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INTRODUCTION 

Technical Area: Air Quality 
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BACKGROUND 
The AFC states that the facility will use natural gas with an assumed maximum 
short-term sulfur content of 0.75 grains per hundred standard cubic feet (gr/100scf), but 
on an annual average, the sulfur content of natural gas would not exceed 0.25 gr/100scf  

DATA REQUESTS 
1. Please provide documentation from the proposed natural gas supplier of the 

guaranteed peak and average fuel sulfur content levels. 
Response: Enclosed as Attachment AIR-1 is a copy of the San Diego Gas and Electric 
Company (SDG&E) Rule 30 tariff that shows a maximum allowable natural gas total 
sulfur content of 0.75 grains/100 scf. This value is shown on Sheet 9, in Section H.2.e. 
SDG&E does not guarantee the average fuel sulfur content of the fuel. 

2. Please provide the most recent six months of daily peak and average gas sulfur 
content values from the proposed natural gas supplier, collected at the nearest 
available location to the proposed facility gas tie-in. If daily peak and average 
values are not available, please provide either weekly or monthly sulfur content 
values, whichever is available, with an explanation as to why short term 
measurements are not available 
Response: Enclosed as Attachment AIR-2 is a summary of the daily natural gas total 
organic sulfur (TOS) content sampling results for the Rainbow Natural Gas Compressor 
Station which is the main natural gas supply point for the SDGE system. As shown in 
this summary, during the period from January to September 2006, the peak and average 
daily natural gas TOS contents are 0.29 and 0.07 grains/100 scf, respectively. 

3. Please provide the steps and method the applicant will use to ensure continuous 
compliance with the sulfur content limits specified for the supplied natural gas 
fuel. 
Response: The Applicant will monitor the sulfur content of the natural gas based on 
monthly samples of natural gas composition or gas supplier documentation. The 
sampling frequency may be reduced depending on the compliance margin observed. 
The Applicant will negotiate appropriate conditions to implement this requirement with 
the Commission staff. 
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BACKGROUND: START UP AND SHUT DOWN EMISSIONS 
Table 8.1-21 lists the maximum start up emissions of each turbine as 320 pounds per 
hour (lbs/hr) for oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 2,000 lbs/hr for carbon monoxide (CO), and 
32 lbs/hr for volatile organic compounds (VOC). The footnote of this table states that the 
facility maximum hourly emissions will not exceed the above limits regardless of 
whether one of both turbines are simultaneously in start up mode. 

DATA REQUEST  
4. Please explain the steps that the applicant will take to ensure continuous 

compliance with the facility's hourly, daily and annual emission limits during start 
ups and shut downs. 
Response: The gas turbines will be equipped with NOx and CO continuous emissions 
monitoring (CEM) systems that will be able to monitor hourly, daily, and annual 
emissions, including during gas turbine startups and shutdowns. For VOC emissions, 
short- and long-term emissions will be monitored based on fuel use levels and emission 
factors. The VOC emission factors will be confirmed during annual compliance tests. 

BACKGROUND: DUCT BURNER USAGE 
The AFC section 8.1.5.1.1 states that duct firing “will be used infrequently (typically less 
than a 10 percent capacity factor on an annual basis)…” Appendix Table 8.1B-4 uses 
two different assumed duct firing assumptions: 800 hours per year to calculate the NOx 
emissions and 500 hours per year to calculate all other air contaminants. 

DATA REQUEST 
5. Please provide the maximum hours per year the facility would operate with duct 

burner and provide any associated assumptions and calculated emissions levels. 
Response: As shown in Table 8.1B-4 of the AFC for the maximum NOx operating 
scenario, the maximum hours per year of duct burner operation is expected to be 
approximately 800 hours/year. For the annual operating scenarios for the other 
pollutants, a lesser number of duct burner operating hours were assumed due to a 
corresponding greater number of non-duct burner baseload operating hours and/or 
startup/shutdown hours. However, the Applicant proposes that duct firing be limited 
through annual fuel consumption and emission caps for the facility, and not based on 
hours of operation. 

BACKGROUND: ESTIMATED FACILITY EMISSIONS 
The AFC section 8.1.5.2 provides tables, assumptions, and explanations of calculations 
used to estimate the facility air contaminants emissions. This section references 
Appendix 8.1B for specific assumptions used in each calculation steps. Appendix 8.1B 
contains numerous tables showing the results of the calculations for the facility's 
emissions without supporting explanations and discussions of the necessary 
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assumptions. As a result, staff cannot reproduce the facility's emissions that are listed 
throughout AFC Section 8.1.5.2 and Appendix 8.1B. 

DATA REQUEST 
6. Please provide the maximum number of start up and shut down events on a daily 

and annual basis. 
Response: As shown in Table 8.1B-4 of the AFC, maximum daily emissions are based on 
6 hours/day of gas turbine startups/shutdowns. Maximum annual emissions are based 
on 520 hours/year of gas turbine startups/shutdowns. However, the Applicant 
proposes that emissions from startups and shutdowns be limited through appropriate 
facility emission caps, and not based on operating limitations. 

7. Please provide actual calculations, assumptions, and methods used to estimate 
the facility daily and annual emissions provided in Tables 8.1-23 and 8.1-26. 
Response: The detailed emission calculations for Table 8.1-23 are shown in Tables 8.1B-4 
and 8.1B-5 of the AFC. The detailed emission calculations for Table 8.1-26 are shown in 
Tables 8.1B-8 and 8.1B-9 of the AFC. If there are more specific questions related to these 
tables, the Applicant would be pleased to answer them. 

8. Please provide the maximum annual operation hours for the auxiliary boiler. 
Response: As shown in Table 8.1B-4 of the AFC, the maximum expected annual 
operating hours for the auxiliary boiler are 1,664 hours/year. As shown in the annual 
operating scenarios in Table 8.1B-4 of the AFC, the number of boiler operating hours 
decreases as the number of gas turbine baseload operating hours increases because there 
is no need to operate the boiler if a gas turbine is operating. The Applicant proposes that 
emissions from the auxiliary boiler be limited based on annual fuel consumption and 
emission limits, and not based on limits on the hours of operation. 

9. Please provide turbine vendor guarantees to support the proposed emissions 
values listed in Appendix 8-1B. 
Response: The emission estimates in the AFC are based on expected BACT levels. Since 
the project is still in the permitting phase, no equipment has been purchased for the 
project. Consequently, equipment guarantees are not available at this time. 

10. Please provide explanations for footnote c of Table 8.1-23, which states that 
"…maximum annual VOC emissions occur under an operating scenario that does 
not include startups…" This statement does not support the maximum and 
average hourly start ups and shut down emissions that are provided in 
Table 8.1-21. 
Response: While it is true that hourly VOC emissions during a gas turbine 
startup/shutdown are expected to be higher then during baseload operation, for a gas 
turbine startup/shutdown to occur there must be a period of time when the gas turbine 
is not operating. Therefore, there is a trade-off between gas turbine startup/shutdown 
hours and hours when the gas turbine is not operating. Because of the gas turbine 
non-operating hours associated with each gas turbine startup, maximum annual VOC 
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emissions will occur with full time operation of the gas turbines rather than during 
cyclic operation of the gas turbines when there will be a combination of 
startup/shutdown, baseload, and non-operating hours. 

11. Please provide estimates of ammonium nitrates and ammonium sulfates, 
including any assumptions used, due to estimates of 226.9 tons of annual 
ammonia emissions. 
Response: The emission estimates for the project were based on the following: 

a. NOx emissions assume that 100% of emissions are in the form of NO2; 
b. SOx emissions assume that 100% of emissions are in the form of SO2; and 
c. Ammonia emissions assume that 100% of emissions are in the form of NH3. 

Consequently, no sulfate or nitrate emissions were calculated in the AFC for this project. 
According to a report prepared for the CEC1 the average sulfate and nitrate emission 
rates for natural gas-fired F-Class gas turbines are approximately 0.034 and 0.042 lbs/hr, 
respectively. These emission rates are for an average heat input of approximately 
1,810 MMBtu/hr2. The corresponding average sulfate and nitrate emission factor would 
be approximately 1.88E-5 lbs/MMBtu and 2.32E-5lbs/MMBtu, respectively. With a 
maximum heat input of 2,453 MMBtu/hr for each SBRP gas turbine/HRSG, the sulfate 
emission rate would be approximately 0.046 lbs/hr and the nitrate emissions would be 
approximately 0.057 lbs/hr per gas turbine/HRSG. 

BACKGROUND: CALCULATION OF EXISTING SBPP BASELINE EMISSIONS 
Similar to the above background statement on the facility’s estimated emissions above, 
the AFC section 8.1.5.2.2 consists of one paragraph that describes how the existing 
South Bay Power Plant (SPBB) baseline emissions were calculated using the fuel use 
records for the immediate preceding two years prior to the preparation of the SBRP 
AFC. The rest of the calculations referred to Appendix 8.1B, however, calculations, 
explanations and assumptions used are not included in Appendix 8.1B. 

DATA REQUEST 
12. Please provide detailed step by step calculations and specific assumptions used 

to calculate the SBPP facility baseline emissions of each criteria and non-criteria 
air contaminants. 
Response: The detailed baseline emission calculations for the SBPP are shown in Table 
8.1B-7 of the AFC. This table shows the two-year baseline fuel use level for each unit 
along with the emission factors used to calculate the two-year emission levels. For NOx, 
this table also shows a summary of the CEM emissions data for each unit. See Data 

 
1 Development of Fine Particulate Emission Factors and Speciation Profiles for Oil- and Gas-Fired Combustion 
Systems, February 2005, CEC-500-2005-039. Table 4-8. 
2 Development of Fine Particulate Emission Factors and Speciation Profiles for Oil- and Gas-Fired Combustion 
Systems, February 2005, CEC-500-2005-039. Table 4-2 (average of test runs 1-3). 
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Response 13 for additional information regarding the emission factors used for the SBPP 
baseline emission calculations. 

13. Please explain why emission factors were taken from the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA) AP-42 publication, instead of providing actual source 
test results used to calculate the SBPP baseline emissions. 
Response: The baseline emission calculations for the SBPP are based on AP-42 emission 
factors for CO, VOC, and PM10 because that was the basis for the emission calculations 
in previous annual emission inventory reports submitted to the SDAPCD for the SBPP. 
See Data Response 16 regarding availability of source test reports. 

14. Please provide specific amounts of each type of liquid fuel (bunker No.6 and jet 
fuel), on a quarterly basis, that were used at the existing facility in 2004 and 
2005. 
Response: Enclosed as Attachment AIR-14 is a table summarizing the liquid fuel use at 
the SBPP during 2004 and 2005 on a quarterly basis. This table was included as part of 
an August 21, 2006 letter to the SDAPCD that has been provided to the CEC on August 
23, 2006. The liquid fuel use for the boilers is No. 6 oil. The liquid fuel use for the gas 
turbine is jet fuel. 

15. Please provide copies of existing permits for existing SBPP units 1 to 4 and the 
SBPP combustion turbine. 
Response: Enclosed as Attachment AIR-15 are copies of the current SDAPCD permits 
for the SBPP. 

16. Please provide summaries of the most current source test results for the above 
boiler and combustion turbine units. 
Response: Enclosed as Attachment AIR-16 are copies of the most recent NOx source test 
results for the SBPP boilers and gas turbine. As shown in Attachment AIR-16, the most 
recent NOx compliance tests for Units 1 through 4 (boilers) and the gas turbine occurred 
earlier this year. The most recent CO, HC, and PM10 source tests for Unit 1 occurred in 
1997. The PM10 source test was only for oil-firing. The most recent PM10 tests for Units 2, 
3, and 4 occurred in 2001, but once again only for oil-firing. The Applicant has been 
unable to find any other CO, VOC, or PM10 source test reports for the units at the SBPP. 

17. Please provide explanations of why Reasonably Achievable Control Technology 
(RACT) emission limits were not used to adjust the SBPP facility baseline 
emissions. 
Response: To comply with the SDAPCD boiler RACT rule (Rule 69), the four boiler 
units at the SBPP were equipped with SCR systems. The installation of the SCR systems 
was completed in 2001. In addition, the SBPP gas turbine complies with the SDAPCD 
gas turbine RACT rule (Rule 69.3) and is equipped with steam injection. Consequently, 
the 2004-2005 baseline emissions for the SBPP meet RACT requirements and a further 
RACT adjustment was not necessary. 
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BACKGROUND: POTENTIAL PSD APPLICABILITY 
The AFC states that the new project would replace the existing SPBB, and that the net 
emission increases would not exceed the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) threshold; therefore, the project is not a major modification. 

The AFC Section 1.9 states that the services of the existing "…SBPP will continue 
indefinitely until there are changes to the regional power plant and transmission system 
and CAISO removes the RMR status for SBPP." 

Therefore, it appears that the modification to this stationary source would result in a net 
emission increase of each criteria air contaminant equal to the new emissions of the 
proposed SBRP, identified in Table 8.1-34, at least until the shut down and demolition of 
the existing SBPP is completed. Therefore the project can be viewed as a major 
modification to a major stationary source and thus may require a complete PSD review 
analysis. 

General Data Response 18: While there may be some operation of the SBPP during the 
commissioning phase of the SBRP, after the SBRP begins commercial operation the SBPP 
will be taken out of service and demolished. Regarding the potential for simultaneous 
operation of the SBPP and SBRP during the commissioning period, the combined 
emissions for these two plants will be monitored during the commissioning period. The 
combined SBPP/SBRP emissions during the commissioning period and the SBRP 
emissions following the commissioning period will not exceed the maximum annual 
emissions projected for the SBRP in the AFC (see Table 8.1-23). 

DATA REQUEST 
18. Please provide detailed analysis to demonstrate that the facility, which includes 

the proposed project and the existing SBPP, is exempt from PSD review during 
any overlapping commissioning, operation, and demolition scenarios for the 
existing and replacement units. 
Response: As discussed in General Data Response 18, the combined SBPP/SBRP 
emissions during the commissioning period and the SBRP emissions following the 
commissioning period will not exceed the maximum annual emissions projected for the 
SBRP in the AFC (see Table 8.1-23). Consequently, the net emission changes shown in 
Table 8.1-25 of the AFC remain unchanged and the SBRP will not trigger PSD review. 
With regards to construction/demolition emissions, and consistent with District and 
EPA regulations, since these are temporary emission sources they are not included in the 
calculation for purposes of PSD applicability. These emissions have been quantified, 
however, for purposes of CEQA review. 

19. If you cannot demonstrate that the proposed project and the SBPP exempt from 
PSD review, please provide additional discussion and analysis demonstrating 
compliance with the PSD requirements, including, but not limited to: 
(a.) identification of Class I and Class II areas; (b.) identification of potential 
impacts and mitigation in such areas; (c.) revised modeling analysis to include 

November 2006 AQ-6 Air Quality 
  EY062006001SAC/334533/063330003 (001.doc) 



SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
both proposed and existing project in operation; and (d.) a revised incremental 
analysis. 
Response: As discussed in Data Response 18, the proposed project will not trigger PSD 
review. 

BACKGROUND: AMMONIA EMISSIONS 
The AFC Section 8.1.5.2.4 identifies that the project would maintain ammonia emissions 
of 10 ppm at the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system exhaust. 

DATA REQUEST 
20. Please provide an explanation of why SCR systems with ammonia slip at 5 ppm 

or less are not technically feasible and cost-effective, or provide other 
documentation to support the proposed SCR with 10 ppm ammonia slip. 
Response: Technically feasible/cost effectiveness are terms associated with a BACT 
analysis. Because ammonia is not a pollutant regulated under the SDAPCD’s New 
Source Review (NSR) regulations, there is no BACT requirement for ammonia 
emissions. Consequently, there is no NSR requirement to perform a technical 
feasibility/cost effectiveness analysis for ammonia. The 10 ppm ammonia slip level used 
in the AFC for this project was selected because this level has been approved by the CEC 
for several power plant projects in California over the past years. For example, two 
projects approved by the CEC during the last two years with 10 ppm ammonia slip 
limits are the San Joaquin Valley Energy Center (approved 01/21/04, 01-AFC-22) and 
the Blythe Energy Project Phase II (approved 12/14/05, 02-AFC-01). 

BACKGROUND: AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS 
The AFC Section 1.9 states that the services of the existing "…SBPP will continue 
indefinitely until there are changes to the regional power plant and transmission system 
and CAISO removes the RMR status for SBPP." Thus, for a number of weeks, months 
or years, it is likely that both the proposed project and the SBPP will simultaneously be 
operating. Therefore, regardless of whether the proposed project and the SBPP could 
be exempt from the PSD review, it is necessary to determine the combined air quality 
impacts of both projects in operation through air dispersion modeling analyses. 

DATA REQUEST 
21. Please describe the modeling inputs (stack height, stack diameter, volumetric 

flow rate, and emission rates of NOx, CO, PM10 and SO2 for the existing boilers 
and combustion turbine) that would be used in an air dispersion modeling 
analysis of the existing SBPP. 
Response: See General Data Response 18 and Data Response 22. 

22. Using the input parameters from the data request above, provide an air 
dispersion modeling analysis (using the same modeling approach provided in the 
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AFC), of the simultaneous operation of both the SBPP under “normal” operation 
and the SBRP under the worst case initial commissioning scenario. Provide all 
input and output files in CD form. 
Response: See General Data Response 18. The requested modeling will be accomplished 
before the end of December 2006 as noted in the Applicant’s November 9, 2006 letter to 
the CEC requesting additional time to respond to selected data requests. 

23. Please execute the modeling analysis in data request 22 for the SBRP operating 
under the worst case normal operations with all input and output files in CD form. 
Response: See General Data Response 18 and Data Response 22. 

24. Provide summary tables of the results of the modeling analysis performed for the 
data requests above in a format similar to AFC Table 8.1-30. 
Response: See General Data Response 18 and Data Response 22. 

BACKGROUND: IMPACTS DURING FACILITY OPERATING AND DEMOLITION OF 
SBPP 
The AFC sections 1.9 and 8.1.5.5 appear to be in conflict regarding whether and when 
the existing SBPP would be shut down and be demolished until the SBRP is fully 
operational (p. 8.1-51). Section 8.1.5.5 also states that a detailed analysis of the 
emissions and ambient impacts is included in Appendix 8.1F. Staff found that Appendix 
8.1F has analysis of emissions and impacts for construction activities for the proposed 
project, but has not been able to find substantive material on the emissions and impact 
due to demolition of the existing SBPP. 

DATA REQUEST 
25. Please describe the modeling inputs for NOx, CO, and PM10 that would be used 

in an air dispersion modeling analysis of the demolition of the existing SBPP. 
Response: See General Data Response 18 and Data Response AIR-26. 

26. Please provide an air dispersion modeling analysis (using the same modeling 
approach provided in the AFC), of the simultaneous commissioning or operation 
of both the proposed project and the demolition of the existing SBPP. Provide all 
input and output files in CD form. 
Response: See General Data Response 18. The requested modeling will be accomplished 
before the end of December 2006 as noted in the Applicant’s November 9, 2006 letter to 
the CEC requesting additional time to respond to selected data requests. 

27. Provide summary tables of the results of the modeling analysis performed in the 
data request above in a format similar to AFC Table 8.1-30. 
Response: See General Data Response 18 and Data Response 26. 

November 2006 AQ-8 Air Quality 
  EY062006001SAC/334533/063330003 (001.doc) 



SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
BACKGROUND: TURBINE COMMISSIONING 
Section 8.1.5.3.3 identifies several scenarios where the proposed turbines undergo 
various operations with and without emission control systems in operation. Under the 
full speed, no load test (phase 1) the turbines' worst case NOx emissions can be as 
high as 100 ppm; under the minimum load test (without control, phase 2), the turbines' 
NOx emissions would be in the range of 9 ppm; and under full speed, no load (without 
control, phase 3) the NOx emissions would be 5.5 ppm. 

DATA REQUEST 
28. Please provide an explanation of why the turbines' NOx emissions vary from 

5.5 ppm to 100 ppm during commissioning even though no control systems are 
in operation. 
Response: As shown in Table 8.1B-9 of the AFC (footnote 2), the 100 ppm NOx level is 
for the commissioning test with elevated emissions from the dry-low NOx combustor 
because the combustor is not fully tuned and no SCR is installed. The 9 ppm NOx level 
is for the commissioning tests with the dry-low NOx combustor tuned and meeting its 
expected emission level, but with no SCR installed. The 5.5 ppm NOx level is for the 
commissioning tests with the dry-low NOx combustor tuned and with the SCR installed 
and achieving a partial control level (midpoint between an uncontrolled level of 9 ppm 
and a fully controlled level of 2 ppm). 

29. The turbines that are proposed in the AFC are the GE Frame 7F. Please explain 
why the applicant chose to use the experiences of commissioning the GE Frame 
7EA turbines at the Turlock Irrigation District’s Walnut Energy Center 
(02-AFC-4C) instead of the many Frame 7F projects that have seen 
commissioning in California in recent years (Sunrise, Elk Hills, Los Medanos, 
Delta, Moss Landing, Pastoria and Palomar). 
Response: Because complying with commissioning emission levels has been difficult at 
some 7FA projects (e.g., Palomar), leading to the need for a variance in at least one case, 
the Applicant chose to present a commissioning plan and schedule that was sufficiently 
phased and long enough to assure success without needing a variance. Not having the 
detailed commissioning plan for all recent power plant projects, the Applicant believed 
the Walnut Energy Center plan to commission its 7EA turbines included the detail the 
Applicant want and a conservatively large number of testing hours. The Applicant does 
not believe that the differences between the 7EA turbines and the larger 7FA turbines 
proposed for SBRP are sufficient to indicate different lengths of time for commissioning 
activities. 

BACKGROUND: TEMPORARY OFFSETS 
Section 8.1.6.3.2 of the AFC describes the proposed project as a modification to an 
existing stationary source, i.e., the new SBRP will replace the existing SBPP facility and 
units, therefore, contemporaneous emission reductions from the shut down of existing 
SBPP facility would be used to offset the new emissions from the SBRP. In other words, 
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the stationary source's post project emissions would be as much as, or exceed, the 
existing facility's pre-project emissions. However, as indicated in Section 1.9, the shut 
down of the existing SBPP facility is not entirely based on the decision of the applicant. 
Without enforceable permit condition(s), for both the proposed project and the existing 
SBPP, emission reductions from the shut down of the existing SBPP may not be 
contemporaneous, real, actual, permanent and enforceable. Therefore, it appears that 
the real impacts to the environment may have been severely underestimated, at least 
for a period when both plants are operating. 

DATA REQUEST 
30. During the period when the SBPP is still operated along side of the new SBRP, 

please provide additional temporary emission reductions to mitigate the project's 
emission impacts. 
Response: See General Data Response 18. As shown in Tables 8.1-34 and 8.1-35 of the 
AFC, there will be a net emission reduction in NOx, VOC, and PM10 emissions 
associated with the proposed project. In addition, there will also be a net emission 
reduction of PM10 and ozone precursors. As discussed in General Data Response 18, 
while there may be some operation of the SBPP during the commissioning phase of the 
SBRP, after the SBRP begins commercial operation the SBPP will be taken out of service 
and demolished. The combined emissions for these two plants will be monitored during 
the commissioning period. The combined SBPP/SBRP emissions during the 
commissioning period and the SBRP emissions following the commissioning period will 
not exceed the maximum annual emissions projected for the SBRP in the AFC (see 
Table 8.1-23), and, hence no new emission reduction or mitigation requirements will be 
triggered. With regards to short-term ambient impacts during the combined SBPP/SBRP 
operation during the commissioning period, see Data Response 22. 

31. Please provide detailed calculations, and any and all assumptions used to 
estimate the temporary emission reductions identified above. 
Response: As discussed in Data Response 30, no additional emission reductions or 
mitigation are necessary to address commissioning activities. 

BACKGROUND: REASONABLY AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (RACT) 
ADJUSTMENT OF OFFSETS 
Other issues involve evaluating the emission reductions from the shut down of the 
existing SBPP including the detailed calculations using actual test results, and the 
adjustment of the reductions for RACT. These factors could reduce the amount of 
available emission reductions. Again the foreseeable impacts from the operations of the 
SBRP may have been severely underestimated and under mitigated. 

DATA REQUEST 
32. Please identify steps that the applicant will take to secure sufficient and fully 

adjusted emission reductions of NOx, VOC, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5, including 
ammonia derived secondary PM2.5, to mitigate the proposed project impacts. 
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Response: As discussed in Data Responses 13 and 17, the emission reductions associated 
with the shutdown of the SBPP were calculated correctly. In addition, as discussed in 
Data Response 30, the emission reductions for the shutdown of the SBPP are sufficient to 
mitigate the emissions for the SBRP, including potential overlapping operations during 
commissioning of the new units. Consequently, the Applicant does not believe that 
additional air quality mitigation measures are required. 

BACKGROUND: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 
Section 8.1.7 states that an approved protocol for conducting a cumulative impacts 
analysis is included in Appendix 8.1H of the AFC. 

DATA REQUEST 
33. Please provide the cumulative impacts analysis or identify the timeline for 

completion and submittal of the cumulative impacts analysis. 
Response: Information on candidate facilities to be potentially included in a cumulative 
air quality impact analysis was requested from the SDAPCD in two letters submitted on 
December 21, 2005 and April 24, 2006. The requested information has not yet been 
received, but upon timely receipt of such in the near future, the cumulative impact 
modeling will be accomplished before the end of December 2006. 

