we engaged in 
debate about which was 
best. Truth be told, any 
one of us would gladly eat 
at any one of the four.

I’m sure the same 

argument played out all 
over town.

Congratulations are due 
Pauline Villa and Anna 
Martinez, who become 
the third generation of 
the Gutierrez family to 
operate El Charro. And I 
also tip my hat to all the 
other great restaurants in 
the area.

PageLotteries
Winning numbers selected Sunday, Aug. 23.

CALIFORNIA
Fantasy 5 - 3,7,31,35,39
Afternoon Daily 3 - 6,8,8
Evening Daily 3 - 7,7,2

First Take By John Vaughn, Bajo El Sol editor

3For more information or past winning numbers,
visit the Arizona or California lottery websites.
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The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) invites you to attend a public 
meeting on the Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved Broadband Project (Proposed 
Project). The Proposed Project, being proposed by the Winterhaven Telephone Com-
pany TDS Telecom, Inc., would extend high-speed internet service to an area approxi-
mately 15.67 square miles in size, including the community of Winterhaven, a portion 
of the Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian Reservation, and other areas of unincorporated 
Imperial County in southeastern California. The Proposed Project would involve in-
stallation of approximately 15.31 miles of new fiber optic cable underground within 
protective conduit, as well as buried vaults, equipment cabinets, and splice boxes along 
existing roads in the project area. The CPUC is the lead state agency, and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs is the lead federal agency, for preparation and review of an initial study/
environmental assessment (IS/EA), pursuant to the California Environmental Qual-
ity Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of the 
meeting is to provide information about the project and to solicit input on the scope 
and content of the environmental information to be included in the IS/EA. The date, 
time, and location of the public scoping meeting will be as follows:

Will you need an accommodation in order to attend and/or participate in this event? 
If so, please contact Tom Engels, Horizon Water and Environment at (916) 790-8548. 
Auxiliary aides and services are available to individuals with disabilities upon request.

Join us for a
Public Consultation Meeting

for the
Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved
Broadband Project on August 26th

Wednesday, August 26th, 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm
Paradise Event Center, Paradise Casino

450 Quechan Drive, Yuma, AZ 85364
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U.S. Attorney for the District 
of  Arizona John S. Leonardo an-
nounced Tuesday that the Bu-
reau of  Justice Assistance (BJA) 
awarded the City of  Yuma $42,924 
in grant funds, according to a 
City of  Yuma press release.

The Yuma Police Department 
will use the money for its part in 
the participation of  mobile data 
sharing between members of  the 
Yuma Regional Communications 
System (YRCS).

Kitzya Leal Quintero, grant 

writer for the City of  Yuma, ex-
plained in the news release that 
the goal of  the project is to “tie all 
county agencies together in or-
der to share information between 
them as needed.”

Quintero noted that without 
the funding it would be difficult 
for the Yuma County law enforce-
ment agencies to complete this 
project.

YRCS is an award-winning 
collaboration of  almost all local, 

state, tribal and federal public 
safety agencies in the region sur-
rounding Yuma. It was created in 
the aftermath of  the 9/11 terror-
ist attacks and it began as a way 
for various public safety agencies 
to be able to contact one another 
via radio while also maintaining 
secure connections to their re-
spective home bases.

In more recent times YRCS has 
added a joint computer-aided dis-
patch and a records management 

system allowing interagency 
sharing of  real-time data. For in-
stance, if  the U.S. Border Patrol 
is chasing a vehicle and it travels 
into the Yuma city limits, YPD 
officers can already have infor-
mation such as to whom the sus-
pect vehicle is registered and the 
exact locations of  the Border Pa-
trol vehicle and other officers and 
agents in the area.

The funding was requested by 
the Yuma Police Department to 

aid in paying for air card airtime
charges and Internet access for
virtual private network commu-
nications with mobile data com-
puters. This permits YPD and the 
other county-area public safety 
agencies the sharing of  informa-
tion.

The main objective of  the Dis-
trict of  Arizona’s office is to sup-
port local law enforcement agen-
cies, said Leonardo in a news
release. “We encourage all agen-
cies to be proactive and apply for 
future grant funding through our
Office of  Justice Program.”