Background: SOX Mitigation 
Section 8.1.8 states that the project will result in net reductions of NOx, VOC and PM10 
emissions and an increase in SOx emissions. Table 8.1-25 shows that the proposed 
project would result in a net SOx emission increase of 4.1 tons per year (TPY) after the 
shut down of SBPP. Because the SOx emissions increase would be below the District 
threshold for providing offsets, no SOx mitigation is required. However, since SOx is a 
precursor to PM10 and PM2.5 and the area is non-attainment for both the state's PM10 
and PM2.5 standards, the increase of SOx emissions should be mitigated. 

DATA REQUEST 
34. Please discuss the steps that applicant will take in providing 4.1 TPY additional 

SOx emission reductions to mitigate the project's SOx emission contribution to 
the ambient air quality. 
Response: As shown in Table 8.1-30 of the AFC, the modeled SO2 impacts for the proposed 
project, along with ambient background levels, are well below State and Federal standards. 
In addition, as shown in Table 8.1-35, there will be a net emission reduction of PM10 
precursors of approximately 9 tons/year associated with the proposed project. Therefore, 
the Applicant believes that additional mitigation for the proposed project is not required. 

35. Please provide a schedule for obtaining the additional 4.1 TPY of SOx emission 
reductions. 
Response: See Data Response 34.
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The general terms and conditions that apply whenever the utility transports customer-procured gas over its 
system are described below.  This rule shall be a part of any contract to provide such service. 

A. GENERAL

1. Subject to the terms, limitations and conditions of this rule and any applicable CPUC-
authorized rate schedule, directive, or rule, the customer will deliver or cause to be delivered 
to the utility, and accept on redelivery, quantities of customer-owned gas which shall not 
exceed the daily transportation capacity as set forth in the Contract.  The utility will accept 
such quantities of gas from the customer, or its designee, and redeliver to the customer on a 
reasonably concurrent basis, an equivalent quantity, on a therm basis, to the quantity 
accepted. 

2. The customer warrants to the utility that the customer has the right to deliver the gas 
provided for in the Contract and that the gas is free from all liens and adverse claims of 
every kind.  The customer will indemnify, defend and hold the utility harmless against any 
costs and expenses on account of royalties, payments or other charges applicable before or 
upon delivery to utility of the gas under the Contract. 

3. The point(s) where the utility will receive the gas into its system (point(s) of receipt) and the 
point(s) where the utility will deliver the gas from its system to the customer (point(s) of 
delivery) will be set forth in the Contract.  Other points of receipt and delivery may be added 
by written amendment of the Contract by mutual agreement.  The appropriate delivery 
pressure at the points of delivery to the customer shall be that existing at such points within 
the utility's system or as specified in the Contract. 

 4. Shippers other than customers may receive noncore intrastate transmission service on 
behalf of specified customers.  A shipper which demonstrates that it has a contract to supply 
gas to a customer may, with the customer's approval, exercise the customer's rights to 
transmission service on behalf of the customer.  Such a shipper may aggregate the rights of 
several customers for purposes of contract administration, applicable use-or-pay 
requirements or balancing requirements.  The customer shall remain ultimately responsible 
to the utility for payment of all applicable charges. 

 5. A customer may aggregate multiple facilities for purposes of contract administration, 
applicable use-or-pay requirements or balancing requirements. 

B. QUANTITIES

 1. Utility shall as nearly as practicable each day redeliver to customer, and customer shall 
accept, a like quantity of gas as is delivered by customer to utility on such day.  It is the 
intention of both parties that the daily deliveries of gas by customer for transportation 
hereunder shall approximately equal the quantity of gas which customer shall receive at the 
points of delivery listed in the Contract.  However, it is recognized that due to operating 
conditions either in the fields of production, in the delivery facilities of third parties, or in the 
utility system, deliveries into and redeliveries from the utility system may not balance on a 
day to day basis.  The utility and customer will use all due diligence to assure proper load 
balancing in a timely manner. 

ATTACHMENT AIR-1
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B. Quantities  (Continued) 

 2. Imbalances and associated charges will be calculated in accordance with the conditions 
specified in Schedule G-IMB. 

3. The gas to be transported hereunder shall be delivered and redelivered as nearly as 
practicable at levels equal to customer’s hourly and daily usage.  Utility may refuse to accept 
fluctuations in excess of customer's maximum daily quantity (MDQ), from day to day, if in 
utility's opinion receipt of such gas would jeopardize other operations.  Customer may make 
arrangements acceptable to utility to waive this requirement.  Utility does not undertake to 
redeliver to customer hereunder any of the identical gas accepted by utility for transportation, 
and all redelivery of gas to customer will be accomplished by substitution on a therm for 
therm basis. 

4. Gas shall be transported herein for use only by customer within California, and not for 
delivery or resale to a third party unless authorized by the CPUC. 

5. If customer does not use the full contract quantity specified in the Contract, the utility shall 
have the right to reasonably reduce annual and daily quantities to the customer's historical 
demand level evidenced at the time the contract is signed and/or by the customer's actual 
use of transportation service, as determined by the utility on an ongoing, reviewable basis. 

C. Operational Requirements

1. The customer must provide to the Utility the name(s) of its shipper(s) as well as any brokers 
or agents ("agent") used by the customer for delivery of gas to the Utility for transportation 
service hereunder and their authority to represent customer. Charges for using the 
Electronic Bulletin Board (EBB) are set forth in SoCalGas’ Rule 33. 

2. Transportation nominations may be submitted manually or through the EBB.  For each 
transportation nomination submitted manually, (by means other than the EBB such as 
facsimile transmittal), a processing charge of $11.87 shall be assessed.  No processing 
charge will apply to an EBB subscriber for nominations submitted by fax at a time the EBB 
system is unavailable for use by the subscriber. 

3. Transportation nominations submitted via the EBB for the Timely Nomination cycle must be 
received by the Utility by 9:30 a.m. Pacific Clock Time one day prior to the flow date.  
Nominations submitted via fax must be received by the Utility by 8:30 a.m. Pacific Clock 
Time one day prior to the flow date.  Nominations received after the nomination deadline will 
be processed after the nominations received before the nomination deadline.  All 
nominations are considered original nominations and should be replaced to be changed. 

 Nominations submitted via the EBB for the Evening Nomination cycle must be received by 
the Utility by 4:00 p.m. Pacific Clock Time one day prior to the flow date.  Nominations 
submitted via fax must be received by the Utility by 3:00 p.m. Pacific Clock Time one day 
prior to the flow date. 

T
T

T
T

T

T

T



     
     
   Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 13112-G

San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
San Diego, California  Canceling Original Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 12129-G

RULE 30 Sheet 3

 TRANSPORTATION OF CUSTOMER-PROCURED GAS

   (Continued)     
3C6   Issued by  Date Filed Jul 15, 2003 
Advice Ltr. No. 1390-G Lee Schavrien  Effective Aug 24, 2003 
   Vice President     
Decision No.   Regulatory Affairs  Resolution No.  

C. Operational Requirements

3. (Continued) 

Nominations submitted via the EBB for the Intraday 1 Nomination cycle must be received by 
the Utility by 8:00 a.m. Pacific Clock Time on the flow date.  Nominations submitted via fax 
must be received by the Utility by 7:00 a.m. Pacific Clock Time on the flow date. 

Nominations submitted via the EBB for the Intraday 2 Nomination cycle must be received by 
the Utility by 3:00 p.m. Pacific Clock Time on the flow date.  Nominations submitted via fax 
must be received by the Utility by 2:00 p.m. Pacific Clock Time on the flow date.   

Evening and Intraday nominations may be used to request an increase or decrease to 
scheduled volumes or a change to receipt or delivery points. 

4. Where gas is transported by a shipper or agent to more than one customer of the Utility and 
the transporting pipeline's allocation to the shipper or agent is less than the shipper's or 
agent's requested quantity, such shipper or agent must allocate among its customers the 
total quantity of gas delivered each day to the Utility by the shipper or agent. 

 An allocation ranking must be submitted to the Utility no later than 3:00 p.m. Pacific Clock 
Time on the date of flow.  An allocation ranking should be received for each flow date from 
each shipper.  Agent rankings should be submitted along with the nominations. 

 If no allocation ranking is made by such shipper or agent by the due date and time, the Utility 
will use a pro rata allocation in allocating delivered quantities among the shipper's or agent's 
customers and the Utility's allocation of these quantities will prevail.  The total quantity 
allocated among the customers of a shipper or agent during a month shall be adjusted by 
the Utility if necessary to match the actual monthly delivery to the Utility for the shipper or 
agent as reported by the transporting pipeline. 

5. As between the customer and the Utility, the customer shall be deemed to be in control and 
possession of the gas to be delivered hereunder and responsible for any damage or injury 
caused thereby until the gas has been delivered at the point(s) of receipt.  The Utility shall 
thereafter be deemed to be in control and possession of the gas after delivery to the Utility at 
the point(s) of receipt and shall be responsible for any damage or injury caused thereby until 
the same shall have been redelivered at the point(s) of delivery, unless the damage or injury 
has been caused by the quality of gas originally delivered to the Utility, for which the 
customer shall remain responsible. 

6. Any penalties or charges incurred by the Utility under an interstate or intrastate supplier 
contract as a result of accommodating transportation service shall be paid by the responsible 
customer. 

7. Customers receiving service from the Utility for the transportation of customer-owned gas 
shall pay any costs incurred by the Utility because of any failure by third parties to perform 
their obligations related to providing such service. 

T

T
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D. Interruption of Service

1. The customer's priority and service level for transportation service shall be in accordance 
with Rule 14.  If the customer's gas use is classified in more than one priority and/or service 
level, it is the customer's responsibility to inform the utility of the priority or priorities and 
service levels applicable to transportation service.  Once established, such priorities cannot 
be changed during a curtailment period or more often than monthly except that service level 
5 rates, which affect their curtailment status, may be changed as often as once per month. 

2. The utility shall have the right, without liability, to interrupt the acceptance or redelivery of 
gas whenever it becomes necessary to test, alter, modify, enlarge or repair any facility or 
property comprising a part of, or appurtenant to, the utility's system or otherwise related to its 
operation.  The utility will try to cause a minimum of inconvenience to the customer.  Except 
in cases of unforeseen emergency, the utility shall give a minimum of ten (10) days advance 
written notice of such activity. 

E. Nomination in Excess of System Capacity

1. In the event SoCalGas declares that the transportation nominations received for a specific 
date of gas flow (“flow date”) exceeds its expected system capacity (including storage) on 
such flow date, SDG&E shall apply Buy-Back service under its Schedule G-IMB separately 
for each flow date that is overnominated.  In such event, SDG&E shall follow the procedure 
set forth below. 

2. SoCalGas shall notify all applicable customers that an excess nominations period shall be 
instituted. SoCalGas shall provide such notice via the EBB system. 

3. The excess nomination period shall begin on the flow date(s) indicated by SoCalGas. 
Customers shall be allowed to voluntarily reduce their nominations in response to the 
SoCalGas notification. Such nominations reductions must be received by SoCalGas’ Gas 
Scheduling within two (2) business hours from the SoCalGas notification. If such voluntary 
reductions are adequate to bring the system into balance, the overnomination flow date will 
be canceled. Nomination reductions received after this deadline shall be considered 
received for the next day’s nominations. 

4. In the event customers fail to adequately reduce their transportation nominations, SDG&E 
shall reduce the nominations of those customers that SDG&E believes are contributing to 
the SoCalGas excess nominations problem. Nominations for customers without automated 
meter reading devices will be reduced to the maximum daily quantity specified for the 
customer (including core aggregation transportation groups). Those customers with 
automated meter reading devices will have their nominations reduces based on SDG&E’s 
most recent and best available operating data. 

T
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E. Nomination in Excess of System Capacity (Continued) 

5. In cases where SDG&E reduces a customer’s nomination under the above procedure and, as 
a result of such reduction, the customer uses Standby Procurement service under SDG&E's 
Schedule G-IMB in excess of the 10% tolerance band, the customer shall be allowed to 
additionally carryover the lesser of (1) the negative imbalance for the month in excess of the 
tolerance band, or (2) the amount of the customer’s total involuntary nominations reductions 
for the month. Such additional carryover shall be applied to the customer’s imbalance account 
at the conclusion of the imbalance trading period for the month in which the involuntary 
reduction occurred. 

6. In accordance with the provisions of SDG&E’s Schedule G-IMB, Buy-Back service shall be 
applied separately to each excess nominations day. For each such day, SDG&E shall apply 
the applicable Buy-Back rate to all of the customer’s deliveries, less any firm storage 
injections made on behalf of the customer, for the designated flow date that are in excess of  
110% of the customer’s actual usage.  

F. Winter Deliveries

The utility requires that customers deliver (using a combination of flowing supply and firm storage 
withdrawal) at least 50% of burn over a five day period from November through March.  As the 
utility's total storage inventory declines through the winter, the delivery requirement becomes daily 
and increases to 70% or 90% depending on the level of inventory relative to peak day minimums. 

1. From November 1 through March 31 customers are required to deliver (flowing supply and 
firm storage withdrawal) at a minimum of 50% of burn  over a 5-day period. In other words, 
for each 5-day period, the utility will calculate the total burn and the total delivery.  If the total 
delivery is less than 50% of the total burn, a daily balancing standby charge is applied. The 
daily balancing standby rate is 150% of the highest Southern California Border price during 
the five day period as published by Natural Gas Intelligence in "NGI's Daily Gas Price Index," 
including authorized franchise fees and uncollectible expenses (F&U) and brokerage fees. 
Imbalance trading and as-available withdrawals may not be used to offset the delivery 
minimums.   

a. "Burn" means usage and is defined as metered throughput or an estimated quantity 
such as Minimum Daily Quantity (MinDQ), as defined in Rule 1, for customers 
without automated meters. 

b. Example five-day periods are:  Nov. 1 through Nov. 5, Nov. 6 through Nov. 10, Nov. 
11 through Nov. 15 and so on.  November with 30 days has six 5-day periods.  
December, January and March with 31 days have a 6-day period at the end of the 
month.  February has a shortened 3 or 4-day period at the end of the month.  The 
current 5-day period will run its course fully before the implementation of the 70% 
daily requirement.  In the event that inventories rise above the 70% daily trigger 
levels by 1 Bcf, then a new, 5-day period will be implemented on the following day. 
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F. Winter Deliveries

1. (Continued) 

c. Example calculations for determining volumes subject to the daily balancing standby 
rate are: if over 5 days, total burn is 500,000 therms and total deliveries (including 
firm withdrawal) are 240,000 therms, then 10,000 therms is subject to daily 
balancing standby rate.   (50% times 500,000 minus 240,000 equals 10,000).  

d. Example calculations in using NGI's Daily Gas Price Index for determining the daily 
balancing standby rate are:  If for Jan. 6 through Jan. 10 the NGI Southern California 
Border quoted price ranges are $2.36- 2.39, $2.36-2.44, $2.38-2.47, $2.36-2.42, and 
$2.37- 2.45, respectively, then the daily balancing standby rate becomes  $3.71 
($2.47 times 150%). 

e. With the exception of weekends and holidays, the utility will use quotes from the NGI 
publication dated on the same day as the flow date.  Weekend or holiday flow dates 
will use the first available publication date after the weekend or holiday. 

2. When the SoCalGas total inventory in storage declines to the "peak day minimum + 20 Bcf 
trigger," the minimum daily delivery requirement increases to 70%. Customers are then 
required to be balanced (flowing supply plus firm storage withdrawal) at a minimum of 70% 
of burn on a daily basis.  The 5-day period no longer applies since the system can no longer 
provide added flexibility.  The daily balancing standby rate is 150% of the highest Southern 
California Border price per NGI's Daily Gas Price Index for the day (including authorized 
F&U and brokerage fees) and is applied to each day's deliveries which are less than the 
70% requirement.  In this regime as-available storage withdrawal is cut in half.  All Hub 
activity contributing to the underdelivery situation (i.e., Hub deliveries greater than Hub 
receipts) is suspended. 

a. Peak day minimums are calculated annually before November 1 as part of normal 
winter operations planning.  The peak day minimum is that level of total inventory 
that must be in storage to provide deliverability for the core 1-in-35 year peak day 
event, firm withdrawal commitments and noncore balancing requirement. 

b. Example calculations in this regime for determining volumes subject to the daily 
balancing standby rates are:  If on January 6 total burn is 500,000 therms, and total 
deliveries (including firm withdrawal) are 300,000 therms then 50,000 therms is 
subject to the daily balancing standby charge (70% times 500,000 minus 300,000 
equals 50,000). 

c. Example calculations in using NGI's Daily Gas Price Index for daily balancing 
standby rates in this regime are:  if for January 6 and January 7, the NGI Southern 
California Border quoted price ranges are $2.36-2.39 and $2.36-2.44, then the daily 
balancing standby rates become $3.59 (150% of 2.39) for January 6, and $3.66 
(150% times 2.44) for January 7, respectively. 
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F. Winter Deliveries

3. When the total SoCalGas inventory in storage declines to the "peak day minimum + 5 Bcf 
trigger," the minimum daily delivery requirement increases to 90%.  Customers are required 
to be balanced (flowing supply plus firm storage withdrawal) at a minimum of 90% of burn on 
a daily basis. Similar to the 70% regime the 5 day period no longer applies.  The daily 
balancing standby rate is charged daily and is 150% of the highest Southern California 
Border price per NGI's Daily Gas Price Index for the day (including authorized F&U and 
brokerage fees).  In this regime there are no as-available storage withdrawals.  All Hub 
activity contributing to the underdelivery situation (i.e., Hub deliveries greater than Hub 
receipts) is suspended. 

4. Information regarding the established peak day minimums, daily balancing trigger levels and 
SoCalGas total storage inventory levels will be made available to customers on a daily basis 
via the EBB and other customer notification media.   

5. The utility will accept intra-day nominations to increase deliveries. 

6. During the winter operating period, current rules for monthly balancing and monthly 
imbalance trading continue to apply.  Volumes not in compliance with the 50%, 70% and 
90% minimum delivery requirements, purchased at the daily balancing standby rate, are 
credited toward the monthly 90% delivery requirements.  Daily balancing charges remain 
independent of monthly balancing charges.  Daily balancing and monthly balancing charges 
are booked to the Purchased Gas Account (PGA).  Schedule G-IMB provides details on 
monthly and daily balancing charges. 

G. Accounting and Billing

1. Customer and utility acknowledge that on any operating day during the term hereof, utility 
may be redelivering quantities of gas being transported by utility to customer pursuant to 
other present or future supply arrangements, or transportation agreements.  On any 
operating day when utility is both selling to customer and transporting gas for customer's 
account, the parties agree that the total quantities of gas shall be accounted for in 
accordance with the then-existing Rule 14 or succeeding rule.  If there is no conflict with 
Rule 14, the quantities of gas shall be accounted for in the following order: 

a. First, to satisfy any minimum quantities under existing agreements. 

b. Second, after complete satisfaction of (a) then to any supply/exchange 
arrangements with the customer. 

c. Third, after the satisfaction of (a) and (b) then to the customer's transportation 
account under the Contract. 

d. All other accounts. 



     
     
   Original Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 12134-G

San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
San Diego, California  Canceling  Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 

RULE 30 Sheet 8 T
 TRANSPORTATION OF CUSTOMER-PROCURED GAS

   (Continued)     
8C9   Issued by  Date Filed Feb 8, 2002 
Advice Ltr. No. 1298-G Lee Schavrien  Effective Mar 20, 2002 
   Vice President     
Decision No.   Regulatory Affairs  Resolution No.  

G. Accounting and Billing

2. Customer agrees that it shall accept, and utility can rely upon for the purpose of accounting 
and billing, the allocation made by Customer's shipper as to the Quality and Quantity of Gas, 
expressed both in Mcf and Therms, delivered at each Point of Receipt hereunder during the 
preceding month for Customer's account.  If the shipper does not make such an allocation, 
Customer agrees to accept the Quality and Quantity as determined by utility for purposes of 
billing and accounting.  All quality and measurement calculations are subject to subsequent 
adjustment as defined in Section G.2.m of this Rule.  Any other billing correction or 
adjustment made by Customer or third party for any prior billing period shall be based on 
rates or costs in effect when the event occurred and accounted for in the billing period they 
are reconciled. 

3. Utility shall render to customer an invoice for the transportation services hereunder showing 
the quantities of gas, expressed in therms, delivered to utility for customer's account, at each 
point of receipt and the quantities of gas, expressed in therms, redelivered by utility for 
customer's account at each point of delivery during the preceding billing period.  Customer 
shall pay such amounts due hereunder upon presentation of the bill, and in accordance with 
the provisions of Rule 9.  In order to match interstate pipeline allocated calendar month 
delivery to usage, noncore transportion-only gas customers will be billed on a calendar 
month basis.  Core transportation-only customers will remain in their regular billing cycle, but 
will have their average daily usage projected to a calendar month amount for the purpose of 
matching interstate pipeline allocated calendar month delivery. The calendar month usage 
projection will be trued-up in the next month based on that month’s actual average daily 
usage. 

4. Each party hereto shall have, at its expense, the right at all reasonable times, to examine the 
books and records of the other party to the extent necessary to verify the accuracy of any 
statement, charge, computation, or demand made under or pursuant to the Contract.  Each 
party agrees to keep records and books of account in accordance with generally accepted 
accounting principles and practices in the industry. 

H. Gas Quality

1. All gas delivered by the customer into the utility's system shall conform to the gas quality 
specifications as provided in any applicable agreements, contracts, service contracts and 
tariff schedules in effect between the delivering interstate or intrastate pipeline and the utility 
at the time of the delivery. 

2. All gas delivered into the utility's system for the account of the customer for which there is no 
existing contract between the delivering pipeline and the utility shall be at a pressure such 
that the gas can be integrated into the utility's system at the point(s) of receipt and shall 
conform to the following minimum specifications: 

a. Heating Value: The minimum heating value is nine hundred and seventy (970) Btu 
(gross) per standard cubic feet on a dry basis. 
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H. Gas Quality (Continued) 

 2. (Continued) 

b. Moisture Content or Water Content: For gas delivered at or below a pressure of one 
thousand (1000) psig, the gas shall have a water content not in excess of seven (7) 
pounds per million standard cubic feet.  For gas delivered at a pressure exceeding 
one thousand (1000) psig, the gas shall have a water dew point not exceeding 32 
degrees F at delivery pressure. 

c. Hydrogen Sulfide:  The gas shall not contain more than twenty-five hundredths 
(0.25) of one (1) grain of hydrogen sulfide per one hundred (100) standard cubic 
feet.  The gas shall not contain any entrained hydrogen sulfide treatment chemical 
(solvent) or its by-products in the gas steam. 

d. Mercaptan Sulfur:  The mercaptan sulfur is not to exceed three tenths (0.3) grains 
per hundred standard cubic feet. 

e. Total Sulfur:  The gas shall not contain more than seventy-five hundredths (0.75) of 
a grain of total sulfur compounds per one hundred (100) standard cubic feet.  This 
includes COS and CS2, hydrogen sulfide, mercaptans and mono, di and poly 
sulfides.

f. Carbon Dioxide:  The gas shall not have a total carbon dioxide content in excess of 
three percent (3%) by volume. 

g. Oxygen:  The gas shall not at any time have an oxygen content in excess of two-
tenths of one percent (0.2%) by volume, and customer will make every reasonable 
effort to keep the gas free of oxygen. 

h. Inerts:  The gas shall not at any time contain in excess of four percent (4%) total 
inerts (the total combined carbon dioxide, nitrogen, oxygen and any other inert 
compound) by volume. 

i. Hydrocarbons:  For gas delivered at a pressure of 400 psig or below, the gas 
hydrocarbon dew point is not to exceed 45 degrees F at the delivery pressure.  For 
gas delivered at a pressure above 400 psig the gas hydrocarbon dew point is not to 
exceed 45 degrees F at a pressure of 400 psig. 

j. Dust, Gums and Other Objectionable Matter:  The gas shall be commercially free 
from dust, gums and other foreign substances. 

k. Hazardous Substances:  The gas must not contain hazardous substances (includes 
toxic and/or carcinogenic substances and/or reproductive toxins) concentrations 
which would prevent or restrict the normal marketing of gas, be injurious to pipeline 
facilities, or which would present a health and/or safety hazard to utility employees 
and/or the general public. 

l. Delivery Temperature:  The gas delivery temperature is not to be below 50 degrees 
F or above 105 degrees F. 
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H. Gas Quality (Continued) 

 2. (Continued) 

m. Interchangeability:  The gas shall meet American Gas Association's Wobbe Number, 
Lifting Index, Flashback Index and Yellow Tip Index interchangeability indicies for 
high methane gas relative to a typical composition of gas in the utility system near 
the points of receipt.  Acceptable specification ranges are: 

* Wobbe Number (W for receiving facility) 
      (Wp for producer) 
    0.9 < Wp < 1.1 W 

* Lifting Index (IL)

IL < 1.06 

* Flashback Index (IF)

IF < 1.2 

   * Yellow Tip Index (IY)

IY > 0.8 F.  

*Specifications are in relation to a typical composition of gas serving the area to be 
supplied by the new source. 

I. Termination or Modification

1. If the customer does not deliver, for transportation at any point of receipt, a minimum of 
twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) therms during any billing period in which the 
customer transports gas, or if the customer breaches any other terms and conditions of the 
Contract or applicable tariff schedule and does not correct the situation within thirty (30) days 
of notice, the utility shall have the right to cease service and immediately terminate the 
Contract.  Either party may terminate the contract before expiration of its term if both parties 
so agree in writing. 