Grant funds to be used for data sharing
BY RACHEL TWOGUNS

@RTWOGUNS Money will help public safety in Yuma

Buy these photos at YumaSun.com  PHOTOS BY RANDY HOEFT/YUMA SUN

Walk a Mile for Ashlly

Lutes Casino manager Laurie Nau-
Martocci (left in photo above) and 
servers Christy McMaster (center) 

and Carla Holmes check out the 
special T-shirts worn by workers 
at Lutes Casino, Pint House and 

Prison Hill Brewery during Friday 
night’s special Walk A Mile For 

Ashlly fundraiser, benefiting Ashlly 
Montes, who was injured in the 

recent alleged kidnapping of her 
roommate. Proceeds from the event 
are to be used to help Montes with 

her medical expenses. Servers at 
the three downtown eateries wore 
pedometers and collected pledges 

for how many miles they walked 
during the event, which lasted from 

5 p.m. until closing. Montes was 
a server at Lutes Casino. Holmes, 
wearing a special Walk A Mile For 

Ashlly T-shirt, explains the fundraiser 
to three Lutes Casino patrons.

ASSOCIATED PRESS

PHOENIX — Arizona 
Gov. Doug Ducey wants 
able-bodied Arizonans on 
the state’s Medicaid pro-
gram for the poor to pay into 
health savings accounts and 
be charged co-pays for some 
services, but those propos-
als and others he’s touting 
got a tough reception at the 
first meeting where the pub-
lic was allowed to weigh in.

Health care providers and 
patients said the governor’s 
proposals would likely end 
up costing the state more 
money by discouraging peo-
ple from getting treatment 
until they are far sicker. 
And their blunt assessment 
will be passed on to the Cen-
ters for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services, which must 
approve a waiver to allow 
them to go into force.

The most concerning pro-
posals to those who attend-
ed the first of  five planned 
public hearing were the co-
pays and mandatory premi-
ums Ducey wants the able-
bodied to pay and a five-year 
cap on enrollment.

“Our office has tried (co-
pays) and they really just 
don’t work. The effect they 
have is people just don’t 
come,” said Dr. Tim Jor-
dan, a Phoenix pediatrician 
who specializes in develop-
mental disabilities. “The 
short-term effect is you’ll 
save money because people 
just won’t participate in the 
program. And it seems like 
the purpose of  this is to get 
people not to participate.”

Jordan’s comments were 
echoed by several speakers 
at a meeting organized by 
the Arizona Health Care 

1st public hearings 
on Medicaid changes 
find wide opposition

Cost Containment System,
the state’s Medicaid plan.

But Ducey is set on what 
he calls a modernization of  
the health care insurance
plan for poor Arizonans.
In additional to “strategic
co-pays” for some services
limited to 3 percent of  a 
recipient’s income, his 
plan uses the 2 percent of  
income premium to fund 
an account an insured per-
son can use to pay for non-
covered services. Patients
can tap the account once 
they meet “wellness” steps
and keep unused cash when 
they move off  the program.

Only about 350,000 people
of  1.7 million now on the
plan would be affected. The 
elderly, disabled and those 
caring for young children 
would be exempt.

Co-pays and premiums, 
however, have been shown 
in studies to keep people 
from getting care and to ac-
tually drive up the ultimate 
cost because of  delays in 
seeking treatment, said Dee
Mahan, Medicaid program
director for Families USA,
a nonpartisan group that
pushes for increased access
to health care.

“What ends up happen-
ing is a lot of  times people 
can’t make those payments 
– when you’re very, very low 
income 2 percent is a lot –
and that means people drop
coverage or they don’t sign
up for the program,” Mahan 
said.

State Glance
ASSOCIATED PRESS

9-month-old girl pulled from
bathtub in critical condition

PHOENIX — A 9-month-
old girl has been hospital-
ized after being pulled from 
a bathtub in a Phoenix 
home.

Phoenix firefighters say 
they were called to the home 
near Cactus Road and 42nd 
Street Sunday morning af-
ter a family member found 
the girl in the tub.

Fire spokesman Larry 
Subervi says the child suf-
fered full cardiac and respi-
ratory arrest.

She is currently listed in 
extremely critical condition 
at Phoenix Children’s Hos-
pital.

It is unknown how long 
she was submerged.

Phoenix police officer shot at 
during traffic stop

PHOENIX — Phoenix po-
lice say an officer narrowly 
escaped getting hit by gun-
fire during a random traffic 
stop.

Police spokesman Vince 
Lewis says the officer tried 
to pull over a vehicle for 
speeding Sunday around 3 
a.m. near 67th Avenue and

Hazelwood Street.
Lewis says the car came 

to a stop but then the occu-
pants opened fire. Accord-
ing to Lewis, the officer 
was not injured by several 
rounds hit his police ve-
hicle. 

The suspects fled in a 
white sedan.

Designated drivers in Tucson 
rewarded with free gas

TUCSON — Drivers car-
rying impaired passengers 
in Tucson are being reward-
ed.

KVOA-TV in Tucson re-
ports that Pima County 
sheriff ’s deputies gave out 
gas cards to sober drivers 

with intoxicated passengers 
at a DUI checkpoint on Sat-
urday.

The department timed 
the checkpoint on the city’s 
south side to coincide with 
students going back to 
school.

Each gas card was worth 
$25.



Join us for a 
Public Consultation Meeting 

for the 
Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved 

Broadband Project on August 26th 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) invites you to 
attend a public meeting on the Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved 
Broadband Project (Proposed Project). The Proposed Project, being 
proposed by the Winterhaven Telephone Company TDS Telecom, 
Inc., would extend high-speed internet service to an area 
approximately 15.67 square miles in size, including the community 
of Winterhaven, a portion of the Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian 
Reservation, and other areas of unincorporated Imperial County in 
southeastern California. The Proposed Project would involve 
installation of approximately 15.31 miles of new fiber optic cable 
underground within protective conduit, as well as buried vaults, 
equipment cabinets, and splice boxes along existing roads in the 
project area. The CPUC is the lead state agency, and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs is the lead federal agency, for preparation and 
review of an initial study/environmental assessment (IS/EA), 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of the 
meeting is to provide information about the project and to solicit 
input on the scope and content of the environmental information to 
be included in the IS/EA. The date, time, and location of the public 
scoping meeting will be as follows: 

Wednesday, August 26th, 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm 
Paradise Event Center, Paradise Casino 

450 Quechan Drive 
Yuma, AZ 85364 

Will you need an accommodation in order to attend and/or 
participate in this event? If so, please contact Tom Engels, Horizon 
Water and Environment at (916) 790-8548. Auxiliary aides and 
services are available to individuals with disabilities upon request. 

NOTE:  This notice was provided to a representative of the Quechan tribe, to distribute to other members of the tribe.
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  STATE OF CALIFORNIA
PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION
TDS Telecom
Winterhaven Last Mile
Underserved Broadband Project
Commission Resolution T17410

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 computer.

Welcome to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) website
for the environmental review of the proposed TDS Telecom (TDS)
Winterhaven Last Mile Underserved Broadband Project (Project). The
proposed Project includes construction and installation of a fiberoptic
network that would extend highspeed internet service to the community
of Winterhaven, to a portion of the Fort YumaQuechan Indian
Reservation, and to other areas of unincorporated Imperial County in
southeastern California.

The objective of the proposed Project is to make available affordable
broadband internet services to currently underserved areas in Imperial
County, including a portion of the Fort YumaQuechan Reservation.

The proposed Project is subject to review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the CPUC is the CEQA Lead
Agency. The proposed Project is also subject to review under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the U.S. Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) is the NEPA Lead Agency. A CEQA/NEPA review is
being performed to evaluate the potential environmental impacts
associated with the Project. This website provides access to public
documents and information relevant to the CEQA and NEPA review
process.