2. If the Contract is terminated by mutual agreement, either party has the right to collect any 
quantities of gas or money due them for transportation service provided prior to the 
termination.  Termination by mutual agreement is not a waiver of any remedy to which either 
party may be entitled for breach of the Contract. 



     
     
   Original Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 12137-G 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company     
San Diego, California  Canceling  Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 

RULE 30 Sheet 11 T
 TRANSPORTATION OF CUSTOMER-PROCURED GAS

        
11C9   Issued by  Date Filed Feb 8, 2002 
Advice Ltr. No. 1298-G Lee Schavrien  Effective Mar 20, 2002 
   Vice President     
Decision No.   Regulatory Affairs  Resolution No.  

J. Regulatory Requirements

1. Any gas transported by the utility for the customer which was first transported outside the 
State of California shall have first been authorized under Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) regulations as amended.  Both parties recognize that such regulations 
only apply to pipelines subject to FERC jurisdiction, and do not apply to the utility.  The 
customer shall not take any action which could subject the utility to the jurisdiction of the 
FERC, the Economic Regulatory Administration or any succeeding agency.  Any such action 
shall be cause for immediate termination of the Contract. 

2. Transportation service shall not begin until both parties have received and accepted any and 
all regulatory authorizations necessary for such service. 

K. Warranty and Indemnification

1. Customer warrants to utility that customer has the right to deliver gas hereunder and that 
such gas is free from all liens and adverse claims of every kind.  Customer will indemnify, 
defend and save utility harmless against all loss, damage, injury, liability and expense of any 
character where such loss, damage, injury, liability or expense arises directly or indirectly out 
of any demand, claim, action, cause of action or suit brought by any person, association or 
entity asserting ownership of or any interest in the gas tendered for transportation 
hereunder, or on account of royalties, payments or other charges applicable before or upon 
delivery of gas under the Contract. 

2. Customer shall indemnify, defend and save harmless utility, its officers, agents, and 
employees from and against any and all loss, costs (including reasonable attorneys' fees), 
damage, injury, liability, and claims for injury or death of persons (including any employee of 
customer or utility), or for loss or damage to property (including the property of customer or 
utility), which occurs or is based upon an act or acts which occur while the gas is deemed to 
be in customer's control and possession or which results directly or indirectly from 
customer's performance of its obligations arising pursuant to the Contract, or occurs based 
on customer-owned gas not meeting the specifications of Section G. of this rule. 
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Daily Average (grains/100 scf)
Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow16" Rainbow16" Rainbow16"

Date TOS min TOS max TOS avg TOS min TOS max TOS avg
1/1/2006 0.047 0.065 0.057 0.046 0.062 0.056
1/2/2006 0.056 0.067 0.060 0.055 0.066 0.059
1/3/2006 0.049 0.060 0.054 0.048 0.060 0.053
1/4/2006 0.050 0.061 0.054 0.047 0.061 0.054
1/5/2006 0.049 0.065 0.058 0.047 0.064 0.057
1/6/2006 0.054 0.116 0.085 0.050 0.117 0.082
1/7/2006 0.055 0.083 0.066 0.054 0.080 0.064
1/8/2006 0.051 0.121 0.067 0.051 0.120 0.066
1/9/2006 0.041 0.069 0.056 0.039 0.067 0.055

1/10/2006 0.052 0.063 0.058 0.051 0.062 0.057
1/11/2006 0.038 0.074 0.059 0.046 0.072 0.060
1/12/2006 0.044 0.094 0.063 0.049 0.093 0.063
1/13/2006 0.049 0.053 0.051 0.048 0.052 0.050
1/14/2006 0.053 0.070 0.061 0.051 0.070 0.060
1/15/2006 0.056 0.063 0.060 0.057 0.065 0.060
1/16/2006 0.056 0.062 0.058 0.055 0.061 0.058
1/17/2006 0.052 0.066 0.059 0.051 0.065 0.058
1/18/2006 0.051 0.079 0.065 0.051 0.077 0.064
1/19/2006 0.058 0.069 0.063 0.058 0.066 0.062
1/20/2006 0.062 0.069 0.065 0.060 0.068 0.064
1/21/2006 0.058 0.070 0.062 0.057 0.067 0.061
1/22/2006 0.054 0.071 0.063 0.053 0.070 0.063
1/23/2006 0.039 0.067 0.058 0.051 0.066 0.060
1/24/2006 0.042 0.056 0.049 0.040 0.055 0.049
1/25/2006 0.040 0.066 0.055 0.038 0.065 0.054
1/26/2006 0.042 0.068 0.060 0.044 0.066 0.059
1/27/2006 0.047 0.064 0.056 0.046 0.063 0.055
1/28/2006 0.053 0.067 0.062 0.052 0.067 0.060
1/29/2006 0.057 0.069 0.062 0.055 0.067 0.061
1/30/2006 0.059 0.065 0.062 0.057 0.066 0.061
1/31/2006 0.061 0.071 0.067 0.060 0.071 0.066
2/1/2006 0.057 0.065 0.060 0.056 0.063 0.059
2/2/2006 0.060 0.070 0.064 0.059 0.070 0.064
2/3/2006 0.064 0.072 0.067 0.054 0.071 0.066
2/4/2006 0.062 0.068 0.065 0.060 0.067 0.064
2/5/2006 0.062 0.071 0.067 0.060 0.071 0.066
2/6/2006 0.041 0.071 0.061 0.055 0.072 0.062
2/7/2006 0.059 0.072 0.066 0.061 0.073 0.066
2/8/2006 0.054 0.068 0.061 0.055 0.067 0.062
2/9/2006 0.056 0.074 0.067 0.055 0.071 0.066

2/10/2006 0.068 0.074 0.071 0.069 0.076 0.071
2/11/2006 0.065 0.072 0.068 0.064 0.071 0.068
2/12/2006 0.065 0.073 0.069 0.066 0.072 0.069
2/13/2006 0.066 0.072 0.069 0.065 0.072 0.069
2/14/2006 0.054 0.073 0.068 0.066 0.071 0.068
2/15/2006 0.062 0.068 0.065 0.062 0.067 0.065
2/16/2006 0.055 0.063 0.059 0.055 0.062 0.059
2/17/2006 0.055 0.063 0.060 0.056 0.064 0.060
2/18/2006 0.054 0.066 0.059 0.054 0.065 0.059

ATTACHMENT AIR-2
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Daily Average (grains/100 scf)
Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow16" Rainbow16" Rainbow16"

Date TOS min TOS max TOS avg TOS min TOS max TOS avg
2/19/2006 0.062 0.069 0.066 0.063 0.069 0.066
2/20/2006 0.061 0.069 0.066 0.061 0.069 0.066
2/21/2006 0.062 0.070 0.066 0.063 0.068 0.066
2/22/2006 0.062 0.070 0.067 0.063 0.068 0.066
2/23/2006 0.063 0.069 0.067 0.062 0.069 0.067
2/24/2006 0.061 0.072 0.066 0.063 0.070 0.066
2/25/2006 0.066 0.072 0.069 0.066 0.072 0.069
2/26/2006 0.064 0.072 0.068 0.062 0.071 0.068
2/27/2006 0.057 0.064 0.062 0.057 0.066 0.062
2/28/2006 0.058 0.071 0.067 0.059 0.071 0.067
3/1/2006 0.057 0.071 0.063 0.057 0.071 0.063
3/2/2006 0.056 0.064 0.060 0.056 0.063 0.060
3/3/2006 0.057 0.062 0.060 0.057 0.062 0.060
3/4/2006 0.054 0.068 0.061 0.055 0.068 0.061
3/5/2006 0.056 0.063 0.060 0.057 0.063 0.060
3/6/2006 0.057 0.064 0.060 0.058 0.064 0.060
3/7/2006 0.059 0.067 0.062 0.059 0.068 0.063
3/8/2006 0.058 0.065 0.062 0.058 0.065 0.062
3/9/2006 0.058 0.072 0.066 0.057 0.072 0.066

3/10/2006 0.057 0.072 0.066 0.057 0.071 0.066
3/11/2006 0.023 0.062 0.043 0.025 0.063 0.043
3/12/2006 0.021 0.100 0.074 0.022 0.102 0.074
3/13/2006 0.053 0.094 0.074 0.053 0.091 0.074
3/14/2006 0.054 0.093 0.073 0.055 0.092 0.073
3/15/2006 0.053 0.082 0.067 0.054 0.083 0.068
3/16/2006 0.034 0.079 0.065 0.049 0.081 0.067
3/17/2006 0.056 0.077 0.065 0.057 0.078 0.064
3/18/2006 0.056 0.076 0.067 0.056 0.079 0.067
3/19/2006 0.048 0.073 0.060 0.052 0.073 0.060
3/20/2006 0.050 0.071 0.061 0.051 0.077 0.063
3/21/2006 0.053 0.074 0.067 0.055 0.073 0.066
3/22/2006 0.064 0.076 0.069 0.065 0.074 0.069
3/23/2006 0.037 0.121 0.097 0.071 0.127 0.101
3/24/2006 0.078 0.118 0.087 0.079 0.122 0.087
3/25/2006 0.074 0.094 0.081 0.075 0.090 0.082
3/26/2006 0.070 0.082 0.076 0.068 0.085 0.077
3/27/2006 0.069 0.083 0.077 0.070 0.084 0.077
3/28/2006 0.069 0.086 0.078 0.073 0.086 0.079
3/29/2006 0.067 0.082 0.074 0.068 0.082 0.074
3/30/2006 0.070 0.088 0.079 0.063 0.093 0.078
3/31/2006 0.062 0.085 0.077 0.068 0.087 0.078
4/1/2006 0.060 0.081 0.073 0.063 0.081 0.073
4/2/2006 0.065 0.093 0.079 0.071 0.093 0.078
4/3/2006 0.072 0.090 0.080 0.069 0.092 0.081
4/4/2006 0.074 0.088 0.080 0.075 0.087 0.080
4/5/2006 0.067 0.079 0.074 0.069 0.079 0.074
4/6/2006 0.072 0.087 0.080 0.071 0.090 0.080
4/7/2006 0.077 0.086 0.080 0.071 0.086 0.079
4/8/2006 0.074 0.085 0.079 0.073 0.085 0.079
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Daily Average (grains/100 scf)
Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow16" Rainbow16" Rainbow16"

Date TOS min TOS max TOS avg TOS min TOS max TOS avg
4/9/2006 0.071 0.081 0.075 0.072 0.080 0.077

4/10/2006 0.071 0.085 0.077 0.070 0.086 0.076
4/11/2006 0.069 0.089 0.078 0.072 0.086 0.079
4/12/2006 0.041 0.077 0.060 0.037 0.078 0.061
4/13/2006 0.065 0.083 0.076 0.067 0.085 0.077
4/14/2006 0.069 0.083 0.075 0.070 0.079 0.074
4/15/2006 0.068 0.078 0.073 0.068 0.080 0.073
4/16/2006 0.070 0.084 0.075 0.068 0.084 0.075
4/17/2006 0.066 0.081 0.074 0.067 0.080 0.071
4/18/2006 0.072 0.083 0.076 0.068 0.084 0.075
4/19/2006 0.051 0.077 0.067 0.050 0.075 0.068
4/20/2006 0.066 0.076 0.071 0.063 0.076 0.070
4/21/2006 0.064 0.080 0.070 0.063 0.072 0.069
4/22/2006 0.064 0.074 0.069 0.063 0.074 0.069
4/23/2006 0.064 0.075 0.068 0.062 0.073 0.067
4/24/2006 0.061 0.076 0.066 0.063 0.075 0.067
4/25/2006 0.065 0.075 0.068 0.063 0.074 0.068
4/26/2006 0.058 0.070 0.066 0.057 0.073 0.065
4/27/2006 0.061 0.069 0.066 0.061 0.070 0.065
4/28/2006 0.062 0.075 0.068 0.062 0.074 0.068
4/29/2006 0.063 0.080 0.070 0.062 0.076 0.068
4/30/2006 0.061 0.079 0.070 0.060 0.078 0.069
5/1/2006 0.058 0.073 0.065 0.059 0.069 0.063
5/2/2006 0.065 0.078 0.070 0.062 0.076 0.069
5/3/2006 0.061 0.074 0.067 0.059 0.072 0.067
5/4/2006 0.061 0.077 0.066 0.061 0.075 0.067
5/5/2006 0.061 0.073 0.066 0.061 0.074 0.066
5/6/2006 0.059 0.070 0.064 0.058 0.071 0.065
5/7/2006 0.060 0.071 0.065 0.060 0.072 0.064
5/8/2006 0.061 0.069 0.065 0.058 0.072 0.065
5/9/2006 0.060 0.071 0.065 0.061 0.075 0.066

5/10/2006 0.025 0.075 0.064 0.052 0.074 0.065
5/11/2006 0.060 0.071 0.066 0.063 0.073 0.068
5/12/2006 0.063 0.077 0.067 0.061 0.074 0.067
5/13/2006 0.059 0.074 0.065 0.059 0.075 0.065
5/14/2006 0.061 0.072 0.067 0.061 0.075 0.066
5/15/2006 0.060 0.079 0.067 0.058 0.074 0.064
5/16/2006 0.050 0.080 0.065 0.047 0.076 0.064
5/17/2006 0.044 0.073 0.057 0.043 0.075 0.058
5/18/2006 0.049 0.139 0.113 0.049 0.138 0.112
5/19/2006 0.137 0.178 0.163 0.136 0.174 0.162
5/20/2006 0.065 0.161 0.089 0.065 0.161 0.087
5/21/2006 0.072 0.090 0.079 0.071 0.086 0.079
5/22/2006 0.056 0.081 0.068 0.060 0.083 0.072
5/23/2006 0.061 0.161 0.134 0.069 0.167 0.138
5/24/2006 0.128 0.166 0.142 0.126 0.167 0.144
5/25/2006 0.127 0.160 0.141 0.126 0.155 0.140
5/26/2006 0.122 0.153 0.135 0.123 0.149 0.135
5/27/2006 0.059 0.135 0.071 0.059 0.135 0.072
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Daily Average (grains/100 scf)
Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow16" Rainbow16" Rainbow16"

Date TOS min TOS max TOS avg TOS min TOS max TOS avg
5/28/2006 0.059 0.077 0.069 0.061 0.080 0.071
5/29/2006 0.069 0.173 0.135 0.067 0.158 0.135
5/30/2006 0.133 0.168 0.145 0.127 0.161 0.144
5/31/2006 0.131 0.166 0.144 0.126 0.162 0.143
6/1/2006 0.131 0.165 0.145 0.133 0.158 0.144
6/2/2006 0.128 0.166 0.144 0.125 0.161 0.140
6/3/2006 0.067 0.138 0.080 0.067 0.139 0.080
6/4/2006 0.058 0.078 0.071 0.064 0.077 0.071
6/5/2006 0.069 0.150 0.133 0.073 0.149 0.133
6/6/2006 0.061 0.141 0.073 0.058 0.140 0.074
6/7/2006 0.065 0.157 0.133 0.065 0.154 0.132
6/8/2006 0.067 0.151 0.081 0.066 0.156 0.081
6/9/2006 0.067 0.159 0.132 0.061 0.150 0.133

6/10/2006 0.068 0.155 0.082 0.066 0.154 0.081
6/11/2006 0.065 0.079 0.071 0.061 0.077 0.070
6/12/2006 0.063 0.081 0.071 0.060 0.079 0.070
6/13/2006 0.060 0.077 0.066 0.059 0.076 0.067
6/14/2006 0.064 0.078 0.069 0.059 0.076 0.067
6/15/2006 0.078 0.057 0.079 0.062
6/16/2006 0.054 0.083 0.074 0.065 0.082 0.074
6/17/2006 0.069 0.160 0.133 0.071 0.155 0.134
6/18/2006 0.125 0.150 0.140 0.119 0.156 0.138
6/19/2006 0.061 0.141 0.075 0.062 0.140 0.074
6/20/2006 0.061 0.078 0.067 0.061 0.076 0.067
6/21/2006 0.065 0.155 0.131 0.064 0.152 0.128
6/22/2006 0.131 0.167 0.146 0.127 0.160 0.147
6/23/2006 0.069 0.146 0.081 0.067 0.149 0.080
6/24/2006 0.063 0.084 0.073 0.062 0.078 0.070
6/25/2006 0.064 0.081 0.072 0.064 0.079 0.072
6/26/2006 0.063 0.079 0.070 0.062 0.079 0.069
6/27/2006 0.079 0.059 0.079 0.061
6/28/2006 0.061 0.078 0.070 0.061 0.078 0.070
6/29/2006 0.064 0.081 0.071 0.064 0.082 0.070
6/30/2006 0.057 0.078 0.070 0.063 0.077 0.071
7/1/2006 0.062 0.074 0.069 0.060 0.080 0.070
7/2/2006 0.061 0.076 0.068 0.063 0.077 0.069
7/3/2006 0.062 0.079 0.070 0.060 0.075 0.068
7/4/2006 0.064 0.077 0.071 0.066 0.081 0.072
7/5/2006 0.065 0.081 0.072 0.064 0.079 0.071
7/6/2006 0.063 0.082 0.071 0.061 0.078 0.071
7/7/2006 0.065 0.084 0.073 0.063 0.079 0.072
7/8/2006 0.068 0.084 0.076 0.064 0.085 0.073
7/9/2006 0.068 0.082 0.073 0.064 0.082 0.071

7/10/2006 0.065 0.080 0.072 0.064 0.078 0.070
7/11/2006 0.064 0.081 0.070 0.065 0.077 0.069
7/12/2006 0.063 0.080 0.072 0.066 0.078 0.071
7/13/2006 0.064 0.080 0.070 0.065 0.075 0.070
7/14/2006 0.061 0.075 0.070 0.062 0.080 0.071
7/15/2006 0.066 0.080 0.071 0.063 0.079 0.069
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Daily Average (grains/100 scf)
Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow16" Rainbow16" Rainbow16"

Date TOS min TOS max TOS avg TOS min TOS max TOS avg
7/16/2006 0.066 0.077 0.071 0.062 0.077 0.069
7/17/2006 0.063 0.080 0.070 0.064 0.075 0.069
7/18/2006 0.058 0.082 0.070 0.058 0.082 0.070
7/19/2006 0.061 0.085 0.079 0.060 0.084 0.078
7/20/2006 0.060 0.081 0.071 0.059 0.081 0.071
7/21/2006 0.058 0.081 0.072 0.058 0.084 0.073
7/22/2006 0.068 0.086 0.077 0.071 0.087 0.079
7/23/2006 0.062 0.081 0.068 0.061 0.081 0.068
7/24/2006 0.064 0.037 0.064 0.037
7/25/2006 0.036 0.079 0.068 0.038 0.085 0.070
7/26/2006 0.060 0.084 0.070 0.060 0.083 0.069
7/27/2006 0.064 0.076 0.069 0.063 0.074 0.068
7/28/2006 0.063 0.075 0.068 0.062 0.076 0.066
7/29/2006 0.062 0.074 0.066 0.060 0.073 0.065
7/30/2006 0.059 0.069 0.065 0.052 0.069 0.062
7/31/2006 0.059 0.073 0.066 0.062 0.069 0.065
8/1/2006 0.059 0.073 0.066 0.061 0.073 0.064
8/2/2006 0.060 0.072 0.066 0.060 0.073 0.065
8/3/2006 0.063 0.093 0.078 0.060 0.093 0.077
8/4/2006 0.064 0.090 0.070 0.061 0.090 0.069
8/5/2006 0.056 0.072 0.063 0.057 0.070 0.062
8/6/2006 0.059 0.069 0.063 0.057 0.070 0.062
8/7/2006 0.060 0.075 0.067 0.058 0.071 0.065
8/8/2006 0.062 0.076 0.068 0.059 0.074 0.066
8/9/2006 0.058 0.080 0.069 0.058 0.081 0.067

8/10/2006 0.064 0.087 0.074 0.061 0.082 0.072
8/11/2006 0.063 0.080 0.071 0.063 0.082 0.071
8/12/2006 0.063 0.080 0.071 0.061 0.082 0.070
8/13/2006 0.057 0.071 0.064 0.055 0.072 0.063
8/14/2006 0.058 0.070 0.062 0.056 0.067 0.061
8/15/2006 0.059 0.072 0.066 0.058 0.070 0.064
8/16/2006 0.061 0.094 0.072 0.058 0.088 0.069
8/17/2006 0.048 0.083 0.066 0.060 0.083 0.066
8/18/2006 0.034 0.071 0.053 0.043 0.064 0.052
8/19/2006 0.046 0.084 0.067 0.048 0.079 0.065
8/20/2006 0.059 0.083 0.068 0.058 0.074 0.066
8/21/2006 0.059 0.076 0.067 0.058 0.072 0.065
8/22/2006 0.061 0.071 0.066 0.058 0.072 0.065
8/23/2006 0.062 0.081 0.071 0.062 0.078 0.069
8/24/2006 0.060 0.079 0.070 0.060 0.079 0.069
8/25/2006 0.055 0.089 0.074 0.066 0.084 0.072
8/26/2006 0.060 0.077 0.067 0.059 0.077 0.066
8/27/2006 0.061 0.075 0.067 0.061 0.070 0.065
8/28/2006 0.057 0.074 0.066 0.057 0.078 0.066
8/29/2006 0.061 0.072 0.067 0.059 0.072 0.065
8/30/2006 0.062 0.075 0.069 0.060 0.078 0.066
8/31/2006 0.060 0.162 0.079 0.060 0.290 0.087
9/1/2006 0.061 0.076 0.070 0.066 0.076 0.070
9/2/2006 0.056 0.073 0.065 0.056 0.068 0.063
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Daily Average (grains/100 scf)
Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow30" Rainbow16" Rainbow16" Rainbow16"

Date TOS min TOS max TOS avg TOS min TOS max TOS avg
9/3/2006 0.050 0.072 0.061 0.052 0.076 0.060
9/4/2006 0.052 0.065 0.059 0.050 0.066 0.059
9/5/2006 0.058 0.075 0.066 0.057 0.072 0.065
9/6/2006 0.060 0.077 0.068 0.057 0.073 0.065
9/7/2006 0.052 0.075 0.068 0.063 0.075 0.068
9/8/2006 0.054 0.081 0.068 0.052 0.077 0.067
9/9/2006 0.063 0.081 0.070 0.059 0.082 0.069

9/10/2006 0.053 0.067 0.058 0.051 0.068 0.056
9/11/2006 0.056 0.067 0.060 0.054 0.064 0.059
9/12/2006 0.055 0.068 0.062 0.057 0.066 0.061
9/13/2006 0.058 0.072 0.063 0.056 0.067 0.061
9/14/2006 0.058 0.068 0.063 0.059 0.068 0.063
9/15/2006 0.052 0.077 0.064 0.056 0.071 0.064
9/16/2006 0.055 0.069 0.062 0.056 0.070 0.061
9/17/2006 0.054 0.066 0.060 0.055 0.065 0.059
9/18/2006 0.046 0.068 0.060 0.052 0.066 0.059
9/19/2006 0.065 0.035 0.065 0.035
9/20/2006 0.077 0.057 0.191 0.081
9/21/2006 0.043 0.078 0.065 0.047 0.077 0.064
9/22/2006 0.067 0.082 0.072 0.064 0.080 0.071
9/23/2006 0.043 0.072 0.065 0.043 0.071 0.063
9/24/2006 0.041 0.075 0.065 0.029 0.073 0.064
9/25/2006 0.038 0.071 0.062 0.027 0.069 0.060
9/26/2006 0.054 0.068 0.062 0.046 0.067 0.061
9/27/2006 0.060 0.071 0.068 0.060 0.070 0.066
9/28/2006 0.058 0.069 0.064 0.057 0.067 0.063
9/29/2006 0.065 0.076 0.069 0.064 0.073 0.068
9/30/2006 0.056 0.068 0.063 0.055 0.067 0.062

MIN 0.021
MAX 0.290
AVG 0.072

The enclosed is provided for information purposes only.  SDGE has made reasonable efforts to ensure all 
information is correct and consistent with the applicable Tariffs.  To the extent there is any conflict with the 
Tariffs, the Tariffs shall govern in all cases.  In addition, neither SDG&E’s publication nor verbal 
representations thereof constitutes any statement, recommendation, endorsement, approval or guaranty 
(either express or implied) of any product or service.  Moreover, SDG&E shall not be responsible for errors 
or omissions in this publication, for claims or damages relating to the use thereof, even if it has been 
advised of the possibility of such damages.   
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Technical Area: Alternatives 
Author: Susan Lee 

BACKGROUND 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a reasonable range of 
alternatives be considered. The applicant has identified six alternative sites to study 
including four at inland locations. Depending on the project’s potentially significant 
impacts and mitigation, staff may need to study other sites. 
DATA REQUEST 
36. Given that the current South Bay Power Plant design incorporates air cooling and 

eliminates the need for Bay water, please discuss the reasons LS Power has for 
needing to build on a coastal site, as opposed to an inland site.  
Response: While the source and availability of cooling water is an important 
consideration in the location of a power generation project, it is only one of several 
critical site considerations. In fact, each of the subject areas examined in the CEC 
certification process is a critical element in a siting decision. Additional important site 
considerations include, access to gas and electric infrastructure, zoning, environmental 
impacts, land use in the surrounding area, availability of air emissions offsets, soils 
composition, view shed, commercial viability, and the development objectives of the 
general community. The site of the SBRP optimizes these critical elements and was 
selected following a careful consideration and rejection of all other known potential 
viable sites. While the Applicant’s decision to propose dry cooling in lieu of the use of 
sea water for once-through cooling on a coastal site is consistent with the policies of the 
California Coastal Commission, for SBRP this was a close call that balanced engineering 
and economic realities with the need for new in basin generation, consultation with local 
stakeholders, the attributes of the proposed site, the reuse of previously used industrial 
infrastructure, local economic benefits, the needs and interests of the surrounding 
community, and the political realities of coastal development.  