Quick Links

Resolution T17410, dated October 4, 2013, approving funding of
the TDS grant application for the Project
Proponent's Environmental Assessment (PEA), dated April 21,
2015

Entire PEA, Including Appendices (55.6 MB)

http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep.html
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_Resolution_T-17410_100413.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Including-Appendices_042115.pdf
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PEA Only (5.5 MB)
PEA Appendices Only (49.3 MB)
PEA Appendix A  Project Plans (6.7 MB)
PEA Appendix B  CalEEMod Results (190 KB)
PEA Appendix C  Biological Resources Evaluation (8.8 MB)
PEA Appendix D  Waterway Delineation and Assessment
Report (7.4 MB)
PEA Appendix E  Class III Cultural Resources Survey
Report and Cultural Resources Correspondence (23.9 MB)
PEA Appendix F  Allands Data and Research, Inc., Report
(3.4 MB)
PEA Project Maps (5.1 MB)

Deficiency Letter, dated May 28, 2015, from CPUC regarding
review of PEA
TDS Response to Deficiency Items, dated June 17, 2015
Letter Deeming PEA Complete, dated June 24, 2015, from CPUC

Project Description

The proposed Project involves the construction of a secondgeneration,
veryhighbitrate digital subscriber line (VDSL2) fiberoptic network
capable of 25 Mbps/5 Mbps (megabitpersecond download/upload)
speeds. In total, approximately 24.65 km (15.31 miles) of new fiberoptic
cable would be buried within protective conduit along existing roads in
the project area, and approximately 2.25 km (1.40 miles) of existing
buried copper line would be used in the new system.

The proposed Project is funded in part by the California Advanced
Service Fund (CASF). On December 20, 2007, the CPUC in Decision
0712054 established the CASF program as a twoyear program to
provide funds for the deployment of broadband infrastructure in unserved
and underserved areas in California. CPUC Resolution T17410
approved funding in the amount of $2,063,967 from the CASF for the
proposed Project. A link to Resolution T17410 is provided above.

Environmental Review

The TDS PEA was deemed complete by the CPUC on June 24, 2015.
The CPUC subsequently determined that an Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was the appropriate CEQA document to
evaluate potential environmental issues associated with this project.
Based on discussions with BIA, preparation of an Environmental
Assessment (EA) is anticipated to be the appropriate level of review for
NEPA compliance. Therefore, the CPUC is coordinating with BIA to
prepare a joint IS/EA.

Scoping Meeting and Public Comment Period

CPCU conducted a public scoping meeting from 68 p.m. on
Wednesday, August 26, 2015. The meeting was held at the Paradise

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Only_Excluding-Appendices_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendices-Only_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendix-A_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendix-B_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendix-C_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendix-D_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendix-E_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Appendix-F_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA_Project-Maps_042115.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_Deficiency-Letter_052815.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_Responses-to-Deficiencies_061715.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/docs/TDS-Telecom_Winterhaven_PEA-Deemed-Complete_062415.pdf
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Event Center, Paradise Casino, 450 Quechan Drive, Yuma, AZ 85364.

The initial public comment period begins on August 26, 2015, and ends
at 5 p.m. on Monday, September 28, 2015. Members of the public,
interested parties and governmental agencies may provide comments
about the proposed Project via the contact information listed below.

Draft Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

CPUC is currently preparing the draft joint IS/EA. Please check this
webpage for updates about when the draft joint IS/EA will be available
for public review.

For Additional Information

The CPUC, through its Environmental Review Team, manages the
environmental evaluation of the proposed project. To request additional
information or to be added to the mailing list for project updates, please
contact us by email, fax, phone or mail, as follows:

Email: winterhavenproject@horizonh2o.com
Fax: (510) 3503592

Tollfree voicemail: (844) 2117510

Mail: Rob Peterson, CPUC
c/o Tom Engels

Horizon Water and Environment, LLC
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405

Oakland, CA 94612

The CPUC's Project Manager is:

Rob Peterson
Energy Division
Infrastructure Permitting and CEQA
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