Importantly, the construction and operation of the SBRP on the proposed site provides 
certainty that the existing SBPP will be removed from service and demolished on a 
schedule that facilitates the advancement of the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan 
(CVBMP). Upon commercial operation of the SBRP, the existing SBPP and associated 
SDG&E South Bay Substation will be taken out of service and demolished. Completion 
of the demolition and relocation of these facilities makes available approximately 115 
acres for other uses as part of the CVBMP. The location of the SBRP on a contiguous 
parcel ensures that the Reliability Must Run (RMR) obligations imposed on the existing 
SBPP by the CAISO can be assumed by the SBRP. It also reduces air emissions in the 
local area, ensures that the air emission credits provided by the retirement of the existing 
SBPP can be fully utilized in a new efficient clean combined-cycle power plant, improves 
the viewshed, and provides significant economic benefits to the local area through local 
employment, sales and property taxes. 

The proposed site is strategically located and the SBRP will be optimally interconnected 
to the existing electric and gas transmission systems. Utilization of the proposed site for 
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power generation ensures that existing energy infrastructure is reused and reduces the 
potential for incremental impacts of alternative sites or previously unused land. 
Additionally, siting the SBRP at the proposed site enhances electrical system reliability, 
reduces the need for new transmission projects, and reduces dependency on less 
efficient in basin generation. 

BACKGROUND:  
In order to compare environmental impacts of alternative sites with the impacts of the 
proposed South Bay site, it is important to understand the relationship of the existing 
facility with the new facility, and the timing of removal of the existing South Bay plant. 
DATA REQUESTS:  
37. If the South Bay plant was replaced at a different location, please discuss 

whether the existing South Bay facility would be closed and demolished 
according to the same timeframe proposed in the AFC. 
Response: Pursuant to the Lease between LSP South Bay, LLC and the San Diego 
Unified Port District for the operation of the existing SBPP, the lease ends “…on the latest 
to occur of the date of payment in full and retirement of the bonds,…. the termination of the ISO 
of (and the failure by ISO to subsequently reinstate) those must run obligations imposed by ISO 
under the Must-Run Contract in respect of the facility, and the last day of the primary term…” 
Within a reasonable time after the Lease expiration date, LSP South Bay, LLC must 
commence and diligently pursue its End of Term Actions which include the 
decommissioning of the SBPP. 

Absent the successful development of the SBRP on the proposed site, it is unclear when 
CAISO will remove and fail to reinstate the must run obligations (RMR) of the SBPP. It is 
also unclear if another project at another site would accelerate or have a direct effect on 
such a decision by CAISO.  

Assuming that another viable site could be located, based on recent project development 
experience, the Applicant estimates that the development of an alternate project at an 
alternate site would take between four and six years from commencement of 
development activities to commercial operation. Assuming that such alternate project 
resulted in the CAISO’s termination of the RMR status for the SBPP (which cannot be 
determined at this time), and assuming that other termination conditions in the lease 
had been met, demolition of the SBPP could be completed in an additional three to four 
years. Assuming alternate project development activities commenced in 2009, (nominal 
primary term of existing lease) it is unlikely that the existing SBPP would be closed and 
demolished in the same time frame contemplated in the AFC for the SBRP. [Note: this 
hypothetical schedule excludes the demolition of the existing SDG&E South Bay 
Substation. The relocation of this facility will require the siting and construction of a 
replacement substation by SDG&E, which would occur sometime after the demolition of 
the SBPP consistent with the Memorandum of Understanding between SDG&E and the 
City of Chula Vista.] 
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BACKGROUND:  
Figure 9.5-1 (Location of Alternative Sites Considered) in the AFC depicts the North 
County Inland Site #3 as being located west of Interstate 15, near Fallbrook. However, 
the air photo and map provided in Data Response Set 1A (Google Maps air photo) 
depict the site as being located on Rainbow Heights Road, east of Interstate 15 and 
southeast of the town of Rainbow. The site is described as being owned by SDG&E and 
as having a transmission line bisecting it. 
DATA REQUESTS:  
38. Please state which location for North County Inland Site #3 is correct. If the 

Fallbrook location is correct, provide a detailed map and directions for getting to 
the site. If the site included in Data Response, Set 1A is correct (the site east of I-
15, near Rainbow), explain the rationale for choosing this site for possible 
location of a power plant. The site is in a very remote location, in an area of rural 
residences, and is accessible only by narrow and partially paved roads. 
Response: The North County Inland Site #3 is shown on Figure ALT-38. Site # 3, along 
with a site located adjacent to the SDG&E Pala Substation, were reviewed as alternatives 
sites to the proposed SBRP site at the request of SDG&E. In the Applicant’s opinion, both 
of these sites had significant site access issues, are located rural areas, and have 
significant constraints associated with water and natural gas access. 
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Technical Area: Biological Resources 
Author: Joanna Grebel 

BACKGROUND 
Telegraph Canyon Creek flows through the South Bay Power Plant (SBPP) project site. 
Although it is cement lined, sediments from stormwater discharges upstream 
accumulate and support sparse wetland vegetation. The mouth of the creek supports 
both coastal salt marsh habitat and riparian vegetation. The estuary seablite (Suaeda 
esteroa), a special status plant species, was found inhabiting the mouth of Telegraph 
Canyon Creek. Hundreds of waterfowl and shorebirds were also found to congregate at 
the mouth of Telegraph Canyon Creek during 2006 field surveys. Additional 
sedimentation, potentially resulting from construction activities, can have adverse 
impacts on flora and fauna inhabiting the creek. The AFC states that Telegraph Canyon 
Creek may fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and require a 
Federal Clean Water Act Section 404 permit and a Section 401 water quality 
certification from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
DATA REQUESTS 
39. Please provide detailed information (i.e. correspondence with agencies) on the 

status of federal and state consultations for the Section 404 permit and the 
Section 401 certification. Please indicate when permit applications have been/will 
be filed and explain the schedule for completing the federal process. 
Response: Telegraph Canyon Creek is entirely concrete-lined from the point where the 
creek enters the SBPP property on the eastern boundary to the point approximately 
1,400 feet downstream where it opens up to tidal mudflats and the J Street salt marsh 
that extends into San Diego Bay. The Unified Port District of San Diego (Port) owns the 
SBPP site, which it leases to the Applicant. As part of the Port’s Chula Vista Bayfront 
Master Plan, the Port makes note of a preliminary concept to potentially modify the 
concrete lined portion of Telegraph Canyon Creek (for more information on this 
concept, CEC staff may want to review the Port’s Draft EIR for the Chula Vista Bayfront 
Master Plan).  

It is important to note that any potential modifications to the portion of Telegraph 
Canyon Creek on the SBBP site will be accomplished by the Port as part of the Bayfront 
Master Plan, and that such potential modifications are not a part of the SBRP project, nor 
are they a part of the demolition of the existing SBPP. Therefore, as part of the SBRP 
project and the demolition of the existing SBPP, the Applicant will not need to obtain a 
Section 404 Permit or Section 401 Water Quality Certificate related to Telegraph Canyon 
Creek.  

As part of a separate project not related to the existing SBPP or the SBRP project, SDG&E 
recently (September/October 2006) installed new underground transmission lines under 
Telegraph Canyon Creek within the 300-foot wide SDG&E utility easement along the 
eastern property boundary of the existing SBPP (adjacent to Bay Blvd) using the jack and 
bore method. The transmission line was installed successfully and no sediment or 
construction debris was released to the creek. 
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To support the SBRP project, SDG&E will construct a new natural gas pipeline in the 
SDG&E 300-foot easement. Based on a preliminary conceptual design from SDG&E, this 
new natural gas pipeline will also be installed under Telegraph Canyon Creek. While the 
construction method to be used is the responsibility of SDG&E, the jack and bore 
method may be technically feasible or an alternate construction method, such as 
horizontal directional drilling (HDD), may be selected by SDG&E. Either method will 
avoid direct impacts to the concrete-lined Telegraph Canyon Creek, and avoid impacts 
to the riparian and mudflat habitats and water quality at the month of the creek as it 
enters the Bay. 

40. Please provide a discussion of direct and indirect impacts to species inhabiting 
the creek and any species-specific mitigation measures proposed by the 
applicant. 
Response: Migratory birds, primarily waterfowl and shorebirds forage on benthic 
invertebrates in the mudflats and sediments within Telegraph Canyon Creek. American 
widgeon, cinnamon teal, American coot, mallard, gadwall, marbled godwit, Western 
sandpiper, least sandpiper, willet, black-necked stilt, and other water birds routinely use 
the creek channel to supplement forage or rest during migration as the creek channel is 
relatively protected from public access and disturbance as it transects the existing SBPP 
site. No waterfowl or shorebirds nest in the creek channel. Construction of the natural 
gas pipeline by SDG&E in support of the SBRP under the portion of Telegraph Canyon 
Creek that is located within the 300-foot SDG&E easement that borders the SBPP site on 
the east, is not expected to result in direct or indirect impacts to the waterfowl or 
shorebirds. Resident bird species such as black phoebe, red-winged blackbird, and 
hummingbirds could use the vegetation growing in sediment at the eastern end of the 
creek as nesting substrate. Noise from construction activities could temporarily disrupt 
nesting opportunities for these birds. To mitigate potential impacts to nesting birds in 
the creek, construction in the vicinity of Telegraph Canyon Creek would be performed 
during the non-nesting season (starting late summer through winter) and would be 
completed within one to two weeks. 

Direct impacts to the aquatic habitat within Telegraph Canyon Creek will be directly 
avoided with the use of either the jack and bore method or horizontal directional drilling 
(HDD) for installation of the natural gas pipeline. If HDD is selected by SDG&E as the 
preferred construction method, temporary potential impacts to aquatic habitat and 
benthic invertebrates could occur if inadvertent return of drilling mud (most often 
referred to as a “frac-out”) escapes through a seam in the concrete lining or fissure in the 
soil structure to the surface. HDD requires a drilling lubricant or “mud” to enable and 
maintain the bore tunnel. Bentonite slurry, a fine-grain clay material, may be used. 
Bentonite is non-toxic, but could potentially cover aquatic plants, benthic invertebrate 
and fish eggs if accidentally discharged into the aquatic habitat. A Contingency Plan for 
Inadvertent Returns of Drilling Mud (frac-out) would be prepared that addresses how 
the impacts would be kept to a minimum. The main components of the contingency plan 
are: 1) stop drilling when return of drilling mud slows/ceases or a spill is observed, 
2) contain the spill, 3) pump drilling mud from the containment area back to drill rig or 
frac truck, and 4) drilling will not resume until containment is completed. Any spill will 
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be cleaned up and removed from the site to an approved non-toxic waste disposal site. 
A biological monitor will be on site during the HDD set up procedures and drilling 
operations. The biological monitor will assist the SDG&E contractor with monitoring for 
frac-outs, containment, and clean up procedures as needed. The Designated Biologist 
will inform the appropriate agencies (USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, and SDRWQCB) of the 
spill and any associated impacts and will implement conditions required as a result. The 
contingency plan will be kept on site during the HDD construction and will contain 
contact phone numbers for an emergency coordination of a frac-out. 

The northern boundary of the SBRP site is located approximately 2,400 to 3,000 feet from 
the riparian and salt marsh habitats located at the mouth of Telegraph Canyon Creek as 
it enters the Bay. Due to this distance, construction related activities and noise levels, 
and operational activities and noise level from at the SBRP site will not disturb birds that 
may nest in the riparian and salt marsh habitat at the mouth of Telegraph Canyon 
Creek.  

Activities and noise from demolition related activities of the existing SBPP structures 
near Telegraph Canyon Creek could temporarily disturb birds that may nest in the salt 
marshes at the mouth of the creek. As discussed in Section 8.2.4.3.4 of the AFC, 
demolition activities along the bay shoreline are planned to occur outside the nesting 
season so as to minimize potential impacts to breeding birds (see that section for further 
details). 

BACKGROUND 
The AFC indicates that there is evidence of wetland vegetation on site and states that 
indicator species were found “…suggesting the area is developing marginal wetland 
characteristics”, yet concludes no wetlands are present on site. 
DATA REQUEST 
41. Please explain the conclusion for the absence of wetlands, in the presence of 

wetland indicator species on both SBPP and SBRP sites. 
Response: Preliminary wetland determinations conducted during the SBRP AFC 
analysis showed some wetland characteristics in several areas as shown on Figure 8.2-3 
in the AFC. Wetland characteristics observed include marginal wetland plant species 
(primarily facultative, occurring equally in wetlands and uplands), inconsistent 
hydrology (enough rainfall to pond water long enough for wetland vegetation to grow) 
in most years, and non-hydric soils (fill material from the Bay contains marine shells, 
gravel, and small rocks and does not show indicators of hydric soil). Typically, the 
USACE requires all three parameters to be met in designating an area as wetland under 
their jurisdiction. The USACE would make a jurisdictional determination of these 
potential wetland areas after a formal wetland delineation is completed. All potential 
wetland areas on the property are man-made on fill material introduced to the site. The 
SBRP and SBPP sites are located on land owned by the Port and leased to the Applicant. 
It is the Port’s policy, that applicants/tenants on Port property are required to obtain, as 
appropriate Section 404 permits, Section 401 water quality certificates, and/or Section 10 
of the Rivers and Harbor Act permits required for a specific project. Therefore, for the 
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SBRP, the Applicant has the responsibility to obtain such permits that may be required. 
The Applicant will initiate the wetlands delineation process with the USACE to support 
the SBRP project. A copy of the wetland delineation will be submitted to the CEC when 
completed (expected in early 2007). 

BACKGROUND 
Demolition of SBPP would include removal of the headwall from the intake and effluent 
channels, with the shoreline being reconstructed to match the existing hard shore 
infrastructure. Headwall demolition could introduce sediments into the bay that could 
affect marine resources, both directly and indirectly. Construction activities occurring in 
the shoreline and bay water can elevate turbidity levels that could decrease the 
photosynthetic ability of phytoplankton, kelp, and eelgrass and reduce the ability of 
sight-foraging birds to see and catch their fish prey in the Bay’s water columns. 
DATA REQUESTS 
42. Please discuss the headwall removal process, including the timing (seasonality) 

of the removal, what type of equipment will be used, disposal of headwall debris, 
and any engineering plans necessary for removal. Discuss measures to be used 
for marine species that would be affected by headwall removal 
Response: It is anticipated that removal/demolition activities at the intake and 
discharge channels for the existing SBPP will take place during the fall and winter 
months after commercial operations have been achieved for the SBRP and the existing 
SBPP is shut down (assumed to occur in the spring/summer of 2010), and can be 
accomplished in one fall/winter season, thus minimizing impacts on spring and 
summer nesting birds in adjacent habitats. The demolition work on the intake and 
discharge channels will likely require slightly different methods and equipment. 
Physical barriers will be erected to isolate the removal activities from the open Bay 
waters, and to minimize the impact to the biological habitat in and around the intake 
and discharge channels. These barriers will likely be “soft” barriers, i.e. of a synthetic or 
textile nature, rather than a typical hard nature such as that of steel sheet piling. 
Typically, soft barriers are weighted on the bottom, and will create a seal as they rest on 
the floor of the channel. As a representative example only, Attachment BIO-42 provides 
information on soft barrier from a manufacturer. This type of installation will limit 
sediment disturbance, especially when compared to driving materials into the channel 
floor, which is common practice for sheet pile barriers. Removal and demolition 
activities will occur inside one or several of these barriers as needed to contain 
sediments, and may be completed in wet, partially dewatered, or fully dewatered 
conditions. One possible removal scenario could involve using the existing SBPP intake 
pumps to partially dewater the intake channel, exposing the areas of the intake headwall 
structures that will be removed, but leaving enough water to cover any eelgrass plants 
that may be located within the intake channel. This will allow for easier access to the 
work area, allowing the removal to be done in relatively dry conditions. Figure BIO-42a 
shows a possible layout for barrier placement in the intake channel. Please note this plan 
is conceptual only, and a more detailed plan which identifies specific barrier materials, 
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locations and dimensions will be provided by the demolition contractor that will be 
selected prior to implementation.  

The intake channel’s headwall structures will be removed to depths that are four feet 
below surface grade, four feet below shoreline slope, and four feet below mean low tide 
level. Equipment used during the removal and demolition activities will likely include a 
large crane for lifting various elements of the headwall, hydraulic rams for breaking 
concrete, various concrete saws for cutting concrete and steel, and excavators, backhoes 
and wheeled loaders for removing and loading headwall debris into bins/trucks for 
offsite recycling and/or disposal. Other miscellaneous equipment such as service trucks, 
dust inhibiting equipment, air compressors and portable generators may also be 
utilized. Demolition equipment would remain on the shoreline and not down in the 
bottom of the intake channel. The in-water physical barriers will remain in place 
throughout demolition activities of the intake and discharge channels. 

The discharge channel contains four discharge/diffuser structures that reside on the side 
slope of the of the north side of the channel. These structures are below the mean low 
tide level, and will be abandoned in place by filling with rock, rip rap, or other inert, 
sediment-free material. The removal activity within the discharge channel is anticipated 
to be performed in a non-dewatered condition. Sediment containment barriers will be 
placed around the pipe bridge during demolition and placement of any rip rap where 
the bridge once existed. Figure BIO-42b shows a possible layout for barrier placement in 
the discharge channel. Please note this plan is conceptual and a more detailed plan, 
which identifies specific locations and dimensions, will be provided by the demolition 
contractor that will be selected prior to implementation. 

It should be noted that separate pipe bridges span each of the two channels. The 
removal of these bridges, and the caissons that support them will involve placing similar 
soft barriers on either side of the bridges, to isolate the area being disturbed, thus 
minimizing impacts on marine species. It is likely that equipment mounted on a barge 
will be used to gain access to more easily remove these bridges. It is also likely that 
removal of the pipe bridge in the intake channel will occur prior to any headwall 
removal. Should a barge be utilized for this removal work, the appropriate navigational 
approvals, such as with Coast Guard, USACE, and the Port, will be required prior to any 
work being performed.  

43. Please provide information on how the rip rap will be restructured and what will 
be done to mitigate any temporary or permanent impacts to sensitive species. 
Please include a discussion of the timing (seasonality) of the rip rap removal, 
what type of equipment will be used, and any engineering plans that may be 
necessary for removal. 
Response: It is anticipated that most of the existing rip rap will remain undisturbed 
during the demolition process within the intake and discharge channels. Exceptions will 
occur where the installation of soft barriers contact the shoreline. In these areas, rip rap 
will be removed by equipment such as excavators, backhoes or clam bucket. Disturbance 
is expected to be minimal, but some unavoidable turbidity increases may occur. Where 
the intake headwall structures are removed, rip rap will be used as a replacement 
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material to re-contour the shoreline to closely match the existing, rip rapslope. Rip rap 
material will be of similar size and structure of the existing rip rap. Installation of rip rap 
will occur following the headwall removal activities, and while the soft barriers are still 
in place. This work will also be completed during the same fall/winter timeframe. Upon 
removal of the soft barriers, rip rap replacement will occur in those areas left void by the 
soft barriers. The placement of this rip rap will involve a careful process of emplacement 
by using excavator or clam buckets, beginning deposition below the waterline, and 
working its way upward. During initial rip rap removal prior to placing sediment 
barriers, and when rip rap is replaced after the barriers are removed, there will be some 
unavoidable incidental sediment disturbance. Figure BIO-42a shows a possible layout 
for barrier placement in the intake channel. Additional engineering plans will be 
required by the selected demolition contractor prior to implementation in 2010.  

The intake and discharge channels attract the green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) that 
forage on eelgrass in the Bay. Green sea turtles have been sighted using the warm water 
discharge from the existing SBPP during cold periods. Prior to installation of the soft 
barriers that will isolate the landward portion of the intake/discharge channels from the 
Bay, qualified biologists will be on site to exclude turtles from the work areas. A detailed 
plan to conduct the exclusion activities would be developed directly with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service biologists. This plan would be included in the Biological 
Assessment for conducting the formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act and become a condition of demolition work in the channels.  

The intake and discharge channel demolition activities will avoid mapped eelgrass beds 
in the Bay (see Figure BIO-48). Eelgrass plants that may occur in the intake channel work 
area would not be directly affected by demolition activities, as partial dewatering of the 
area would retain shallow water over the eelgrass plants. Degradation of the eelgrass 
could occur if excessive sedimentation from demolition activities in the intake channel 
cover the eelgrass and channel bottoms. Specific protection and mitigation measures will 
be developed through consultation with NMFS, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
California Department of Fish and Game, as per the Southern California Eelgrass 
Mitigation Policy, Revision 11 dated July 31, 2001.  

One cluster (containing 4 stands) of estuary seablite (Suaeda esteroa), a California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) List 1B plant, was found at the intake and discharge channels. 
Most were growing in isolated patches of coastal salt marsh with Batis maritime, 
Salicornia virginica, and Suaeda taxifolia, at the water level, while other individuals were 
growing amongst the rip rap. Two individuals of wooly seablite (Suaeda taxifolia), a 
CNPS List 4 plant, were located at two sites near the intake and discharge channels. Both 
were found growing on soil in poorly developed isolated patches of coastal salt marsh 
between boulders of rip rap. In addition, the unlined and tidally influenced portion of 
Telegraph Canyon Creek that flows to the San Diego Bay supports habitat for the 
estuary seablite. Demolition of the intake channel headwall and restoration of rip rap 
shoreline of the intake and discharge channel could result in the loss of individual 
plants. The plants will be flagged prior to demolition activities and construction 
personnel will be directed to avoid the plants. If demolition activities require removal of 
individual plants, they may be relocated to protected areas such as the mouth of 
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Telegraph Canyon Creek. The Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and 
Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP) would include a more detailed plan to restore, relocate, 
and/or enhance habitat for seablite along the shoreline.  

44. Please describe the Best Management Practices that will be used to minimize 
sedimentation impacts to marine resources. 
Response: As stated in Data Response BIO-42 above, it is anticipated that “soft” barriers 
will be used to isolate work areas, thus reducing the impact of barrier installation, as 
well minimizing the impact to the marine environment. These soft barriers are synthetic 
in nature, and may involve the use of inflatable cofferdams, silt curtains, and 
gunderbooms. Attachment BIO-42 provides representative information about these 
barriers. These barriers are typically weighted on the bottom, and will provide a seal on 
the channel floor. Also provided are Figures BIO-42a and BIO-42b which provides a 
rendering of the potential use of these barriers. These items may be used singularly or in 
combination, depending upon whether the work is performed in a wet or dewatered 
condition, and to remain in compliance with permit requirements. Turbidity monitoring 
will be performed during intake/discharge channel demolition activities, and rip rap 
replacement efforts. Turbidity levels, as defined in a forthcoming San Diego Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 401 water quality certification (as a condition of the 
USACE Section 404 permit for the project), will be maintained to protect the beneficial 
uses established for the San Diego Bay. If necessary, water treatment measures would be 
implemented to reduce turbidity (silt) in construction water. Water treatment measures 
may include pumping water through a settling tank, silt curtains, or as a last resort, 
implementing an advanced water treatment system that runs water through a system of 
weirs and media filters and potentially uses flocculants to settle out any colloidal soil 
particles. 

BACKGROUND 
The eastern populations of green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas agazzizii) are designated 
as federally threatened by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. The South 
San Diego Bay is the only location on the west coast that supports turtle aggregations. 
A small population of green sea turtles utilizes the warm effluent from the once-through 
cooling system of the current South Bay Power Plant. Considering the level of federal 
protection to green sea turtles, evidence that is more scientific is needed to support the 
applicant’s conclusions that there will be no significant impact to green sea turtle 
populations. 
DATA REQUESTS 
45. Since the sea turtles in San Diego Bay use the SBPP area for feeding, please 

discuss the proximity of the nearest suitable feeding areas. Address how the 
elimination of the SBPP area feeding grounds in the San Diego Bay would affect 
survivorship rates. 
Response: The San Diego Bay supports eelgrass that provides forage for the green sea 
turtle. Demolition activities will avoid mapped eelgrass beds in the Bay; however, some 
eelgrass plants may exist in the intake channel. Demolition of SBPP would not eliminate 
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eelgrass feeding grounds in the Bay, and significant impacts to eelgrass plants in the 
intake channel are not expected. This topic will be further addressed in greater detail in 
the biological assessment being prepared for the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS). The effects of the proposed project on the turtle and possible minimization 
measures will be further developed during formal consultation with NMFS and 
cooperation with various entities. 

46. Please provide a discussion of potential impacts to the green sea turtle 
population as a whole if the turtle population is adversely impacted. 
Response: This subject will be addressed in greater detail in the biological assessment 
being prepared for the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in accordance with 
Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. The effects of the proposed project on 
the turtle and possible minimization measures will be further developed during formal 
consultation with NMFS and cooperation with various entities. 