   
This page contains tables and 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

mailto:winterhavenproject@horizonh2o.com?subject=TDS%20Telecom%20Winterhaven%20Project
mailto:juralynne.mosley@cpuc.ca.gov?Subject=TDS%Telecom%Winterhaven%Project
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/puc/energy/environment/current%2Bprojects/index.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/
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Meeting Materials for August 26 Public Meeting  
 
 
 
 

Appendix D Contents: 
 

• Meeting sign-in sheet 
• Project flyer: Winterhaven Broadband Project (TDS Telecom) 
• Comment card 
• PowerPoint handout of slides shown at the public meeting  









CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

WINTERHAVEN BROADBAND PROJECT (TDS TELECOM) 
Public Scoping 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The objective of the TDS Telecom Winterhaven Broadband Project is to make affordable high-
speed internet services available to currently underserved areas in Imperial County, including 
the community of Winterhaven and a portion of the Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian Reservation. 

The proposed project involves the construction of a second-generation, very-high-bit-rate 
digital subscriber line (VDSL2) fiber-optic network capable of 25 Mbps/5 Mbps (megabits-per-
second download/upload) speeds. In total, approximately 24.65 km (15.31 miles) of new fiber-
optic cable would be buried within protective conduit along existing roads in the project area, 
and approximately 2.25 km (1.40 miles) of existing buried copper line would be used in the new 
system. 

The proposed project is funded in part by the California Advanced Service Fund (CASF). On 
December 20, 2007, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) in Decision 07-12-054 
established the CASF program as a two-year program to provide funds for the deployment of 
broadband infrastructure in unserved and underserved areas in California. CPUC Resolution 
T-17410 approved funding in the amount of $2,063,967 from the CASF for the Winterhaven
Broadband Project.

The proposed project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), with the CPUC as the CEQA Lead Agency. The proposed project is also subject to review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), with the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
as the NEPA Lead Agency. A CEQA/NEPA review is being performed to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts associated with this project. 

A Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the project was prepared in April 2015 by 
TDS Telecom and deemed complete by the CPUC on June 24, 2015. The CPUC subsequently 
determined that an Initial Study (IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was the appropriate 
CEQA document to evaluate the project’s potential environmental issues. Based on discussions 
with BIA, preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) is anticipated to be the appropriate 
level of review for NEPA compliance. Therefore, the CPUC is coordinating with BIA to prepare a 
joint IS/EA. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

Public input is a valued and important component of the joint IS/EA development process. 
We invite members of the public, interested parties, and governmental agencies to provide 
comments about the content of the PEA prepared for this project. The deadline for comments 
is 5 p.m. on Monday, September 28, 2015. All comments received will be considered during 
the CPUC’s preparation of the draft joint IS/EA, which is anticipated to be available for public 
review in January 2016. 



COMMENT SUBMISSION 

Per the guidance provided by CEQA/NEPA, comments should focus on the sufficiency of the PEA 
document in identifying and analyzing the project’s possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which any significant effects might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful 
when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide 
better ways to avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects. The basis for your comments 
should be explained, including relevant data or references. 

SUBMIT COMMENTS TO: 

Mail Voicemail/Fax Email 

Rob Peterson, CPUC 
c/o Tom Engels 
Horizon Water and Environment 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Voicemail 
(Toll-Free) 
(844) 211-7510
Fax
(510) 350-3592

winterhavenproject@horizonh2o.com 

COMMENTS DUE: 

5 p.m. on Monday, September 28, 2015 

Please include your name, address, contact number, and email address for future 
correspondence related to this CEQA/NEPA process. 

Further information about the Winterhaven Broadband Project (TDS Telecom) 
may be found at the project website: 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/index.html 



CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
WINTERHAVEN BROADBAND PROJECT (TDS TELECOM) 

Scoping Comment Form 

Name: 

Group/Organization (optional): 

Mailing Address: 

Telephone No. (optional): 

Email (optional): 

 
Comments/Issues: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please use additional sheets if necessary. 

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS (POSTMARKED NO LATER THAN SEPTEMBER 28, 2015) TO: 

 MAIL:  Rob Peterson, CPUC Project Manager 
c/o Tom Engels 
Horizon Water and Environment, LLC 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405 
Oakland, CA 94612 

EMAIL: winterhavenproject@horizonh2o.com 
Questions? Please contact us or visit our website: 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/index.html 



Rob Peterson, CPUC Project Manager 
c/o Tom Engels 
Horizon Water and Environment, LLC 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405 
Oakland, CA 94612 

(fold here)

Place 

 Stamp 

 Here 

Tape 
Here-  

Do not 
staple 
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Winterhaven Broadband Project
(TDS Telecom)

Public Scoping Meeting

August 26, 2015

California Public Utilities Commission

Introductions

Rob Peterson
California Public Utilities Commission

Tom Engels
Horizon Water and Environment

Meeting Agenda
• Purpose of Scoping

• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Review Process

• Project Overview

• Receipt of Public Comment
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Purpose of Scoping
To provide the public and agencies with the opportunity to comment on 
the scope and content of the environmental assessment.

Scoping comments may include information on:

• Potential environmental issues

• Potential mitigation measures

• Potential project alternatives

• Characteristics of the existing environment

 PEA reviewed and deemed 
complete 
June 24, 2015

 PEA reviewed and deemed 
complete 
June 24, 2015

Public scoping meeting heldPublic scoping meeting held

Draft Initial Study / 
Environmental Assessment
Draft Initial Study / 
Environmental Assessment

Comments on Draft IS/EA
(30 days)
Comments on Draft IS/EA
(30 days)

Final IS/EA and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration certified 
by CPUC

Final IS/EA and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration certified 
by CPUC

CEQA/NEPA PROCESS 
(CPUC & BIA)

 TDS Telecom submits 
application for California 
Advanced Services Fund 
(CASF) Grant 
February 1, 2013

 TDS Telecom submits 
application for California 
Advanced Services Fund 
(CASF) Grant 
February 1, 2013

 CASF Grant 
approved by CPUC 
Resolution T-17410
October 4, 2013

 CASF Grant 
approved by CPUC 
Resolution T-17410
October 4, 2013

 TDS Telecom files 
Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) 
April 20, 2015

 TDS Telecom files 
Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) 
April 20, 2015

CASF Grant 
Award from CPUC

TDS receives authorization 
to start construction from 
CPUC (Spring 2016 
anticipated)

TDS receives authorization 
to start construction from 
CPUC (Spring 2016 
anticipated)

TDS submits Notice to 
Proceed to CPUC
TDS submits Notice to 
Proceed to CPUC

CPUC reviews and 
approves Notice to Proceed
CPUC reviews and 
approves Notice to Proceed

Start of Construction 
Approved by CPUC

BIA Issues Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) 
based on final IS/EA

BIA Issues Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) 
based on final IS/EA

CPUC monitors 
construction (about 2 
months) in coordination 
with TDS to ensure it 
occurs as approved in the 
IS/EA document

CPUC monitors 
construction (about 2 
months) in coordination 
with TDS to ensure it 
occurs as approved in the 
IS/EA document

Grant Funding, CEQA/NEPA and Construction Processes

CEQA/NEPA Review Process
• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA)

• Determines whether project would have any significant effects on the quality 
of the human and natural environment

• Identifies proposed mitigation measures for any potentially significant 
impacts to the environment

• Prevents significant avoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes in projects when governmental agency finds such changes to be 
feasible

• Discloses to public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the 
project

• Next steps: CEQA/NEPA document under preparation: Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment
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CEQA/NEPA Topics Anticipated
• Aesthetics

• Agricultural Resources

• Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions

• Biological Resources

• Cultural Resources

• Environmental Justice

• Geology, Soils and Seismic 
Potential

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials

• Hydrology and Water Quality

• Land Use and Planning

• Mineral Resources

• Noise 

• Population and Housing

• Public Services/Utilities and Service 
Systems

• Recreation

• Socioeconomics

• Transportation/Traffic

• Growth-Inducing and Cumulative 
Impacts

Project Objective

To make affordable broadband internet services 
available to currently underserved areas in 
Imperial County, including a portion of the
Fort Yuma-Quechan Reservation