BACKGROUND 
The applicant has listed a number of permits and consultation documents that will be 
required from federal and state agencies as they relate to federally listed bird species 
and green sea turtles, as well as other species of concern. 
DATA REQUEST 
47. Please discuss the status of a federal Biological Opinion (pursuant to Section 7 

of the Endangered Species Act) and a California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) Consistency Determination. Please provide copies of any 
correspondence letters and records of conversation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and CDFG related to this request. 
Response: The federal Biological Opinion would be issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service for potential impacts from construction and demolition noise on special-status 
birds nesting in salt marsh and salt pond habitats adjacent to the SBPP and SBRP sites. 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) would issue a Biological Opinion for 
potential impacts to the green sea turtle during demolition activities in the intake and 
discharge channels, and for the elimination of the warm water discharge to the Bay from 
the existing SBPP that the turtles have become accustomed to in the Bay. The formal 
consultation process under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will be initiated 
with USFWS and NMFS by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as the lead federal 
agency. The Applicant will prepare a biological assessment analyzing potential impacts 
of the Project on these species. The biological assessment will be submitted to the 
USFWS and NMFS to review in preparation of their Biological Opinions. The federal 
nexus for the USACE to initiate consultation would be the permit request under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (if jurisdictional USACE wetlands are on site), and/or 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act for work within navigable waters (the Bay). 
Once the federal Biological Opinion(s) are issued, the Applicant will request a 
consistency determination from California Department of Fish and Game under Fish 
and Game Code 2080.1 if an incidental take authorization for any state-listed species is 
necessary. In that case, the CDFG requires 30 days to review and make a determination 
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that the federal Biological Opinion is consistent with the California Endangered Species 
Act for any state listed species. Correspondence letters from USFWS are provided as 
Attachment BIO-47. 

BACKGROUND 
Eelgrass (Zostera marina) beds are a submerged plant community that fringes the 
south San Diego Bay intertidal zone and are broadly protected as a Special Aquatic Site 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Eelgrass provides food and cover for many 
species of invertebrates and fish, which in turn provide a food base for many bird 
species, including the federally endangered California least terns. The federally 
endangered green sea turtle also feeds on eelgrass. 
DATA REQUESTS 
48. Please include a map detailing the location of eelgrass beds in southern 

San Diego Bay in the SBPP area. 
Response: Figure BIO-48 provides a map of eelgrass beds that were mapped in South 
San Diego Bay as part of Duke Energy South Bay Power Plant “SBPP Cooling Water 
System Effects on San Diego Bay, Volume 1: Compliance with Section 316(a) of the Clean 
Water Act for the South Bay Power Plant, August 12, 2004”. 

49. Please describe what mitigation measures would be taken if eelgrass beds 
cannot be avoided and what would be done to mitigate any temporary or 
permanent impacts to eelgrass beds from destruction of the headwall. 
Response: No eelgrass occurs in the existing SBPP discharge channel. Eelgrass plants 
potentially occurring in the intake channel work area would not be directly affected by 
demolition activities, as partial dewatering of the area would retain shallow water over 
the eelgrass plants. Degradation of the eelgrass could occur if excessive sedimentation 
from demolition activities cover the eelgrass plants and the channel bottom. Specific 
protection and mitigation measures will be developed through consultation with NMFS, 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Game, as per the 
Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, Revision 11 dated July 31, 2001. 

BACKGROUND 
The propagation of noise, both above land and below water, has the potential to impact 
animals. Construction and demolition activities can increase noise levels which have 
adverse impacts to wildlife including discouragement of foraging, nest abandonment, 
and decrease in reproductive success. Loud or sustained noises in the underwater 
environment have the potential to adversely impact marine organisms including fish, 
marine mammals, and turtles. 
DATA REQUESTS 
50. Please describe specific types of demolition activities proposed for the marine 

environment. 
Response: The only demolition activities that would occur in the marine environment 
are demolition in the intake and discharge channels. These activities are described in the 
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above Data Responses 42, 43, and 44. There will be a temporary inflatable coffer dam 
and gunderboom/silt curtains that would isolate the construction activities from the 
open waters of the Bay marine environment. All other construction would occur within 
the existing fenceline of SBPP.  

51. Please include an estimate of sound levels, attenuation distances, and what, if 
any, sensitive species (marine and terrestrial) could be impacted from 
construction of the proposed power plant, the demolition of the existing power 
plant, and operation of the proposed power plant. 
Response: An estimate of sound levels from construction, demolition, and operation is 
included in the AFC Section 8.2.4.2.2 that was derived from the noise analysis in Section 
8.5 of the AFC. The analysis included noise from the activities and operation above 
ground, which are summarized in Table 8.5-14 on page 8.5-26 of the AFC. Maximum 
construction noise levels would be at 71 dBA approximately 730 feet west of the SBRP 
site boundary in the nearest salt pond. Further west into the salt ponds, maximum 
construction noise levels would be approximately 60 to 63 dBA. Also shown in 
Table 8.5-14 of the AFC, the predicted noise levels from SBPP demolition and/or SBRP 
constructions activities at the closest terrestrial habitat nesting area (Location West-c), 
were calculated to be approximately 56 dBA.  

For marine species, there are no known definitive criteria for underwater sound level 
impacts. Further, as discussed in the responses to Data Responses 42, 43, and 44, 
noteworthy steps will be taken to physically exclude marine and aquatic species from 
the vicinity of the demolition areas in the intake and discharge channels. With the 
following measures, this impact minimization approach, coupled with the inherent 
mobility of the identified marine species (such as green sea turtles, fish, birds and 
marine mammals), should preclude significant underwater noise impacts to marine 
sensitive species: 

(a) the intake channel will be dewatered to the extent there will be little, if any, 
opportunity for underwater generation or propagation of noise during demolition. 

(b) the marine animals will be excluded and kept at a distance from the intake and 
discharge channels demolition activities by the soft barriers used during 
demolition. 

(c) the green sea turtle is not expected to remain in the Bay during the fall/winter 
months after the SBPP warm water discharge is eliminated in Summer 2008 when 
SBRP becomes operational. 

52. Please discuss both direct and cumulative noise impacts expected to affect 
biological resources from construction, demolition, and operation activities. 
Response: Direct noise impacts on biological resources are discussed in Section 8.2.4.2.2 
in the AFC. Operation of SBPP and construction of SBRP would occur simultaneously 
throughout the construction period. Likewise, operation of the (new) SBRP and 
demolition of the (existing) SBPP would occur simultaneously. Note, however, that 
cumulative noise from (SBRP) construction and (SBPP) demolition would not occur.  
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Existing operation noise levels from SBPP are approximately 65 to 70 dBA at the intake 
and discharge channels, the closest location of sensitive biological resources (Figure 8.5-4 
of the AFC). Maximum SBRP construction noise levels of 59 dBA would occur at the 
intake channel location. Thus, cumulative noise impacts from SBPP operations and SBRP 
construction activities at this closest location of sensitive biological habitat are expected 
to be comparable to existing conditions with the SBPP operating, since the 59 dBA SBRP 
construction contribution is minimal/negligible in comparison to the existing SBPP 
operations noise levels of 65 to 70 dBA.  

Later in the project, following start-up of the SBRP facility, cumulative noise levels from 
SBRP operations and SBPP demolition activities are expected to produce noise levels 
that are dominated by the SBPP demolition activities (see AFC Table 8.5-14 on page 
8.5-26) as SBRP operations noise levels at the closest locations of sensitive biological 
habitat are predicted to be below 45 dBA (see Figure 8.5-6), which is negligible 
compared to the demolition predictions of 61 to 63 dBA. 

Therefore, in both major phases of the project, the proximity of the SBPP plant to the 
closest locations of significant sensitive biological habitat means that noise levels from 
activities associated with the SBPP facility, whether it is on-going operations noise or 
demolition noise (after start-up of the SBRP), are calculated to be the predominant noise 
sources with little or no contribution from activities at the SBRP site. These predominant 
noise levels from SBPP activities are summarized in AFC Tables 8.5-10 (page 8.5-20) and 
8.5-14 (page 8.5-26).
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Construction Worksite Dewatering Products 

 Building upon years of industry knowledge and experience, Aqua-Barrier products are designed and 
manufactured in the United States as the next generation of effective water inflatable cofferdams for 
use in the construction industry... as dependable liquid inflatable containment structures for controlling 
hazardous materials on land and in the marine environment.... as well as some of the fastest and 
easiest to deploy flood fighting and flood mitigation tools available anywhere. 

 

How are Aqua-Barriers made? 

Aqua-Barriers are constructed from industrial grade vinyl coated polyester. This fabric is laminated 
with 
a base of woven polyester between two layers of flexible polyvinyl chloride. These units can be 
repaired easily in the field in wet or dry conditions, are reusable and provide for compact storage, 
transportation and ease of handling. 

What sizes of Aqua-Barriers are available? 

Inflated heights are 2-, 3-, 4-, 5-, 6-, 7- and even 8-ft. Standard lengths are 25-, 50-, and 100-ft. 
Custom sized units are available upon request. 

Aqua-Barrier Connections 

Aqua-Barriers are joined together using an easy-to-deploy barrier overlapping technique described 
below.  

Each inflated Aqua-Barrier section is straight without the ability to bend. When joining Aqua-Barrier 
sections, an overlapping technique is used. Place the barrier to be inflated on top of the end of the 
inflated barrier and begin the installation process. The amount of overlap is determined by height, as 
indicated in the chart below: 

        Aqua-Barrier  
    Inflated Height  (ft)       Overlap Length (ft) 
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How does an Aqua-Barrier work? 

The concept is a simple one that's backed up by the latest in high-tech design and fabrication 
techniques. Aqua-Barriers are constructed as single tubes with a patented inner restraint diaphragm 
running the length of each unit.  

 

This is the basic structural element that prevents them from rolling when exposed to unequal water or 
hydrostatic pressures from the outside. 

A noticable feature on Aqua-Barriers are the industrial grade threaded fittings used as fill and drain 
ports on each unit. Manufactured from rigid PVC and available in 4- and 8-inch diameter, these ports 
are conveniently installed on the top of all Aqua-Barriers. The 8-inch drain ports are installed along the 
sides and ends. 

 

Using standard size hose and adapters the installation and removal of an Aqua-Barrier coffer dam, 
containment structure or temporary flood wall is quickly and easily accomplished. When filled to their 
recommended height these mass and gravity-based units are able to conform to various types of 
terrain and stream bed materials. The flexibility and impermeability of a vinyl Aqua-Barrier creates an 
effective water-tight seal which then allows for the removal, diversion or deflection of surface, flood or 
contaminated waters. 

How are Aqua-Barriers installed? 

 
2 

 
3 

3 4.5 

4 6 

5 7.5 

6 9 

7 10.5 

8 12 
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Technical assistance and installation consultation are available from a network of authorized Aqua
Barrier trained professionals. As easy as this product is to install, there are minimum site specific 
requirements. Slope and grade parameters, water depth, water velocity, anticipated water flows and 
related hydrological standards must be evaluated before applications can be undertaken. When 
correctly installed, Aqua-Barrier inflatable dams provide effective, affordable protection for waterways, 
property and people.  

To properly evaluate your particular worksite dewatering project, complete and return an Aqua-Barrier 
Work Site Assessment.  

 

What are the standard heights and dimensions of Aqua-Barriers?  

See Aqua-Barrier Product Specifications 

 

  

 

Aqua-Barrier™ is a business unit of Hydro-Solutions, Inc. 5119 Ashley Court, Houston, TX 77041 
Copyright © 2004 Hydro-Solutions, Inc.  All rights reserved. 
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FIGURE BIO-42a
Intake Channel Plan
South Bay Replacement Project
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FIGURE BIO-48a
EELGRASS COVERAGE IN SOUTH BAY, 
MAY 2003
SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT
CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA    

SOURCE:  Duke Energy South Bay Power Plant, SBPP 
Cooling Water System Effects on San Diego Bay, Volume 1: 
Compliance with Section 316(a) of the Clean Water Act for 
the South Bay Power Plant, August 12, 2004.
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FIGURE BIO-48b
COMPARISON OF EELGRASS COVERAGE 
IN SOUTH BAY (1993, 1999, 2003)
SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT
CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA    

SOURCE:  Duke Energy South Bay Power Plant, SBPP 
Cooling Water System Effects on San Diego Bay, Volume 1: 
Compliance with Section 316(a) of the Clean Water Act for 
the South Bay Power Plant, August 12, 2004.
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Technical Area: Cultural Resources 
Author: Beverly E. Bastian 

BACKGROUND 
The design of the proposed South Bay Replacement Project (SBRP) would include the 
underground installation of various transmission lines and plant utilities. In addition, a 
new stormwater retention basin will be constructed, possibly by excavation. Excavation 
dimensions and methods were provided in the AFC for some of these structures, but not 
for others. Staff needs to know the dimensions and excavation methods of the required 
excavations to assess their potential impacts on possible buried cultural resources. 

General Data Response 53: The SBRP site will be filled such that it is above the 100-year 
flood plain elevation. The average final elevation of the site is at 23 feet above sea level. 
The existing base elevation of the site ranges from 10 feet to 19 feet above mean sea level, 
with existing earthen berms to over 25 feet above mean sea level. The low point of the 
final elevation, the bottom of the stormwater detention basin, is at 16 feet (existing 
elevation in the area of the basin is 11-13 feet). The average existing base elevation of the 
site is approximately 16 feet and the average fill is 7 feet. 

DATA REQUESTS 
53. Please provide the width and depth of the trench or trenches for the underground 

230 kV loop-in from the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agreement Transmission 
Project line to the interim 230 kV substation. 
Response: See General Data Response 53. Trench width will typically be 42 inches or 
less, and trench depth will typically be 5 ft, though it will vary between 4 ft and 8 ft 
depending upon underground obstructions. 

54. Please provide the depth of the holes for the two supports (H-frame structure and 
single pole structure) of the 230 kV overhead interconnection between the 
proposed new steam turbine generator step-up transformer and the proposed 
new 230 kV substation. 
Response: See General Data Response 53.The depth of the holes for the H-frame 
structure foundations will be approximately 18 feet and the depth of the hole for the 
single pole structure will be approximately 20 feet. 

55. Please provide the location, depth, and excavation method of the excavations for 
splice boxes, if any, for all underground transmission lines. 
Response: See General Data Response 53. For the interim configuration, one splice box is 
identified on Figure 5.2-3 of the AFC with the designation “Manhole” in the plan view. 
This manhole will contain splices for both the 69 kV and 138 kV circuits. It will be 
approximately 21 ft long x 11 ft wide x 9 ft high with approximately 2 ft of earthen 
cover. This manhole will require an 11 ft deep hole which will be excavated by backhoe.  

No splice boxes are required for the 69 kV or 138 kV circuits in the final configuration. It 
is anticipated that SDG&E will install two additional manholes in their easement 
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immediately east of the SBRP site for the 230 kV circuit. These manholes are anticipated 
to be of equivalent size and depth as stated above. 

56. Please provide the depth and excavation method of the excavation required for 
the underground piping and pigging facilities for the natural gas metering station. 
Response:  

See General Data Response 53. Within the 300-foot SDG&E easement that runs parallel 
to the west side of Bay Blvd., the existing grade ranges from 16 feet to 24 feet above 
mean sea level. As part of the SBRP project, there are no plans to change the ground 
surface elevation within the 300-foot-wide SDG&E easement, except for disturbances as 
noted herein. 

The natural gas metering station is above ground. For piping to and from this station an 
excavator will be used to dig a trench 3’ to 6’ deep. Because the entire SBRP site is 
largely on fill that will be imported to the site as part of the construction of the SBRP, 
impact to soils below existing grades will be minimal. 

57. Please provide the excavation method and the depth of the trench for the potable 
water supply pipeline. 
Response: See General Data Response 53. An excavator will be used to dig a trench 3’ to 
6’ deep. Because the entire SBRP site is largely on fill that will be imported to the site as 
part of the construction of the SBRP, impact to soils below existing grades will be 
minimal. 

58. Please provide the excavation method and depth of the trench for the waste 
water disposal pipeline. 
Response: See General Data Response 53. An excavator will be used to dig a trench 3’ to 
6’ deep. Because the entire SBRP site is largely on fill that will be imported to the site as 
part of the construction of the SBRP, impact to soils below existing grades will be 
minimal. 

59. Please provide the greatest depth of the excavation necessary to create the 
stormwater retention basin. 
Response: See General Data Response 53. An excavator will be used to dig the 
stormwater detention basin. The finished grade bottom elevation of the basin is 
designed at elevation 16’. Existing grade in the area of the stormwater detention basin is 
less then elevation 15’ (except in areas of the existing berm); therefore impact to soils 
below grade will be minimal.  

BACKGROUND 
The AFC (p. 2-3) refers to a 300-foot-wide existing SDG&E utility easement running 
along the entire east side of the parcel on which the proposed SBRP would be built and, 
apparently, extending north to K Street, where the proposed natural gas pipeline for the 
project would tie in to an existing SDG&E gas line. The AFC describes the easement as 
disturbed ground. The AFC also states that the proposed SBRP site, the existing South 
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Bay Power Plant (SBPP) site, and the proposed appurtenant linear facility routes were 
surveyed for cultural resources on February 14, 2006. From the AFC, it is not clear that 
the easement was surveyed, and no information was included detailing the nature and 
extent of ground disturbance in the easement. To determine whether construction 
activities proposed within the easement could affect cultural resources, staff needs to 
clarify whether this easement has been surveyed for cultural resources within the past 
five years and what is the nature and extent of the ground disturbance in the easement. 

DATA REQUESTS 
60. Please provide the personnel names and qualifications, methods, and findings 

for the cultural resources survey of the entire north-south length of the 
300-foot-wide SDG&E utility easement, within which the natural gas pipeline for 
the SBRP would be installed. If this easement has not been surveyed for cultural 
resources within the past five years, please complete the required survey and 
provide personnel names and qualifications, methods, and findings. 
Response: The alignment for the gas pipeline route was subject to 100 percent cultural 
resources survey using 15-meter parallel transects by Clint Helton of CH2M HILL on 
February 14, 2006. The proposed gas line alignment was surveyed concurrent with the 
rest of the project area. Much of the ground surface was visible, and the alignment falls 
within heavily disturbed soils. Mr. Helton’s qualifications are included in Section 8.3.1 of 
the AFC, and his resume is included in Appendix 8.3A of the AFC. 

61. Please provide a discussion of the nature and extent of ground disturbance in the 
300-foot-wide existing SDG&E utility easement. 
Response: The entire area, including the 300-foot-wide existing SDG&E easement has 
been heavily disturbed by construction of the existing electrical transmission lines 
within the easement, and by construction of the existing South Bay Power Plant as well 
as the construction and demolition of liquefied natural gas (LNG) storage tanks (no 
longer present). As part of the SBRP project portions of SDG&E’s300-foot-wide easement 
will be subject to additional disturbance to construct two access roads for the SBRP site, 
and to install the gas line, potable water line, and waste-water discharge line to service 
the plant. 

BACKGROUND 
The AFC does not provide location information on the route of the natural gas supply 
pipeline from the metering station to the two combustion turbines. Staff needs this 
information to identify all ground-disturbing project activities and assess their potential to 
impact buried cultural resources. 
DATA REQUEST 
62. Please provide a map showing the route of the natural gas supply pipeline from 

the metering station to the two combustion turbines and indicate the required 
trench depth of this line. 
Response: The trench for the gas line will be 3’ to 6’ below finish grade. Because the 
entire SBRP site is largely on fill that will be imported to the site as part of the 
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construction of the SBRP, impact to soils below existing grades will be minimal. A figure 
identifying the route of the natural gas supply pipeline from the metering station to the 
two combustion turbines is provided as Figure CUL-62. 

BACKGROUND 
In its review of applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards regarding 
cultural resources, the AFC indicates that San Diego County has an ordinance 
(San Diego County Administrative Code, §396.7), which establishes a San Diego 
County Local Register of Historical Resources. The AFC does not indicate that, during 
routine archival research to identify cultural resources in the project area, this local 
register was checked.  
DATA REQUEST 
63. Please check the San Diego County Local Register of Historical Resources for 

any listings located within one mile of the proposed project and provide the 
results. 
Response: Gail Wright (858-694-3003), Planner II for San Diego County, was contacted 
by telephone on November 13, 2006, and the current list of properties in the register was 
reviewed by Clint Helton of CH2M HILL. None of the properties listed in the San Diego 
County Local Register of Historical Resources fall within one-mile of the South Bay 
Replacement Project. 

BACKGROUND 
The April, 2006, Geotechnical Foundation Analysis for the proposed SBRP 
(Appendix 8.15A) reports that there may be five to ten feet of surface fill material on the 
site, and that the potential of this material for liquefaction and for excessive settlement 
indicates that shallow foundations are not feasible for heavily loaded and 
settlement-sensitive structures. The earlier report of Black and Veatch to Duke Energy 
recommended that fill material at the LNG site be removed and replaced with structured 
and compacted fill because of these stability issues (Appendix 8.15A, July 27, 2005). 
The AFC does not indicate whether this would be done. Nor does it identify any off-site 
disposal or borrow areas, if the removal and replacement would be done. To identify all 
impacts of the proposed project, staff needs to know if fill removal is planned and if the 
chosen soil disposal and borrow sites have been surveyed for cultural resources. 
DATA REQUESTS 
64. If surface fill material will be removed from the LNG site, please identify where 

this removal would be done, and how deep the fill removal would go in each 
location targeted for fill removal. 
Response: The existing berm will be removed, however all fill material will remain 
onsite. It is approximately 10’ to 12’ high and will be cut down to existing grade and 
used as fill material for the site. The remainder of the site is in fill, but the existing 
surface will be prepared by scouring vegetation and loose topsoil. 
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65. If removed fill material will be disposed of off-site and/or new fill soils brought in, 

please provide reports of the dates, personnel, methods, and findings from any 
cultural resources surveys of the disposal and borrow sites, or explain why no 
surveys are needed. If disposal and borrow sites are not commercial operations 
and consequently have not been surveyed for cultural resources, please conduct 
such surveys and provide the personnel qualifications, methods, and findings. 
Response: Fill material will remain onsite. The site will be filled above the existing grade 
by the use of imported fill. The existing onsite berm will provide approximately 
4,000 cubic yards of fill material. As discussed in Section 2.3-15.4 of the AFC, it is 
expected that approximately 165,000 cubic yards of fill material will be required for the 
construction of the site. During the construction timeframe of the project (i.e., 2008 to 
2009), it is believed that quality fill material will be available in the San Diego area from 
Caltrans projects, San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) projects, and other local 
projects. It is likely that Caltrans projects will have fill material available during the 
planned construction timeframe for SBRP. SDCWA has 5 major projects that will be 
ongoing during 2008 and 2009. The combined Caltrans and SDCWA projects that will be 
ongoing in the 2008 and 2009 timeframe in the San Diego area are expected to provide 
the required filled material for the construction of the SBRP. As public projects that will 
be subject to CEQA review, it is reasonable to expect that appropriate cultural resource 
surveys will be conducted for these Caltrans and SDCWA projects and that appropriate 
cultural resource mitigation measures will be implemented for these projects. 

BACKGROUND 
The Herbert and Walters historical architectural study of the extant SBPP briefly 
discusses the former SDG&E LNG storage facility to the south, on the site where the 
applicant proposes to build the new SBRP. The study indicates that the LNG facility was 
completed in 1965, was the only such facility in the west, and was one of only five in the 
world at the time (AFC Appendix 8.3C, pp. 9, 13). The age and the distinction of the 
LNG facility indicate that it must be considered a cultural resource potentially eligible for 
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) under Criterion A and possibly 
under Criterion C, as well. To ensure that staff has a complete inventory of significant 
cultural resources which could be significantly impacted by the proposed SBRP, the 
remains of the LNG facility must be recorded and evaluated.  
DATA REQUEST 
66. Please record the remains of the LNG facility (foundations, roads and all other 

paved areas, tanks pads, and berms) as a historical archaeological site on DPR 
523 forms, and provide a copy to both staff and the California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS). Also, please have the former facility 
researched and evaluated for eligibility for the CRHR by a historian 
knowledgeable in the field of energy technology development and incorporate his 
or her report of the facility’s historical context and significance into the DPR 523 
forms. 
Response: Mr. Rand Herbert of JRP Historical Consulting conducted a separate field 
reconnaissance of the visible remains of the LNG facility components on November 16, 
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2006. A DPR 523 form is in preparation and will be provided to the CEC in a separate 
docket filing when the form and eligibility determination is complete (expected to be 
completed in December 2006). Mr. Herbert has inventoried and evaluated a wide range 
of energy production facilities, including hydroelectric powerhouses, gas/oil steam 
turbine stations, substations, and transmission lines. He has also studied dams, canals, 
control equipment, and other appurtenant structures. In these studies he has placed the 
resources in question in the context of energy development in California. Mr. Herbert's 
resume is provided as Attachment CUL-66. 