Project Background and Purpose
• Winterhaven and other areas of unincorporated Imperial County, 

including a portion of the Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian Reservation,
currently do not have high-speed (“broadband”) access to the 
internet

• TDS granted $2,063,967 from CPUC for project, to match TDS
funding of $1,375,978

• In addition to residences, other institutions will benefit—San Pasqual 
Valley High School, San Pasqual Valley Elementary School, Bill M. 
Manes High School, San Pasqual Middle School, and San Pasqual 
Vocational Academy
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Project Components
• 9.01 miles (47,595 feet) of cable installed outside the Fort Yuma-

Quechan Reservation

• 6.3 miles (33,264 feet) of cable installed inside the Fort Yuma-
Quechan Reservation

• Installation sites along existing roadways with right-of-use and 
encroachment authorizations—no land acquisitions

• Fiber-optic telecommunications cable and protective 1.25-inch-
diameter high-density polyethylene (HDPE) standard dimension 
ratio (SDR)-11 conduits

• 10 equipment cabinets (each 2ʹ x 3ʹ x 4ʹ) installed atop buried epoxy 
composite vaults, each within 20-square-foot area

Construction Overview
• Estimated total construction time: two months

• Total ground disturbance not to exceed 12.5 acres

• No staging of equipment or materials in project areas

• Prompt site clean-up and surface restoration following construction

• Once installed, infrastructure essentially maintenance-free
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Construction Details
• Plow-type construction (68,101 feet of conduit):

o Bulldozer with single ripper to loosen soil along installation path

o Conduit installed at depth of 3.3 feet

o Ground disturbance limited to 8-foot-wide corridor

• Bore-type construction (12,758 feet of conduit)

o Horizontal drilling rig with steerable drill bit lubricated with 
sodium bentonite “mud”

o Conduit installed at depth of 5 feet

o Ground disturbance limited to two 8-foot boring pits for each 
canal/road crossing installation

• Pits for node vaults (3ʹ x 4ʹ x 6ʹ) excavated with backhoe

How to Comment
• Ask your questions or give comments orally tonight.

• Fill out a comment card to submit written comments and questions.

• Submit comments after tonight’s meeting by mail, phone or email:

• Comments due by 5 p.m. on Monday, September 28, 2015.

• For more information, visit the project website:
www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/horizonh2o/winterhaven/index.html

Mail Voicemail/Fax Email

Rob Peterson, CPUC
c/o Tom Engels
Horizon Water and Environment
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1405
Oakland, CA 94612

Voicemail
(Toll-Free)
(844) 211-7510

Fax
(510) 350-3592

winterhavenproject@
horizonh2o.com
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CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
WINTERHAVEN BROADBAND PROJECT (TDS TELECOM) 

Comments Provided During August 26, 2015, Public Meeting 

(transcribed from flipchart) 

The following comments were offered by attendees of the public meeting held at the 
Paradise Casino, in Yuma, Arizona, on Wednesday, August 26, 2015, from 6:00 to 8:00 
p.m.  This is a transcription of comments that were noted on flipchart by a member of 
the consulting team, recording comments made during the public meeting.  The 
comments were given in response to a request for comments on potential 
environmental issues to study in during environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Qua 

• There is potential for cable damage from farm activities.  

• High groundwater table – potential impacts 

• Where is the fiber optic cable coming from? 

• There was a previous installation of a communication cable along the railroad 
tracks, around 2005.  [TDS staff in attendance noted that this cable is for a 
different system.] 

• Will you hire monitors for cultural impacts?  There is potential for burial sites. 

• At the last meeting for this project some property owners objected to the use of 
their land. [TDS staff in attendance noted that the route has been changed to 
avoid those properties.] 

• The map of the proposed project does not show which side of road the cable will 
be on.  [TDS noted that the cable would be on the north side of Arnold Road and 
added that they will contact property owners and cannot cross a property 
without owner’s approval.] 

• How will the project affect phone service? [TDS noted that the new service 
includes phone service.] 

• It is very difficult to get internet service now. 

• Get signatures from the majority of land owners. 