BACKGROUND 
The information from the CHRIS, which the applicant provided under confidential cover 
to staff, included site forms for six known resources and bibliographic data on fifteen 
cultural resources surveys which the CHRIS identified as having been conducted within 
the one-mile-radius literature review study area for the SBRP. The AFC states that 
these reports were reviewed for information pertinent to the SBRP (p. 8.3-10), but the 
findings of these reports are not included in the AFC, and the only archaeological report 
that is discussed in the AFC (Eckhardt and Carrico 1978, on p. 8.3-10) is not one of the 
fifteen reports the CHRIS listed. The cultural resources inventory in the AFC includes 
only the six properties for which the CHRIS provided site forms, two of which are sites 
possibly detailed in two of the fifteen CHRIS-listed surveys. The keywords assigned by 
the CHRIS to the fifteen listed reports suggest that these surveys identified a number of 
other sites in the one-mile-radius study area. Staff needs to review the fifteen 
CHRIS-listed reports and the Eckhardt and Carrico report in order to ensure that a 
complete inventory of cultural resources in the vicinity of the SBRP is compiled and that 
all resources are evaluated for significance and potential project impacts. 
DATA REQUEST 
67. Please provide to staff copies of the fifteen cultural resources reports listed in 

AFC Table 8.3-2, and a copy of the Eckhardt and Carrico (1978) report cited on 
AFC p. 8.3-10. 
Response: To clarify, CH2M HILL received bibliographic data only from CHRIS for the 
reports listed in Table 8.3-2. CH2M HILL does not have copies of these fifteen technical 
reports, and the CHRIS information centers do not typically provide full copies as part 
of a standard records search request. A copy of the Eckhardt and Carrico (1978) report is 
provided as Attachment CUL-67. 

BACKGROUND 
The CHRIS also provided a Geofinder map and data print-out of properties within the 
proposed project’s 1-mile-radius study area that are listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places, on the CRHR, among California State Landmarks, among California 
Points of Historic Interest, or on other historic property lists. Only one property was 
shown on the Geofinder map, and only the property’s address—1196 Industrial Blvd.—
and its primary number—P-37-017656—were provided in the data print-out. This 
property is listed as one of the keywords for the Dolan (1999) survey report cited in AFC 
Table 8.3-2, but the report does not provide any detailed information. Staff needs more 
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information on this property to assess its significance and to assess the proposed 
project’s impacts on it. 
DATA REQUEST 
68. Please provide to staff copies of all CHRIS records regarding this resource, 

including its primary DPR 523 form and whatever forms resulted in the resource 
being listed on some historic property list. If this resource has not been evaluated 
for eligibility for the CRHR by a qualified architectural historian, please have such 
a specialist update the primary DPR 523 record for this resource, complete the 
evaluation section of the 523B form, assess the potential impact of the proposed 
SBRP on this resource, and provide copies of the forms and impact assessment 
to staff and copies of the forms to the CHRIS. 
Response: A copy of the DPR site form for P-37-017656 is provided as Attachment CUL-68. 
This site is a residence and remains of a gas station and is recommended as not eligible for 
the CRHR or NRHP. The site will not be impacted by the SBRP. 

BACKGROUND 
The applicant contacted 17 Native American individuals and groups seeking information 
on traditional cultural properties and archaeological sites. The AFC includes the 
responses of those Native Americans up through May 6, 2006. The applicant also 
contacted four local historical societies seeking information on local historic resources, 
but received no responses by the time the AFC was submitted to the Energy 
Commission. Staff needs to know if the applicant has received any additional responses 
from Native Americans or historical societies since that time. 
DATA REQUESTS 
69. Please provide copies of any communications with Native Americans regarding 

the SBRP received since May 6, 2006.  
Response: No additional communication from Native Americans has been received 
since May 6, 2006. 

70. Please provide copies of any communications with local historical societies since 
the AFC was submitted to the Energy Commission. 
Response: No additional communication from local historical societies has been 
received since the AFC was filed with the CEC on June 30, 2006.
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RAND F. HERBERT 
Principal, JRP Historical Consulting 
Mr. Herbert’s academic fields of specialization were in California and Western United States 
history.  For more than twenty–five years, Mr. Herbert has worked as a consulting historian on a 
wide variety of historical research and cultural resources management projects, as a researcher, 
writer, and project manager.  He has managed, written, or worked on building inventory and 
evaluation projects for a variety of government agencies such as Caltrans and the Department of 
Defense.  He has given numerous lectures on the topics of public history and has provided expert 
witness services and testimony in more than a dozen cases or administrative proceedings.  Based 
on his level of education and experience, Mr. Herbert qualifies as a historian/architectural 
historian under the United States Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
(as defined in 36 CFR Part 61). 

Professional Background 
Mr. Herbert has taught history at community colleges in Sacramento and Solano counties and 
regularly teaches a graduate seminar in public history at California State University, Sacramento 
(2001–present).  In 1990, he was elected chairman of the California Council for the Promotion of 
History (CCPH) and served a two-year term.  He served as one of CCPH’s representatives on 
California Resources Secretary Douglas Wheeler’s Historic Preservation Task Force (1992–
1994); and on the National Cultural Alliance’s Cultural Awareness Campaign, California 
Steering Committee.  Mr. Herbert is a Registered Professional Historian (#508) with CCPH and 
a member of the National Council on Public History, California Historical Society, Ninth Circuit 
Court Historical Society.  Mr. Herbert earned is MAT in History for the University of California 
Davis and his BA in History from the University of California, Berkeley. 

Relevant Experience 
 Finding of Effects for Caltrain San José Diridon Train Station Offices Improvement Project, 

San Jose, California.  Prepared for VBN.  2006–In Progress. 

 Inventory and Evaluation, South Bay Power Plant, Chula Vista, San Diego County, 
California.  Prepared for CH2MHill.  2006–In Progress. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report, Placer Ranch Offsite Road and Utility 
Corridors, Placer County, California.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2006–In Progress. 

 Photodocumentation for Building 89, Naval Station San Diego.  Prepared for Far Western 
Anthropological Research Group.  2006–In Progress. 

 Historic Resources Report, Santa Clara Valley Water District Dams.  Prepared for 
MHA/SCVWD.  2006. 

 SACOG.  Prepared for .  2006. 

 SACOG.  Prepared for URS.  2006. 

 Southwest Div. On-Call Cultural Resources Consulting Contract.  Prepared for Navy: 
Southwest Division NAVFACENG COM, San Diego.  2005–In Progress. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation of Riolo Vineyard.  Prepared for URS 
Corporation.  2005–In Progress. 

ATTACHMENT CUL-66



 Historic American Buildings Survey, Signal Corps Radar (S.C.R) 296 Station 5 Transmitter 
Building Foundation and Fort Barry Bonita Ridge Access Retaining Wall.  Prepared for 
Assoicated Cultural Resource Experts, LLC.  2005–In Progress. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report:  Buckhorn Grade Improvement Project, Shasta and 
Trinity Counties, California.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005–In Progress. 

 Inventory and Evaluation Report and Impacts Analysis Document for 1938 Broadway 
Project, Oakland, Alameda County, California.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005–In 
Progress. 

 Inventory and Evaluation of High Water Bridge at Camp Roberts, Monterey County, 
California.  Prepared with Tetra Tech for US Army National Guard Reserve.  2005–In 
Progress. 

 Lava Cap Mine Historical Resource Inventory and Evaluation, Nevada County, California.  
Prepared for CH2MHill.  2005–In Progress. 

 Historic Properties Survey Report for the D Street Bridge Rehabilitation Project, Petaluma, 
Sonoma County, California.  Prepared with URS Corporation for Caltrans District 4.  2005–
In Progress. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report, Napa Salt Marsh Restoration Area, 
Napa County, California..  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005–In Progress. 

 Historic Context Report and DPR 523 Form, Lauer Dam.  Prepared for Far Western 
Anthropological Research Group.  2005–In Progress. 

 Historic Inventory and Evaluation Report and Finding of Effect Report for the Peninsula 
Joint Powers Board Four Track Project, Brisbane and South San Francisco, San Mateo 
Coutny, California, Caltrain Mileposts 6.0 to 9.7.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation 
Group.  2005–In Progress. 

 Trans Bay Cable Project, Historical Resources Study, Contra Costa County and San 
Francisco County, California.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005–In Progress. 

 Historic Land Use Study for the Bridgeview Energy Facility, Antioch, Contra Costa County, 
California.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005–In Progress. 

 Quail Hollow Road Bridge Replacement Project, Santa Cruz County, California.  Prepared 
for URS.  2005–In Progress. 

 Finding of Effects for Building Improvement Projects, NAWS China Lake.  Prepared for .  
2005–In Progress. 

 Contra Costa Canal study.  Prepared for Contra Costa Water District.  2005–2006. 

 Historic Resource Evaluation Report:  Rumrill Boulevard Bridge Replacement Project,  San 
Pablo, Contra Costa County, California.  Prepared for California Department of 
Transportation, District 4.  2005. 

 Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation:  Eastern Sierra Regional Airport,  Inyo, 
California.  Prepared for .  2005. 

 Emeryville Park Avenue Initial Study.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005. 



 Yosemite Village.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2005. 

 McClellan Business Park Historic American Buildings Survey Building 231.  Prepared for 
McClellan Business Park.  2005. 

 Me ID Transmission Lines.  Prepared for Russell Associates and Merced Irrigation District.  
2005–. 

 Historic Properties Inventory and Evaluation:  AC Transit East Bay Bus Rapid Transit 
Project.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group.  2004–In Progress. 

 Historical Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report of the Adams Auxiliary and Adams 
Main Powerhouses, Owens River Gorge, Mono County, California.  Prepared for City of Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power.  2004–2005. 

 Marin Rod and Gun Club Pier.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2004. 

 Historic Resources Report: Lower Owens River Channel Obstruction Survey, Owens Valley, 
California.  Prepared for Montgomery Watson Harza and Far Western Anthropological 
Research Group.  2004. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report for Placer Ranch, Roseville, California.  
Prepared for URS Corporation.  2004. 

 NAWS China Lake Mining Sites Preliminary Survey, Twenty Mule Team Route, and New 
York Mine, and 69 mines at China Lake.  Prepared for Epsilon Systems Inc..  2003–In 
Progress. 

 Phase II Cultural Resources Evaluation of Selected World War II and Cold War Era 
Buildings and Structures, Edwards Air Force Base, California (Draft), September 2004.  
Submitted to U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District.  Prepared with TetraTech, 
Inc. for Air Force Flight Test Center, Base Historic Preservation Office, Edwards Air Force 
Base, California.  2003–2006. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report:  Highway 101 HOV Lane Widening and 
Improvements Project, Old Redwood Highway, Petaluma to Rohnert Park Expressway, 
Rohnert Park, Sonoma County, California.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group, 
Caltrans.  2003–2005. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report:  Highway 101 HOV Lane Widening and 
Improvements Project, Steele Lane in Santa Rosa to Windsor River Road in Windsor, 
Sonoma County.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group, Caltrans.  2003–2005. 

 Historic Properties Survey, AFC, City of San Francisco Potrero Energy Facility.  Prepared 
for CH2M Hill Corporation.  2003–2004. 

 Design Guidelines and Project Considerations Regarding Santa Clara Depot and San Jose 
Diridon Station as Historic Properties for the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board Caltrain 
Santa Clara to San Jose Corridor Improvement Project.  Prepared for HNTB Corporation.  
2003–2004. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report:  Waterfront Drive Extension Project, Eureka, 
Humboldt County California.  Prepared with North State Resources, Inc. for City of Eureka 
and California Department of Transportation.  2003–2004. 



 Historic Resources Evaluation Report.  Lagoon Valley Project, Vacaville, California.  
Prepared for EIP Associates.  2003–2004. 

 California Park Hill Railroad Tunnel Project Historical Resources Inventory and Evaluation 
Report.  Prepared for URS Corporation and Marin County.  2003–2004. 

 National Register of Historic Places Nomination and Historic American Buildings Survey for 
Senior Officer's Quarters District, Yerba Buena Island, and Buildings 1, 2, and 3, Treasure 
Island, San Francisco.  Prepared for US Navy.  2003–2004. 

 Via Marisol Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Bridge 53C-0053, Via Marisol, Los 
Angeles County, California.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group.  2003. 

 .  Prepared for Robertson-Bryan, Inc..  2003. 

 Evaluation of Almaden Dam, Santa Clara Valley Water District.  Prepared for URS 
Corporation.  2003. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report:  Spreckels Boulevard Bike Path Project, Monterey, 
California.  Prepared for Denise Duffy and Associates.  2003. 

 Historic Resources Inventory & Evaluation Report:  Reclamation District 348 Levee 
Rehabilitation Project, San Joaquin County, California.  Prepared for Hanson Engineering.  
2003. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report for Proposed Improvements to Interstate 680 - State 
Route 4 Interchange, Contra Costa County, California.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  
2002–2004. 

 Statewide Historic Context and Inventory and Evaluation of all pre-1960 Concrete Arch, 
Timber Truss, Concrete Truss, and Suspension Bridges and Evaluation of Los Angeles 
Monumental Bridges.  Prepared with Far Western Anthropological Research Group for 
Caltrans.  2002–2004. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report, Historic Property Survey Report and Finding of 
Effect, Glendale-Hyperion Bridge, Los Angeles, California.  Prepared for CH2M Hill.  
2002–2004. 

 Historic Context Report, Roadway Bridges in California, 1936 to 1959, and Statewide 
Inventory and Evaluation of all pre-1960 Metal Truss, Movable, and Steel Arch Bridges.  
Prepared with Pacific Legacy for Caltrans.  2002–2004. 

 Historic Property Survey Report and Historic Resources Evaluation Report of the First Street 
Viaduct Over Glendale Boulevard, Bridge 53C0045, Los Angeles, California.  Prepared for 
CH2M Hill for City of Los Angeles.  2002–2004. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report for the Proposed Improvements to Highway 101 
Between Eureka and Arcata, California.  Prepared for .  2002–2003. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report for USBR Resources within the Millerton Recreation 
Management Plan.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2002–2003. 

 Historical Resources Evaluation Report:  I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project Hacienda 
Drive to East of Greenville Road, Alameda County, California.  Prepared with Parsons 
Transportation Group for Alameda County Transit Authority.  2002–2003. 



 Historic Resources Evaluation Report for USBR's Friant-Kern Canal.  Prepared for URS 
Corporation.  2002–2003. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report and Finding of Effect, First Street Bridge and Street 
Widening Bridge 53C-1166, Los Angeles.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation, Inc.  2002–
2003. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report for Proposed Improvements to Highway 12 Between 
Interstate 80 and Napa Junction, Solano County, California.  Prepared for CALTRANS.  
2002–2003. 

 Historic Properties Survey, AFC, Salton Sea Geothermal Project.  Prepared for CH2M Hill 
Corporation.  2002–2003. 

 Commodore Schulyer F. Heim Memorial Bridge Project.  Prepared for CH2M Hill, Inc. for 
the Port of Los Angeles.  2002–2003. 

 Historic American Buildings Survey of Four Buildings, China Lake Propulsion Laboratory, 
NAWS China Lake.  Prepared with Epsilon Systems, Inc. for Navy.  2002–2003. 

 DPR 523 Primary Form for Historic Buildings and Structures in the Study Area for Silicon 
Valley Power's Pico Power Project in Santa Clara, California.  Prepared for Foster Wheeler 
Environmental.  2002. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report of Shinn Road Bridge, Los Angeles County, 
California.  Prepared with Parsons State and Municipal Division, for County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works.  2002. 

 Historic Architectural Inventory and Evaluation Report on US395 Clear Acre Lane/Sutro 
Street Interchange Complex, Reno, Nevada.  Prepared for CH2MHill.  2002. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation, University of California Davis Medical Center:  
Sacramento County Hospital Buildings.  Prepared for EIP Associates.  2002. 

 Evaluation of 25-Mile Segments of the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Railroads in Los 
Angeles County, California.  Prepared for Alameda Corridor East Authority.  2002. 

 Historical Resources Evaluation Report South Midtown Area Revitalization and 
Transportation Plan (SMART).  Prepared for EIP Associates.  2002. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report: Congress Avenue Curb and Gutter, Sidewalk 
Improvement Project, Monterey County, California.  Prepared for Caltrans and City of 
Pacific Grove.  2002. 

 Consultation to Caltrans District 4 for Section 106 Mitigation Measures, Carquinez Bridge 
Replacement Project.  Prepared with Parsons Transportation Group for Caltrans.  2001–In 
Progress. 

 Historic Architectural Survey Report and Finding of Effect, Larkin Street Bridge Earthquake 
Retrofitting Project, Monterey, California.  Prepared for Boyle Engineering and Denise 
Duffy & Associates.  2001–2004. 

 Historic Architectural Survey Report for Highway 4 Widening Project, Contra Costa County.  
Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group.  2001–2004. 



 Historic Resources Evaluation Report, Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor EIS/EIR 
Alternatives.  Prepared for Earthtech.  2001–2003. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report, NID Lower Cascade Canal-Banner/ Cascade Pipeline 
Project, Nevada County, California.  Prepared with Stantec Consulting for Nevada Irrigation 
District.  2001–2003. 

 Consultation to URS Corporation and the City of San Francisco for EIS/EIR for 
Development of Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island.  Prepared for URS Corporation and 
City of San Francisco.  2001–2002. 

 Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, Jackson Fay Brown House, Dixon, 
California.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group.  2001–2002. 

 National Register of Historic Places Inventory and Evaluation of Previously Unevaluated 
World War II and Cold War Era Buildings, Parks Reserve Forces Training Area, Alameda 
and Contra Costa Counties.  Prepared for Parks Reserve Forces Training Area.  2001–2002. 

 Historic Properties Survey, AFC Enron Roseville Energy Facility.  Prepared for URS 
Corporation.  2001–2002. 

 Historic Architectural Survey Report and Finding of Effect, Caltrain Extension to Transbay 
Terminal Joint Development Project.  Prepared for .  2001–2002. 

 Historic Architectural Survey Report, Jellys Ferry Road Bridge Project (8C0043), Tehama 
County, California.  Prepared for Hughes Environmental Consultants.  2001–2002. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report, North Spring Street Bridge, Los Angeles, California.  
Prepared for URS Corporation.  2001–2002. 

 Supplemental Historic Architectural Survey and Evaluation Report for Oakland Army Base.  
Prepared with URS Corporation for City of Oakland.  2001. 

 Historic Properties Report Western Area Power Administration Transmission Line Corridors:  
Sacramento County, California.  Prepared for Far Western Anthropological Research Group.  
2001. 

 Bridge Evaluation of Hayfork Nine Mile Bridge (5C0067) Hyampom Road, Trinity County, 
California.  Prepared for North State Resources on behalf of Trinity County.  2001. 

 National Register of Historic Places Inventory and Evaluation of Fifteen World War II and 
Cold War Era Buildings and Structures at Tooele Army Depot, Tooele County, Utah.  
Prepared with CH2MHill for Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers.  2001. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report for the Proposed Veterans 
Administration National Cemetery Southwest of Dixon, Solano County, California.  Prepared 
for URS Corporation.  2001. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report of the Gunn Street Bridge Replacement Project, 
Kelseyville, California.  Prepared for .  2001. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report of the Morrill Road Bridge Replacement Project, 
Riverbank, California.  Prepared for City of Riverbank.  2001. 



 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report of the Cal-Ore Telephone Company 
Fiber Optics Project, Klamath County, Oregon and Siskiyou County, California.  Prepared 
for Far Western Anthropological Research Group.  2001. 

 Consumnes Power Plant Pipeline AFC.  Prepared for CH2M Hill Corporation.  2001. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report, Modesto Irrigation District, Main Canal, Riverbank, 
California.  Prepared for City of Riverbank.  2001. 

 Inventory and Evaluation of Previously Unevaluated Buildings at Tooele Army Depot.  
Prepared with CH2MHill for Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers.  2001. 

 Inventory and Evaluation:  National Register of Historic Places Eligibility of the Montague 
Depot Museum, Montague, California.  Prepared for .  2001. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation, Spring Valley Water Company’s Alameda 
Creek System, Alameda County.  Prepared for San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.  
2000–2002. 

 Inventory and Evaluation of Historic Resources, Caltrain Electrification Project, San 
Francisco to Gilroy (MP 0.0 to 77.4).  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group.  2000–
2002. 

 Alameda County Transit M.I.S. Phase I Historic Building Survey.  Prepared for Parsons 
Transportation Group.  2000–2001. 

 San Francisco Airport Expansion-Supplementary Historic Resources Evaluations of Runway 
Structures.  Prepared for URS Corporation.  2000–2001. 

 Historic Architectural Survey Report.  Highway Improvements State Route 65 in Lincoln, 
California.  Prepared with EIP Associates for Caltrans.  2000. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation Report.  Olive Trees on East Gibson Road and Bourn 
Drive/Court, Woodland, California.  Prepared for EIP Associates.  2000. 

 Historic Architectural Survey and Evaluation of Mirrassou Residences, Los Gatos, 
California.  Prepared for Pinn Brothers Construction, Inc..  2000. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report, Transmission Lines in the Stanislaus 
Corridor, Alameda County, California.  Prepared for California Public Utilities Commission.  
2000. 

 Historic Architectural Survey Report for Grade Separations within the Alameda Corridor-
East Project, Los Angeles County, California.  Prepared for DeLeuw, Cather Inc.  1999–
2001. 

 Southeast Area Traffic System (SEATS) Project, Sacramento, California.  Prepared with EIP 
Associates for City of Sacramento.  1999–2000. 

 Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report  for the Sacramento-Folsom Light Rail 
Extension Corridor Project.  Prepared for DeLeuw Cather Inc..  1998–2000. 

 Highway 25 By Pass Project, Hollister, San Benito County, California.  Prepared with 
DeLeuw Cather, Inc for .  1998–2000. 



 Historic Resource Evaluation Report:  California Southern Railroad Line, San Diego, 
California.  Prepared for Parsons Transportation Group.  1998. 

 Inventory and Evaluation Projects for US Marine Corps in California (Camp Pendleton, 
MGACC Twentynine Palms, Marine Corps Recruit Depot).  Prepared with Foster Wheeler 
Environmental Corporation for Marine Corp.  1997–2000. 

 Statewide Department of Defense Inventory of Cultural Resources Projects and Thematic 
Context Statement.  Prepared with Foster-Wheeler Environmental for Department of Defense 
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District.  1997–2000. 

 Historic Resource Evaluation of the Old Moccasin Powerhouse.  Prepared for San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission, Hetch Hetchy Water and Power.  1997–1998. 

 Historic Resources Evaluation of the Naval Radio Receiving Station, Imperial Beach, San 
Diego County.  Prepared with KEA Environmental for SWDIV.  1996–1997. 

 Evaluation of National Register of Historic Places Eligibility, Rio Vista Army Reserve 
Center, Rio Vista, Solano County, California.  Prepared for US Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District.  1996–1997. 

 Historic American Buildings Survey for St. Peter's Chapel, Mare Island Naval Shipyard.  
Prepared for .  1996. 

 Inventory and Evaluation of Water Diversion Facilities, Los Angeles Aqueduct, Mono 
Extension.  Prepared for Los Angeles Department of Water.  1996. 

 Inventory and Evaluation of the Indian Ditch System, Rush Creek, California.  Prepared for 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power.  1996. 

 Water Conveyance Systems in California:  Historic Context Development and Evaluation 
Procedures.  Prepared for California Department of Transportation, Environmental 
Program/Cultural Studies Office.  1995–2000. 

 National Register Evaluation of Mare Island Naval Shipyard.  Prepared for Tetra Tech, Inc., 
San Francisco.  1995. 

 National Register Evaluation, Sacramento Air Depot River Docks Complex.  Prepared for 
Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District.  1995. 

 Historic Architectural Survey, Sacramento Light Rail Southern Extension Project, 
Sacramento, California.  Prepared for Sacramento Regional Transit District.  1995. 

 National Register Evaluation of World War II Buildings and Sites at McClellan Air Force 
Base, Sacramento County.  Prepared for Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc..  1995. 

 Historic American Engineering Record, Pardee Dam Complex, with Field Documentation 
services (photography)..  Prepared with Field Documentation Services (photography) and 
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc for East Bay Municipal Utility District.  1995. 

 Evaluation of Historic Significance Under CEQA (National Register Eligibility), Nishi Farm 
Complex, Davis, California.  Prepared for City of Davis.  1995. 

 Proposed Toll Highway 125, San Diego County.  Included Evaluation of Piper Ranch 
Irrigation Features.  Prepared for .  1994. 



 Historic Resources Evaluation Report on the Western Pacific Railroad, Sutter and Yuba 
Counties, California.  Prepared with Woodward-Clyde Consultants for Caltrans.  1994. 

 Research and Prepare Historic Preservation Drawings:  Buildings within the Marine Corps 
Recruit Depot, San Diego Historic District.  Prepared for U.S. Army Engineers, LAD.  1994. 

 Historic Architectural Resources Survey for Highway 70 Corridor Alternatives, Sutter and 
Yuba Counties, California.  Prepared with Woodward-Clyde Consultants for Caltrans.  1993. 

 Highway 58 Tier 1 Route Assessment, Kern County, California.  Prepared for DeLeuw 
Cather.  1992–1995. 

 Evaluation of Historical Cultural Resources, El Dorado Canal System.  Prepared for Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co..  1991. 

 Historic Architectural Resources Survey for Highway 180 Corridor Alternatives (Rural), 
Fresno County, California.  Prepared with Far Western Anthropological Research Group for 
Parsons Transportation Group.  1991. 

 Historic Land Use of Properties Adjacent to the Union Pacific Yards, Sacramento, 
California.  Prepared for Dames & Moore.  1991. 

 Fort Huachuca, Arizona:  A Century of Development and Changing Missions, 1877-1977.  
Prepared for US Army Garrison, Fort Huachuca.  1990. 

 Cultural Resources Evaluation of the Natoma Station Ground Sluice Mining Site, Folsom, 
California.  Prepared for Folsom Historical Society and River West Development.  1989. 

 Historical Overview of Land Exchange Area and the Northern Mojave Region in Cultural 
Resources Overview for the Fort Irwin National Training Center Expansion, San Bernardino 
County, California.  Prepared with Far Western Anthropological Research Group for U.S. 
Army Engineers, Los Angeles District.  1988. 

 History and Cultural Resources Study of the Sacramento San Joaquin Delta.  Prepared for 
California State Lands Commission.  1978. 

 History of California Water Resources Development and the Drought of 1975-1977.  
Prepared for Teknekron, Inc..  1977. 

 El Rey Theater.  Prepared for Hart-Van Overbeek.  . 
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ARCHAEOLOGI CAL
TELEGRAPH

I .  O PREFACE

TEST AND DATA RECOVERY PROGMM AT
C.A.NYON. CHULA VlSTA, CALI FORNIA

In  1975,  the  Depar t tnent  o f  the  Ar tny ,  Corps  o f  Eng ineers

d i rec ted  tha t  a  cu l tu ra l  resource  assessment  o f  Por t ions  o f  Te l 'e -

g raph Canyon c reek  be  nade in  con junc t ion  { i th  a  p roposed f lood

contTo l  p ro jec t  schedu led  fo r  tha t  d ra inage.  Under  cont iac t  w i th

the  Corps  o f  Eng ineets ,  San D iego Sta te  Un ivers i ty  Foundat ion  pre-

pared an  env i ron tnenta l  inpac t  repor t  de ta l t i .ng  resu l ts  o f  an  in -

tens ive  l i te ra tu re  sea lch  and sur face  reconna issance o f  the  pro jec t

a rea  (Leach 1975a) .  A l though the  resu l ts  o f  the  sur face  survey  we le

negat ive  in  tha t  no  h is to r ic  o r  p reh is to r ic  s i tes  uere  j 'den t i f ied

(Leach 1975a:19) ,  e thnograph ic  ev idence suggested  tha t  much o f  the

reg ion  sur round ing  the  c reekbed wou l 'd  have had h igh  resource  varue

to  ear ly  na t ive  popu la t ions  in  the  a t  leas t  lecent  p reh i .s to ! i c

p a s t  ( L e a c h  L 9 7 5 a t 4 - i ) .

The poss ib i l i t y  o f  an  unsuspected ,  bur ied  archaeo log ica l  s i ie

cou ld  no t  be  en t i . re ly  d i .scounted  (Leach 1975a:25-27)  '  a \d  the  Corps

of  Eng ineers  de tern ined to  inves t iga te  fu r ther .  , \ t  the  requesE o f

the  Depar tment  o f  the  Ar rny ,  Cor :ps  o f  Eng ineers ,  WESTEC Serv ices '

lnc .  con t rac ted  to  p iov ide  a  l im i ted-cont ro1 ,  tes t  t rench inves t i -

ga t ion  o f  p roper t ies  ad jacent  to  Te legraph Canyon Cteek  { ron  the

outh  o f  the  can-yon ln  San D iego Bay to  1 ,800 fee t  i ' n1and.

R e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s u b s u r f a c e  t e s t i n g  w e r e  n e g a t i v e .  N o  c u l t u r : a 1

. lepos i ts  o f  e i iher  the  h is io r ic  o r  p ieh is io i i c  pas i  uere  e i i cou ; l ' .e l :ed ,



a l t h o u g h  s o n e  h i s t o r i c  d e b r i s  ( i . e .

and p ipe l ines)  we le  no ted .  Mater ia l

th is  tes t ing  and subsequent  ana lys is

r n a  6  n  6 f  r h i c  r F n ^ r r

n e t a l  b o 1 t s ,  r u s t i n g  c a b l e ,

in fo rna t ion  w i th  regard  to

are  prov ided in  Sec t ions  5 ,0

Z.O PROJECT SETTI  NG

Z.  T  INTRODUCTION

A ser ies  o f  four  nechan ica l l y  dug t re l rches  were  excavated

and ana lyzed w i th  regard  to  subsur face  cu l tu ra l  con ten t  a long the

channe led  c reekbed a t  the  nouth  o f  Te legraph Canyon in  Chu la

V is ta ,  Ca l i fo r r i .a .  The f i rs t  phase o f  tes t ing  was conducted  on

Septenber  7  and 8 ,  1978.  AnaLys is  o f  the  tes t  t renches  was con-

c luded and the  t renches  re f i l l ed  on  September  14 ,  1978.  Both  f ie ld

and labora tory  aspec ts  o f  th is  inves t iga i ion  r . 'e re  superv ised by

Wi l l ian  T .  Eckhard t ,  WESTEC Serv i .ces '  p ro jec t  a rchaeo log is t ,

Ass is t ing  w i th  the  f ie ld  and labora tory  exerc ise  we le  Randy

Frank l in ,  Br ian  Hu l te r ,  T racy  Se lvaduva i ,  and Kre  EasLand,  a rchae-

o log ica l .  a ides .  -Approx ina teLy  64  wo!k  hours  were  expended dur ing

both  f ie ld  and labora tory  tasks  o f  th is  a ichaeo log ica l  tes t .

The proposed Te legraph Canyon f lood  cont ro l  p ro jec t  i s  1o-

ca ted  in  southwester l  Sao D iego County ,  approx ina teLy  152 ne ters

( 5 0 0  f e e t )  w e s t  o f  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  o f  L  S t r e e t  a l r d  I n t e r s t a t e  5 .

i n  r h F  a i ' v . f . h  t a  \ : i s r e .  C a l i f n r n i .  f f i o ' , r F  l )  - h e  
S u b i e c !

p r c p e r ! y  i s  i i t u a ! e d  e a s E  o f  t h e  t i d a i  f 1 a !  a i o n g  t h e  e a s t e r n  s h c r e

^ f  S a n  l ' . l e g o  8 3 ) ,  h e s t  o f  B a v  B o u i e r a r C .  e n d  j n n e d i a t e i l  n o r t h  o f

S a n  ! i e g o  G a s  6  E i e c i r i c  C o n p a n v ' s  S o u t h  : a !  G e n e r a ! l n g  P l a n t .  i . s

D " r c h r J . i . ! . S _  
:  - l - ! i + a  . t , e , r T . n - - a  r i i
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p"o jec t  i s  l oca ted  i n  an  u l t sec t i oned  po r t i on

Nac ion  l and  g ian t ,  Tounsh iP  18  Sou th '  Range

of  the  Rancho

2 West  (  F igure

de  la

2 ) .

2.2  REGIONAL POTENTIAL

The phys ica l  se t t ing  in  the  reg ion  o f  Te legraph Canyon Creek

(p l io r  to  h is to r ic  t ines)  wouLd have been h igh ly  conduc ive  to  the

exp lo i ta t i ve  p rocesses  o f  ear l . y  na t ive  Amer ican peop l "es .  Th is

po in t  1 {as  c lear ly  p resented  in  the  prev ious  inpac t  su"vey  repor t

p repared fo r  the  p loposed f lood  cont ro l  p ro jec t  (Leach ]^975a|2-1 ' ) .

Br ie f l y ,  the  reg ionrs  po ten t ia l  fo r  cu l tu ra l  resgurces  is  d iscussed

b e l o w ,

Urban ize t ion  in  the  areas  sur round ing  Te legraph Canyon Creek

h a s  b e e n  o n - g o i n g  f o !  a t  l e a s t  s i x t y  y e a r s  ( L e a c h  1 9 7 5 a : 1 6 ) '  a n d  i s

sure  to  have cove led  over  nunerous  preh is to l i c  s i tes  wh ich  nay  have

been s i tua ted  a long the  lo l i -1y ing  te r races  over look i .ng  San D i .ego

Bay w i th in  the  spec i f i c  a rea  o f  cur ren t  s tudy  (sorT le  1 '800 fee t  o f

channe led  c reekbed be tween In te rs ta te  5  a l td  San D iegg Bay)  there  is

subs tan t ia l  ev j .dence tha t  the  ground sur face  has  been cons t ruc ted  by

f i l l i n g  i n  n a t u r a l  s a l t  n a r s h  t i . d e t a n d s  ( L e a c h  I 9 7 5 a : 1 9 - 2 0 ) .

The c reek  i t se l f  cu ts  th rough sed inents  and nar ine  te r races  o f

P le is tocene and pre-Quate !na : fy  age '  bu t  nay  never  have been nore

than an  in te rn i t ten t  s t !ean.  In  cont ras t ,  the  broad channe ls  o f

the  Sweetwater  and Otay  R ivers  suggest  a  tnuch mole  re l iab le  source

of  fTesh water  fo r  loca1 abor ig ioa l  inhab i tan ts .

L i th ic  resources  " -h i .ch  cou ld  have been used in  s tone too l  nanu-

iac tu ie  a re  sonewha!  connon v t i th in  the  s tudv  area ,  found in  "he

s a e i t e r e d  c o b b l e  l e n s e s  i p i o t i d i i l g  s u i t a b i e  l n a t e r i a l  f o r  n i l l i i g  : i o n e s

an i  o ther  cobb le  too ls . l  th : roughout  the  geo iag lc  fc rna t ions  d isc lssed
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above.  Add i t iona l l y ,  d ikes  and ve ins  o f  quar tz  and ne tavo lcan ic

rock  are  to  be  found ue l l  w i th in  the  probab le  laDd-use te r r i to ry

o f  the  peop les  } ,ho  inhab i ted  the  area .

The b io log ica l  se t t ing  fo r  Te legraph CanyoD was prev ious ly

descr ibed in  de ta i l  by  Leach ( ] .979at4-7) ,  and rnay  be  sunmar ized as

an area  r i ch  in  exp lo i tab le  resources .  B io t i c  connun i t ies  incLude

Coasta l  Sage Scrub,  R ipar ian ,  and Coasta l  sa l t  Marsh '  Poten t ia l

food resources  in  the  reg i .on  inc luded four  types  o f  an i 'ma l  popu-

l a t i o n s :  l a n d  a n i m a l s ,  b i r d s  '  m o l 1 u s k s ,  a n d  f i s h .

In  sunmary ,  the  en t i re  reg ion  cou ld  have served as  a  vas t

resource  area  tha t  was  probab ly  exp lo i ted  by  na t ive  Aner icans  on  a

r e g u l a r  b a s i s ,  d e p e n d i n g  o n  a v a i l a b l e  f o o d s t u f f s ,  l i t h i c  r e s o u r c e s ,

and f resh  water  supp ly .  An exp lo i ta t ion  pa t te rn  such as  th is  cou ld

resu l t  in  a rchaeo log ica l  s i tes  ind ica t ive  o f  semi -permanent  rna in -

t e n a n c e  o p e r a t i o n s  ( i . e .  v i l l a g e ) ,  t e n p o ! a r y  c a n p i n g '  f o o d  p r o c e s s -

ing ,  and seasona l  occupat  ion .

3. O BACKGROUND DATA

The  San  D iego  Bay  reg ion  has  no t  l ece i ved  the  quan t i t y  no r

leve1  o f  a rchaeo log i ca l  i nves t i ga t i on  a f fo rded  a leas  such  as

c o a s t a l  n o r t h e r n  S a n  D l e g o  C o u n t y  ( s e e  l ( o l o s e i k e  1 9 6 8 r 3 7 1 - 5 8 2 ;  I 9 6 9 :

1 4 i - 1 6 2 ;  K a l d e n b e r g  a n d  M a y  1 9 7 5 : 3 - 6 ;  K a l d e n b e r g  a n d  E : e 1 1  1 9 7 4 :

u o r : i a r : t y  e ,  e Z .  1 9 5 9 : 1 8 5 - 2 1 6 ;  C a l r i c o  1 9 7 6 b : l - - 1 5 8 ;  S h u m w a y  e t  4 2 .

1 9 6 I  |  3 , "  - 7 2  i  w a l l a c e  1 9 6 0  :  2 7 7 -  3 6 6  ;  W a r i e n  1 9 6 1  :  2 4 6 - : 9 1  ;  l i a r r e n  a n d

P a v e s i c  1 9 6 3 : 4 0 7 - 4 5 3 ;  h i a r r : e n  1 9 6 4 ) ,  o r  t h e  C u ) ' a n a c a  M o u n t a i n  a 1 . e a

iT r r . re  1966 ,  19 ;0 ) .  - { l t hough  seve ra i  sna11-sca1e  env i ronmen ta l

i n r D e c t  s u r \ . e ) - s  i t s u 1 1  1 , ' r l 3 ;  L e a c h  1 9 1 5 a :  a a r r i c o  1 9 , - 6 )  a n C  i L ' .  l : ! r : i t e d



tes t  excavat ions  (Leach 1975b;  3u11 1977)  have been conductea l  in  the

out ty ing  ieg ions  o f  the  Te legraph Canyon p lo jec t  a rea ,  there  have

been no  na jo i  excavat ions  o !  la rge-sca1e surveys  or len ted  toward

the  tes t ing  o f  care fu l l y  researched hypotheses  regard ing  the

pat te rn ing  o f  p reh is to r ic  na t ive  popu la t ions .

Data  and ln fo rna t ion  syn thes ized in to  th is  b r ie f  overv iew

are  the  resu l t  o f  an  eva lua t ion  o f  records  a t  San D iego Sta te  Un i -

vers i ty  and the  Mus eurn  o f  Man '  Add i t iona l  in fo rmat ion  was ob ta ined

through a  l i te ra tu re  search  o f  per t inent  a rchaeo log ica l  a r rd  h is to r i -

ca l  docunents ,  inc lud ing :  Nd. t ' iano 'L  Reg l :s te"  a f  H is ta" ic  P iace6,

caL i fa rn ia  Landna?ks  ard  o ther  1oca1 d i rec to r ies ;  connun ica t ion  w i th

o ther  a rchaeoLog is ts i  ana lys is  o f  env i ronnenta l  inpac t  repor ts  con-

duc ted  w i th in  the  s tudy  area ,  a l td  exa tn ina t ion  o f  o ther  p r inary  sources .

A nore  in -depth  d iscuss ion  o f  Prev ious  land use in  the  pro jec t

a rea  can be  found in  the  p tev ious  env i ronnenta l  inpac t  repor t  p re-

pared in  cor junc t ion  w i th  the  proposed f lood  cont ro l "  p ro jec !  (Leach

1 9 7 5 a : 8 - 1 . 6 1  .

3 .1  CULTURAL HI  STORY

I n  t h e  p r e h i s t o r i c  p a s t ,  t h e  a r e a  n o w  c o n p r i s i n g  S a n  D i e g o

CouDty  was  dense ly  occuP ied  by  na t i ve  -qme l i can  peop les  i nc lud ing  a t

l e a s t  t h r e e  n a j o r  c u l t u r e s .  F t o t n  r o u g h l y  1 2 , 0 0 0  t o  8 , 0 0 0  y e a r s

ago ,  t he  San  D iegu i to  peoP le  were  the  so le  i nhab i to t s  o f  t h i s

r e g i o n .  B e g i n n i n g  a b o u t  8 , 0 0 0  v e a r s  a g o  a n d  e x t e n d i n g  t o  a b o u t

i , 0 0 0  y e a r : s  3 g o ,  t h e  L a . I o l l a n - P a u n a  c u l t u r e  u a s  i n  e x i ' ! e n c e ,  h i l h

t \ e  P a u n a  a s p e c t  b e i n g  ! r e s e n t  i n  t h e  i n l a n i  r e g i o n s .  C o n m e n c l n g



about  2 ,500 years  ago and ex teDd ing  jn to  the  Span ish  per iod ,  the

(uneyaay (D iegueno)  l i ved  and hunted  in  the  area .  A  broad overv iew

of  the  th ree  l ra jo i  cu l tu ra l  pa t te rns  is  p rov ided be low.

The fo l l .o r , r i rg  cu l tu ra l  h is to ry  i . s  a  neans  o f  ou t l in inS and

br ie f l y  descr ib ing  the  knovn preh is to r ic  cu l tu ra l  t rad i t ions .  A

pr inary  goa l  o f  a  cu l tu ra l  h is to ry  i . s  to  p rov ide  a  d iach : ron ic  o r

deve lopnenta l  approach to  pas t  1 i . fe  ays ,  se t t le tnent  pa t te r ls  and

c u l t u r a l  p r o c e s s e s .

Lack ing  a  syn thes is  o f  va1 i .d ,  reg ionaLIy  spec i f i c  da ta ,  we

ar :e  fo rced to  fa l l  back  on  a  geograph ica l l y  genera l i zed  accepted

c u l t u r a l  h i s t o r y  w h i c h  i s ,  a t  b e s t ,  i 1 1 - d e f i n e d  a n d  p r o b a b l y  o u t -

moded.  As  perce ived by  recent  scho la rs ,  a t  leas t  th ree  na jo r

cu l tu ra l  pa t te rns  have opera ted  in  San D iego county  (Tab1e 1) .

There  is  a lso  the  poss ib i l i t y  tha t  a  nuch o lder  "Ear ly  l v lan"  per iod

nay  have ex is ted  in  Nor th  Aner ica ,  i f  no t  San D iego County '

Recent  research  and exper inenta t ion  w i th  an ioo-ac id  da t ing

( B a d a  1 9 7 4 )  h a s  g i v e n  n e w  l i f e  t o  a  d e c a d e s - o l d  a s s e l t i o n  ( C a r t e r

1957)  tha t  hunans t {e !e  in  the  New wor ld ,  and spec i . f i . ca l l y  a long

v i s s i o n  V a 1 1 e y  a n d  t h e  S a n  D i e g o  R i v e r ,  o v e r  4 0 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o .

A l though such a  poss ib i l i t y  ex is ts ,  and cont inu ing  lesearch  seens

!o  po in !  in  tha t  d iTec t ion ,  loany  scho lars  a ie  unwi1 l lng  to  ca te-

go i i ca l l y  s ta te  tha t  hunans occup ied  the  n-e ! i  Wor ld  be fore  approx i -

m a t e l y  3 0 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o .  C c n t i n u e d  r e s e a : ' c h  i n  t h e  A r c t l c  r e g l c r ' .

and  w i th ln  our  own area  shou ld  he lp  in  leso lv ing  tbe  da te  o f  in i -

: ia l  \ew l {c r l "d  cccupat ion .
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3.  1 ,  1  San D i .egu i to

The o ldes t  Ne1 l . -docunented  inhab i tan ts  o f  the  ieg ion

were  ap !aren t ly  the  Pa leo- Ind ian  San D iegu i to  peop le .  Typ i f ied  as

nornad ic  la rge-gane hunte ls ,  these peop le  occup ied  the  nresas ,  rnoun-

ta ins  and deser ts  o f  San D iego County  rough ly  be t r ' reen 21 ,000 and

8 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o  ( W a r r e n  1 9 6 I t 2 5 2 - ? S 3 i  R o g e r s  1 9 6 6 : 1 4 0 - 1 4 8 ;  E z e 1 1

1974:persona l  connun ica t ionJ .  The cu l tu re  o f  the  San D iegu i to

peop le  has  been d iv ided in to  th !ee  !e la t i ve ly  d i .s t inc t  phases

represent ing  assuned var ia t ions  in  t ime and space,  Wi th in  these

three  phases  ex is ts  var ious  ' , indus t r ies"  tha t  a re  geograph ica l l y

and ecoLog ica l l y  based;  these are  no t  o f  spec i f i . c  concern  in  th is

a n a l y s i s .  s a n  D i e g u i t o  I ,  t h e  o l d e s t  o f  t h e  k n o w n  p a l e o - I n d i a n s  i n

San D iego County ,  inhab i ted  the  deser t  reg ions  eas t  o f  the  Cuya-

maca/Laguna mounta i .n  ranges  as  long ago as  21 ,000 years  (Ch i lders

1 9  7 4 ;  E z e L l  1 9 7 4 : p e r s o n a l  c o n n u n i . c a t i o n ) .

ln  genera l ,  the  anc ien t  hunters  o f  the  San D iegu i to  I

phase apparent ly  le f t  l i t t le  o r  no  pernaDent  record  on  the  land,

except  fo r  the i r  sca t te red  l i th ic  too ls ,  was te  s tone debr is  and t r , ro

recent l . y  d iscovered bu i ia ls  in  the  Yuha Ba s  in  -  T ruckhaven area

( R o g e r s  1 9 3 9 : 2 5 - 3 1 ;  E z e 1 1  1 9 7 4 : p e r s o n a l  c o N l u n i c a t i o n ;  C h i t d e r s

I 9 7 4 ;  $ ' a 1 l . a c e  1 9 5 5 :  I 8 9 -  1 9 1 J  ,  B t o a d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  S a n

Diegu i to  I  peop le  inc lude the i r  nanufac ture  and use o f  c "ude ly

fo r :ned s tone f lakes ,  b lades  aDd sc tapers -

san Nregu i to  i I  i s  found bo tn  in  the  deset t  and

t h r o u g h o u t  i i e s t e r n  S a n  D i e g o  C o u n t y .  L i t h i c  a r t i f a c t s  r e p r e s e n i e l

b v  t h i s  p h a s e  r n c l u c i e  n o r e  f i n e l v  w o r k e d  b l a d e s .  s o n e w h a t  s i n a l l e r
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and l igh ter  po in ts ,  and a  la rger  var ie ty  o f  sc rapers  and choppers .

In  genera l ,  however ,  the  sane morpho log ica l  t ypes  rena in  bas ica l l y

unchanged f ron  the  ear l ie r .  phase.  L ike  the i r  p redecessors ,  these

peop le  weTe ned iun- to -1arge-gane hunters ,  a l though fo rag ing  must

have served to  supp lement  the i r  d ie t  ( l ta r ren  1961:262;  Mor ia r ty

f 9 6 9 : 1 - 1 8 1 ,  p e r h a p s  t o  a  g t e a t e r  e x t e n t  t h a n  n o s t  s c h o l a r s  h a v e

inp  I  ied .

The te rn ina l  San D iegu i to  phase,  San D iegu i to  I I I ,

represents  a  norpho log ica l  and typo log ica l  change,  as  ind ica ted  by

an a l te red  techno logy .  The too l  t ypes  becone fa r  nore  yar ied  bo th

in  s ty le  and in  func t iona l  des ign ,  thus  ind i .ca t ing  a  change in  the

cu l tu ra l l y  de tern i .ned nenta l  tenp la tes .  Such a l te ra t ion  in  tech-

no log i .ca l  fo rn  can be  a t t r ibu ted  to  env i ronnenta l  adapta t ion  and/or

a  techno log ica l  "snowba l l "  e f fec t ,  where in  techno log icaL advances

and changes th r ive  and feed on  themse lves  and progress ive ly  c rea te

a  neu techno log ica l  node,

As  a  resu l . t  o f  such techno log ica l  changes,  the  too ls

o f  the  San D iegu i to  I I I  phase exh ib i t  no t  on ly  a  w ider  var ie ty  o f

too l  t ypes ,  bu t  a lso  a  fundanentaL  le f inenent  in  too l  r lanu fac ture .

A  p r i n a r v  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  r o o l  t e c h n o l o g y  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  b y  t h e

in t roduc t ion  o f  p ressure- f laked b lades  and po in ts .  Un l ike  s inp le

percuss io I1  f lak ing ,  p tessure  f lak ing  requ i tes  a  nore  de l i ca te  touch

and more  f ine ly  conce ived rT len ta l  templa te .  The resu l t ing  too ls

e x h i b i t  f o r n ,  c o t i , p i e x i t )  i n d  b a i a n c e  n o t  f o u n d  i n  t h e  e a r i y  p h a s e s

o f  t h e  S a n  D i e g u i t o  p e o p l e .

1 1



0ther  d iagnos t ic  t ra i ts  assoc ia ted  w i th  SaD Di .e -

gu i to  11 I  inc lude p lanes ,  choppe is ,  p lano-convex  scrapers ,  c res-

cent ic  s tones ,  eLongated  b i fac ia l  kn i .ves ,  and in t r i ca te  1ea{ -shaped

p r o j e c t i l e  p o i n t s  ( R o g e r s  I 9 3 9 : 2 8 - 3 1 1 .  B e y o n d  s p e c i f i c  t o o l  t y p e s

and the  in t roduc t ion  o f  p ressure  f lak ing ,  there  ex is ts  no  abso lu te

nethod o f  d isce ln ing  be tween San D iegu i to  I I  and I I I .  Pa t ina t ion ,

a  weather ing  process  invo lv ing  chemica l  change on  the  sur face  o f

s tones ,  i s  a  re la t i . ve  gu i .de  to  an t i .qu i ty  and prov ides  gross  d is -

t inc t ions  be tween the  San D iegu i to  phases ;  however ,  i t s  use  is

l in i ted  by  the  rnany  var iabLes  wh ich  are  invo lved in  i t s  app l i ca-

t  1 0 n .