• People may not have shown up at this meeting if they thought it was a done 
deal. 

• People who said no to the project may feel there is no more to say, and 
therefore may not have seen a need to attend the meeting. 

• Can’t you get internet access from satellite without having to put cable in the 
land? [TDS staff noted the satellite service is more expensive.] 
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• Earthquake faults could affect the fiber optic cable. 

• Disabled and sick people need landline for emergency calls. 

• Farm ditches could affect the project, there are farming activities right up to the 
road.  

• Lots of rutted roads, not much road improvement by the county. 

• Can the cable withstand heat? [TDS staff noted that the cable will be put in a 
housing/encasement and be buried for protection.] 

• Rainstorms cause electric outages [TDS staff noted that rain may affect service if 
a cable is damaged, in which case repairs are made. 

• When I call the phone company regarding service problems, they ask me to 
check the connection inside the house. [TDS staff noted that problems inside the 
house are the owner’s responsibility.] 

• Would there be new fees to keep the fiber optic line in service? 

• For the previous fiber optic project, there was digging along the tracks done 
without public notice, tribal council didn’t know about it, and landowners did not 
receive payment.  

• Is the project funded by a state grant? 

• How many projects are funded by those grants besides this one? 

• How much of the project costs are administrative, and how much are project 
costs? 

• Is this the only grant-funded project on tribal land? 

• How will landowners be compensated for allowing installation of broadband line 
on their property? 
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	d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise...
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	a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact; None)
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	i) Fire protection? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	ii) Sheriff protection? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	iii) Schools? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	iv) Parks? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	v) Other public facilities? (Less than Significant; Minor)
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	Regulatory Setting

	2.15.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Proposed Project
	a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (No Impact; None)

	No Project Alternative
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	2.16.2 Environmental Impacts
	Proposed Project
	a. Would the project conflict 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 including mass transit and non-motorized t...
	b. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designat...
	c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? (No Impact; None)
	d. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Less than Significant with Mitigation; Minor with Implementation of Mitigation Me...
	e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? (Less than Significant with Mitigation; Minor with Implementation of Mitigation Measures)
	f. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? (Less than Significant with Mitigation; Minor with...

	No Project Alternative


	2.17 Utilities and Service Systems
	2.17.1 Setting
	Environmental Setting
	Overview
	Water
	Sewer
	Solid Waste
	Telecommunications

	Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	State
	California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
	California Public Utilities Commission

	Local


	2.17.2 Environmental Impacts
	Proposed Project
	a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? (No Impact; None)
	b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? (No Impact; None)
	f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? (Less than Significant; Minor)
	g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (No Impact; None)

	No Project Alternative


	2.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance
	2.18.1 Environmental Impacts
	a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant o...
	Fish and Wildlife Habitat and Populations
	Important Examples of California History or Prehistory
	b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, t...
	c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less than Significant with Mitigation; Minor with Implementation of Mitigation Measures)
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	Environmental Setting
	Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	Executive Order 12898 (1994): Environmental Justice

	State
	Government Code Section 65040.12

	Local
	Imperial County General Plan



	2.19.2 Environmental Impacts
	Proposed Project
	a. Does the proposed project result in significant population or employment changes, or changes in housing and service? (Minor - Beneficial)
	b. Does the proposed project result in a disproportionately high and adverse impact on a minority or low-income community or population? (Minor – Beneficial)

	No Project Alternative
	a. Does the proposed project result in significant population or employment changes, or changes in housing and service? (Moderate)
	b. Does the proposed project result in a disproportionately high and adverse impact on a minority or low-income community or population? (Moderate)
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	Secretarial Order No. 3206 – American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal –Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act.
	Secretarial Order No. 3215 – Principles for the Discharge of the Secretary’s Trust Responsibility.
	US Department of the Interior Departmental Manual 512 DM Chapter 2 10-31-2000 – Departmental Responsibilities for Indian Trust Resources.


	2.20.2 Environmental Impacts
	Proposed Project
	a. Will the proposed project adversely affect ITAs? (Minor)

	No Project Alternative
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