3 , 7 , 2  L a  J o l l a n - P a u n a

By about  7 ,000 years  ago,  a  new group o f  peop les  had

begun to  inhab i t  and exp lo i t  the  coas ta l  and in tand reg io l ts  o f  San

D i e g o  C o u n t y  ( M o r i a r t y  1 9 6 9 : 1 2 - 1 3 ) .  T h e s e  p e o p L e ,  t h e  L a  J o l l a n s ,

we le  nomadi .c  exp lo i te ls  o f  nar i t ine  resources  (Hard l .ng  1951;  l ' l o r ia r ty

€ t  a Z .  1 9 5 9 : 1 8 5 - 2 1 6 ;  W a l l a c e  I 9 6 0 : 2 7 7 - 3 0 6 ) ,  w h o  a l s o  r e l i e d  o o  s e e d

gather ing  and vegeta l  p rocess ing .  The La  Jo l ians  nay  have been

enter ing  in to  the  mor ta r  and pes t le  phase la te  in  the  te in ina l

s tage o f  the  La  Jo11an-Pauna t rans i t iona l  per iod  fwar ren  1961] .

The too l  t ypes  o f  the  La  Jo l lans  ind ica te  tha t  these members  o f

what  I {a1 Iace  (195S)  te rns  Ear ly  Mi11 lng  Hor izon  possessed a  fa r

t r c a t e r  r e l i a n c e  c n  t h e  s e a  r n d  f o r a g i n g  t h a r  t h e i r  p r e d e c e s s o r s ,

t h e  S a n  D i e g u i t o  p e o p i e ,  a l t h o u g h  ( a l d e n b e r g  a n d  E z e l I  ( 1 9 i 1 )  h a i ' e

e x c a v a t e d  a i  L e a s t  a n e  S a n  D i e g u i t o  j r . i e ,  K  1 9 ,  w h i c h  c o n t a i r e d  3

j . ' e 1 1 - J e f i n e d  s h e 1 1  ! r j d C e n -  T h e  \ i a r i e t v  a ; 1 3  q u a l l t v  o f  l i t h i c  i . o l
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nanufac ture  is  nuch more  bas ic  and unre f ined when conpared u i th

even the  basa l  phase o f  the  San D iegu i to  complex .

Charac ter is t i c  t ra i ts  o f  the  La  Jo l lan  cu l tu re  in -

c lude f i re  hear ths ,  she11 rn iddens ,  f lexed inhurnat ion ,  g r ind ing

inp lements ,  and absence o f  ceramics .  The archetype La  Jo l1an s i tes

are  loca ted  a long the  coas t  nea!  bay  or  Lagoon areas ,  In  recent

years ,  in land La  Jo11an s i tes  o f  a  seemj .ng ly  la te r  per ioa  have been

d iscovered in  t ransverse  va l leys  and she l te led  canyons,  inc lud ing

V a 1 1 e y  C e n t e r  ( T r u e  1 9 5 9 : 2 2 5 - 2 6 3 ;  l . I a l r e n  e t  a L ,  1 9 6 ! : I - 1 0 8 ;  M e i g h a n

L 9 3 4 . , 2 I S - 2 2 7 ) .  T h e s e  n o n - c o a s t a l  s i . t e s  h a v e  l e d  t o  a  n e w  n a m e  f o r

La  Jo11an- type s i tes  w i th  an  in land loca t ion .  True  (1959) ,  l {a r ren

(1961)  and Meighan (1954)  had app l ied  the  te rm Pauna Conp lex  to

cer ta in  in land s i tes  l ,h ich  possess  a  p redon inance o f  g r ind ing

inp le rnents  (espec ia l l y  nanos  and meta tes) ,  lack  o f  she l1 ,  g rea ter

too l  var i .e ty ,  more  sedentary  l i fe  pa t te rns  than expressed by  San

Diegu i to  s i tes ,  and an  inc reased dependence upon ga ther ing .  How-

ever ,  i t  i s  nore  probab le  tha t  these in land s i tes  represent  a  non-

coas ta l  nan i fes ta t ion  o f  Ear l ,y  Mi l l ing  peop les  who adopted  or

deve loped a  hunt ing  rnode nore  so  than the i r  coas ta l  b re th ren .

l l l a l l a c e  ( 1 9 5 5 : 2 1 4 - 2 3 0 )  d e n o t e s  t h i s  l a t e  t r a n s i t i o n a l  p h a s e  a s

I n t e r n e d i a t e ,  a n d  e s t a b l i s h e s  i t s  p o s i t i o n  b e t w e e n  E a ! l y  ! 1 i 1 f i D g

H o r i z o n  a n d  L a t e  M i I l i n P  H o r i z o n .

M  ( , , h F ! 2 4 ! / \ 6 r r h F r r  n i a .  e n - n  -  I ' i . " ; - ^

B) '  I ,C00  ) ' ea rs  ago ,  Yunan-speak ing  peop les  sha r " i r ' g

c J l t J r J I  e l e n e n t s  h 3 q  J a c u D i e q  t n e  ; i l a / : o j o r a o o  R - L \ e r  o r a i n a - ' e

. u o J i e r t y  1 9 6 5 1 .  T ! r o u g h  g i a d r a l  s e s r ' . \ a r :  . . i g r a t r o n  t h e  Y u n a : r s



dr i f ted  in to  Inper ia l  and San D iego Count ies ,  where  they  cane in to

contac t  and apparent l ) ,  accu l tu ra ted  w i th  the  rennants  o f  the  Ear ly

Mj .1 l i r rg  La  Jo11an cu l tu ra l  t rad i t ion  (Mor ia r ty  1966;  1965) .  Be-

cause o f  bas ic  s i r l i . l a r i t ies  in  the  la te  La  Jo11an/ear1y  Yunan

p a t t e r n s ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e  t h e  c o n l a c t  p e r i o d  o r

po in t  be tween La  Jo1 l  an /Yunan.

.  D r .  J a n e s  R .  M o r i a r t y  ( f 9 6 5 ;  1 9 6 6 )  h a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t

there  ex is ted  a  p re-ceran ic  Yuman ?hase,  as  ev idenced f rom h is  work

a t  the  Sp i ld r i f t  S i . te  in  La  Jo11a.  Based on  a  l in i ted  number  o f

rad ionet r i c  sanp les ,  Mor ia r ty  has  conc luded tha t  a  p re-po t te ry

Yuman phase occup ied  the  San D iego coas t  2 ,000 years  ago and tha t  by

1 . ,200 years  ago ceran ics  had d i f fused f rom the  eas tern  dese l ts .

ALthough sone researchers  s t i l l  fo ] low Mal .co ln

Rogers '  be l ie f  tha t  Yunan peop les  f i l s t  appeared in  San D iego

County  on ly  1 ,000 lears  ago (Rogers  1945) ,  there  is  a  g rowi .ng  body

of  da ta  suppor t ing  l to ! ia r ty 's  hypothes is .  A  recent  excavat ion  o f  a

La Jo l , lan /Kuneyaay s i . te  i .n  So! ren to  Va11ey (Car ! i co  I975)  encoun-

t e l e d  a  c u l t u r a l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  a  b a s a l  d a t e  o f  3 , 7 5 5  y e a ! s

a g o  a n d  a  t e r n i n a l  d a t e  o f  2 , 5 2 5  y e a r s  a g o .  I t  i s  w o r t h  n o t i n g

r h . r  r h .  r . . F '  s t ' 2 t , r m  r n - l f . F n i i ? p t p r s t l ' f  t h p  1 r ^ a r l  c o l u n n

con ta lned  ce ramics  and  p ro jec t i l e  po in t s  conmoDly  cons ide led  t i ne -

na rke rs  i nd i ca t i ve  o f  La te  M i l l i ng  Kuneyaay ,  Rad ione t r i c  da t i ng  o f

a  l a rge  she11  sanp le  f ron  th i s  s t i a tun  p ioduced  a  da te  o f  2 ,523+ i0

v e a r s  B . P ,  T h e  n e a r  a b s e n c e  o f  c e r a m i c s  a n d  t o t a f  l a c k  o f  r r o i e c -

t 1 1 e  p o l n l - j  D e l o i r  t n e  I  J  -  c  e  n  r  ,  n r e  L  <  r  .  e  \  e  l  .  6  r  L  n  r  D  a  5 e r 1 e s  o l

s t ra ta  i ha t  con ta lned  a  \ ra r i e t y  c f  see rn i ! ' : g i y  ea rLy  cu1 tu r .31  na ie -

r : a 1  C a t e d  a t  2 , ! : 5 - , C  B . P .  ( i 0 - , i C  c e n i i n e i e t s l  a n d  3 , ; 5 5 + : 5  3 - ? -
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(50-60  cent ine ters )  may ind ica te  tha t  the  R imbach S i te  i s  a  rnuLt i -

conponent ,  cu l tu ra l l y  s t ra t i f ied  s i te  conta in ing  a  t rans i t ion

between La  Jo l lan  and Yunan c i?ca  2 ,500 years  ago '

Whether  the  Yunan peoPles  noved in to  the  area  2 ,500 '

2 ,000,  o r  1 ,500 years  ago,  they  brought  v i th  then a  cu l tu re  heav i l y

in f luenced by  the i r  Yunan ne ighbors  in  the  eas te ln  deser t  reg ion  o f

ca l i fo rn ia  and a lo l rg  the  co lo rado R iver '  These preh is to r ic /p ro to -

h i s t o r i c  p e o p l e s  p o s s e s s e d  c e r a m i c s ,  o p e r a t e d  a  c l o s e l y  k n i t  c l a n

sys ten ,  u t i l i zed  a  h igh ly  deve loped gr ind ing  techno logy '  had e lab-

ora te  and ex t rene ly  conPlex  k insh ip  pa t te rns '  c res ted  rock  ar t '  and

car r ied  on  ex tens ive  t rade u i th  the  sur round ing  cu l tu ta l  a "eas

( R o g e r s  1 9 4 5 : 1 6 7 ' 1 9 8 ;  K r o e b e r  ! 9 7 0 t 7 0 9 - 7 2 5 ;  S t r o n g  1 9 2 9 ) '  I t  h a s

a lso  been pos tu la ted  tha t  the  Kuneyaay and the i r  nor thern  ne ighbors ,

the  Lu ise i lo ,  may have been Prac t ic ing  a  bas ic  type  o f  p ro toagr icu l -

t u r e  p r i o r  t o  H i s p a n i c  c o n t a c t  ( L e w i s  1 9 7 3 ;  S h i p e k  1 9 7 4 : p e r s o n a l

co iuDun ica t ion ;  Treganza 1947) .

A b o u t  1 , 0 0 0  t o  1 , 5 0 0  y e a r s  a g o '  a  g r o u p  o f  S h o s h o -

nean-speak ing  peop le  n ig ra ted  ou t  o f  the  Great  Bas in  reg ion  and

in t ruded l i l ce  a  wedge in to  southern  Ca l i fo r r l ia '  Th is  wedge sepa-

r :a ted  the  Yunan g loups  and was eventua l l y  to  cause grea t  cu l tu ra l

v a r i a t l o n s  ( K r o e b e r  7 g i O t 2 i 8 l  T r u e  1 9 6 6 ) '  I n  c o a s t a l  S a l  D i e g o

county ,  th is  g loup o f  Shoshonean in t rudets  has  been labe led  the  San

L u i s  R e y  I  a n d  I I  C o n p l e x  ( M e i g h a n  1 9 5 4 : 2 1 5 - 2 2 7 )  '  W h e n  t h e  e a r l v

H ispan ic  exp lo re l rs  contac ted  these peop le ,  they  ca1 led  ther i  Lu i_

:e ios ,  a f te !  the  y iss ion  Sa l1  Lu is  ley  Je  Franc ia  founded in  ihe

hear t  o f  Lu iseao (san Lu is  Re) '  I1 )  te r r i lo ] .y '

i 5



Al though o f  a  d i f fe ren t  l ingu is t i c  s tock '  the  Lu iseno

and the Kumeyaay (Dieguen-o, after San Diego) shared nany cultulal

t r a i t s .  D . L .  T r u e  ( 1 9 6 6 )  h a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  b a s i c  s i n i l a r l t i e s  i n

eco log ica l  exp lo i ta t ion ,  env i ronmenta l  se t t ing  and tenpora l  p lace-

nent  fo rced the  la te -con ing  and h igh ly  no tnad ic  Shoshoneans to  aa lap t

to  a  l i fe  s ty le  and cu l tu ra l  pa t te ln  tha t  was  es tab l i shed and

func t ion i r lg  upon the i r  a r r i va l .  D 'L .  T r :ue  ou t ] . ines  cer ta in  a t t r i -

bu tes  or  t ra l ts  wh ich  he  f inds  as  d iss imi la r  be tween the  t 'wo cu l -

tu res .  He no tes  tha t  Lu isen-o  pro jec t j . le  po in ts  a re  more  bas ic  than

those o f  the  Kuneyaay;  those o f  the  l ,u isen-o  a te  p redon inant ly  made

of  quar tz .  He a lso  no tes  tha t  cera l l i cs  we le  ev ident ly  a  la te

deye lopnent  o f  the  Lu ise i -o ;  they  probab ly  learned the  use  o f  po t -

te ry  f !o rn  the  Nor thern  D iegue io .  True  a lso  pos tu la tes  the  Lu ise i 'o

possessed a  yery  sna l l ,  very  c losed t rade ne twork ;  tha t  in  genera l

they  were  no t  as  wor ld -auare  as  the  Kutneyaay,  a l though Lu ise ;o

c o s n o l o g y  a n d  r e l i g i o n  s e e m  b e t t e r  d e v e l o p e d .

The  H ispan ic  i n t rus ion  (1769-1822)  i n to  na t i ve -

Aner i can  sou the rn  ca t i f o rn ia  a f fec ted  the  coas ta l  t r i bes  and  peo -

p les  l i v i ng  i n  we l . l . - t r ave led  r i . ve r  va l1eYs .  The  Mex ican  Per iod

( 1 8 2 2 - 1 8 4 8 )  s a $  c o n t i n u e d  d i s p l a c e x n e n t  o f  t h e  n a t i v e  p o p u l a l i o n  b ) '

expans ion  o f  t he  l and  g ran t  p rog ran  and  deve lopnen t  o f  ex tens i ve

ranchos ,  The  Go ld  Rush  and  the  concc rn i t an t  g ran t i ng  o f  s ta tehood ,

co l i b ined  r , / i t h  an  i n f i ux  o f  agg ress i ve ,  l and -hungry  Ang lcs ,  caused  3

r a F i d  d i s p l a c e n e n t  o i  + , h e  n a t i Y e s ,  3 s  1 ^ e i i  a s  c e t e r i o r e i l o n  , l i

t l e i r  c r l t r r . e  3 1 C  l i f e  r ^ ' a v s  f q h i n e l  i 9 : . 1  I  F " 1 c : . ! t  1 8 3 6 ;  ! : : . e t e r

l 9 : 0  r  .

3 , 1 . 4  P ! o t o h i s t o r i c  P e r i o d
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The l i te ra tu re  on  these la te r  peop les ,  the  Kumeyaay '

Lu iseno,  Cahu i l la ,  Cupeno and o thers ,  i s  ra ther  ex tens ive  and

i n c l u d e s  B a r r o w s  ( 1 9 0 0 ) ,  B e a n  a n d  s a u b e l  ( 1 9 7 2 ) ,  c a u g h e y  ( 1 9 5 2 ) '

G i f f o r d  ( 1 9 1 8 ) ,  H a y e s  ( 1 9 2 9 ) ,  T r u e  ( 1 9 7 0 ) ,  H e i z e r  a n d  l , { h i p p l e

( l - 9 5 7 ) ,  H o o p e r  ( 1 9 2 0 ) ,  K r o e b e r  ( 1 9 7 0 ) ,  c u e r o  ( 1 9 6 8 ) ,  S p a r k n a n

( 1 9 0 8 : 8 7 -  2 3 4 )  ,  a n d  S t r o n g  ( 1 9 2 9 )  '

4 .0  INVESTIGATION TECHN I  QUES

4.  ] .  I  NTRODUCTION

Based on  the  prev ious  survey  repor t  fo r  the  proposed TeLegraph

f lood cont ro l  p ro jec t ,  no  cu l tu ra l  resources  were  known or  suspec ted

t o  e x i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e a  ( L e a c h  1 9 7 5 a : 1 9 - 2 2 ) .  H o w e v e r '  t h a t

docunent  s t rong ly  suggested  the  poss ib i l i t y  o f  unsuspected  bur i 'ed

c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  ( L e a c h  1 9 7 5 a : 2 3 ,  2 5 ) '  a n d  t h i . s  c o u l d  n o t  b e

over looked by  the  Corps  o f  Eng ineers  (Mar tz  1978:  Persona l  Connun i -

ca t ion) .  The 1ega l  nandates  conpe l l ing  v igorous  cu l tu ra l  resource

managenent  on  the  PaTt  o f  the  Corps  inc lude the  Nat iona l  Env i ro l -

n e n t a l  P o l i c y  A c t  ( P u b I i c  L a w  9 1 - 1 9 0 ) '  A r c h a e o l o g i c a l  a n d  H i s t o r i c a l

P r e s e r v a t i o n  A c t  ( P u b l i c  L a w  9 3 - 2 9 1 ) ,  a n d  E x e c u t i v e  o r d e r  1 1 5 9 5

( 3 6  F .  R .  8 9 2 1 ) .

Fu l f i l lment  o f  the  nandates  rnent ioned above,  and the  accura te

t im ing  o f  deve lopment  schedu les  fo r  the  proposed pro jec !  requ i red

tha t  a t  leas t  n in ina l  subsur face  tes t ing  be  under taken to  assess

b u r i e d  d e p o s i t s  a l o n g  s p e c i f i c  p o r t i c n s  c f  t h e  c h a n l e l e d  c i e e k b e d

( s e e  F i g u r e  : ) .  D i r e c t i o n  a s  t o  t h e  n e t h o d  l e '  g '  l - ' a c k h o e  ' - r e n c l " i n q l

and a i roun l  o f  subsur face  excav3 ' l i cn  r1 '3s  p ro l r ided  b) '  Dep l r tne : r :  "

t h e . l r - l n y ,  C c r ! s  c i  : n E i n e e r s ,  L o s  A r g e l e s  l 1 s * ' i 1 c :  l n ' . ' 1 " n n e n : a i

p la rJ r ins  Sec t icn  ( ldar t r  i9 l8 :  Persona i  Co l i ' j nun ica t ion)  '

1 i



Test ing  procedure5 enp loyed dur ing  th is  phase o f  inves t lga t ion

were  var ied .  Four  t lenches  were  rnechan ica l l y  excavated  (enp loy ing

a backhoe and opera tor l '  bar r i caded '  an ' l  back f i l l ed '  So i l  p ro f i les

were  neasure i l  and dra l 'n  to  sca1e,  and so i l  sanp les  were  re t r i ' eved

f ron  each s t ra ta  ident i f ied '  Accura te  i4s t lunent  loca t i 'ons  fo r

each t rench re la t i ve  to  known cont ro l  nonuments  were  a lso  lecorded '

The fo11.o{ ing  subsec t ions  de ta iL  the  var ious  tes t ing  procedures

br ie f l v  d iscussed above '

4 .2  TEST TRENCHING

The h igh ly  techn i ' ca l  na ture  o f  land  use a long those por t ions

of  Te legraph Canyon Creek  schedu led  fo r  tes t  excavat i 'ons  requ i red  the

co l labora t ion  o f  in fo rmed representa t ives  f ron  the  Corps  o f  Eng i -

neers '  San D iego Gas 6  E lec t l i c  conpany,  and wEsTEc Serv iceS,  Inc .

to  de tern ine  the  op t ina l  loca t ions  fo r  t rench ing '  Severa l  a reas  Ln

the  inned ia te  v ic ln l ty  were  known to  conta in  subsur face  cab les  used

to  cont ro l  SDGqE's  power  ne t1 to rk ,  and requ i red  avo ida  ce '  Add i -

t iona l  harards  inc luded h igh  pressure  subsur face  gas  and pe t to leum

pipe l i .nes ,  1ow vo l tage subsur face  cab les '  e tc '  A f te t  care fu l  con-

s ldera t ion ,  four  tes t  a reas  were  p icked whe!e  i t  was  de ter rn ined tha t

no  hazardous  subsur face  inprovenents  ou ld  be  e lcountered '

WESTEC Serv ices '  lnc '  con t tac ted  w i th  Burgess  Dean T lench ing

and Backhoe Se lv ice  fo r  the  t rench excavat ions '  Enp loY ing  a  Case

580B backhoe * - i th  an  18- inch  bucket '  opera tor  Edd ie  cap lenger  Per -

fo tmed the  t rench ing  and back f i l l  serv ices '

i t e n c h e s  r { e r e  e x c a v a t e d  i n  a p p r o } : i n a t e  5  f o o t  l l  8  n e i e r i  l e Y e l s

recu i r i : tg  a i i r  r . cs ' "  i i s ta r ] 'es l  l ' l Lc  ?3sses  tYer  i - le  t r :n 'h  ! l  :e3 ' l_

the  approp i ia te  depths '  In i l ia l l r - '  i ' -  was  in tended tha !  a1 l  c i  i : re
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backf i .11 f ron the t renching operat ions be passed through one-e ighth-

inch nesh hardware c lo th  and scrut in ized fo i  cu l tura l  renains.  Th is

procedure  was found un feas ib le  due to  the  c lay  conten t  in  a l l  bu t

the  top  f i ve  cent imeters  o f  topso i l  fo r  any  o f  the  t renches  excava-

ted .  Ins tead,  the  screen ing  o f  subsur face  so i15  was cont inued on  a

l e s s e r  s c a 1 e ,  a l l o w i n g  d e t a i l e d  i n s p e c t i o n  o f  s a n p l e  d e p o s i t s  f o r

each o f  the  s t ra ta  encountered .  A t  a l l  t i rnes  the  t rench ing  was

under  c lose  scru t iny  fo r  the  recovery  o f  suspec ted  ar t i fac ts ,  o t

the  d is tu rbance o f  iden t i f iabLe cu l tu ra l  lenses  (s t ra ta ) .

. 1 .  3  S O I L  P R O F I L E S

ScaLed pro f i le  naps  o f  a  s ing l ,e  s idewal l  fo r  each t re lch  were

prepared imned ia te ly  a f te r  t rench iDg.  Measur ing  nor th  to  south ,

each t rench was " t i cked"  a t  50  cent ine ter  i .nc rernents ,  and a l .ong

these s ta t ions  measurenents  fo r  the  bo t ton  o f  the  t rench and each

s t ra ta  above tha t  were  recorded,  Th is  p rocess  was cont inued un t i l

a  s idewal l  p ro f i le  was cornp le ted  fo !  each t rench,  docunent ing  the

s o i l  s t ! a t a ,  o b s e r v e d  c o n c e n t r a t i o n s ,  a n d  h i s t o r i c  d i s t u r b a n c e .

1 .4 SOlL SA.] '4PLES

T w o  s e ! i e s  o f  s o i l  s a n p l e s  w e r e  g a t h e r e d  f r o n  t h e  t e s t  t r e n c h

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s .  0 n  i h e  l o w e s t  o r d e r ,  s o i l  s a n p l e s  l { e r e  g a t h e r e d  f r o n

s t r a t a  c o n t a i n i n g  m o l l u s k  r e n a i n s ,  o r  o t h e r  o b s e r v a b l e  n a t e r i a l s  t o

f a c i l i t a t e  m o r e  a c c u r a t e  a n a l , l - s e s .  S o i l  s a n p l e s  w e r e  a l s o  c o l l e c t e d

T ^  -  r  h -  . - - n . . ' L ' . i 5  i > r y L r :  J ,  u L c  P U e . -  ! 4 i . ! . r

! r o m  e a c h  i d e n t i f i a b l g  s t r e t u n  i n  e a c h  o f  t h e  f c u r  t e s t  t . e n c i i e s .

l h e j e  s r r n p l e s  r n e r c  i e n :  i r i l ! h o u t  p r i o r  a r ' a i - r s i s i  t o  t h e  C c r p s  o f

- d ; a c - - c  o c  l r c > l - :  _ . -  - r t c :  I l e a d O J d : i F r .
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AccuMrE INSIEUMjNI- !9!AIM!

To prov ide  conc ise  in fo rna t ion  w i th  legard  to  the  loca t ion  o f

test trenches, it was detelmined that a1l accurate instrunent Survey

be made. Using a control ' moDulnent (horizootal Control Seconil Order

o " b e t t e r ; v e r t i c a l c o n t t o l T h i r d O a d e r ) a s p r i m a r y d a t u n ' s h o t s

lrere taken of the northerly and southerly points of each test

trench' These data !re!e recorded on sulvey data forns for late!

t lans la t ion  to  sca led  contour  naPs (sca1e:1 :2400)  '

5 . 0 SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS

Resu l ts  o f  tes t  t rench ing  a long the  ues te lnnos t  1 '800 fee t

(approx i .na te)  o f  te legraPh Canyon Creek  i {e !e  legat ive '  No h is to r ic

or  p reh is to r ic  cu l tu ra l  !esources  were  encountered  in  aDy o f  the

four  t renches  excavated .  S tandard ized sca le  p lo f i1e  maps are

prov ided th roughout  the  fo l low ing  d iscuss ion '  and the  loca t ions  o f

a l l  tes t  t renches  nay  be  seen in  F igure  3)  '  A  photo  record  o f

t rench ing  exerc ises  and a  geo log ica l  rePor t  on  the  na ture  o f  ob-

served subsur face  s t ra ta  a re  a t tached a t  the  end o f  th is  repor t

(A t tac funents  A  and B,  respec t ive ly )  to  a id  i ' n  the  in te rpre ta t ion

o f  t e s t  r e s u L t s .

.  T rench 1

As shoHr l  in  F igure  4 ,  Trench 1  cons ls ted  o f  f i ve

v is ib le  s t ra te ,  the  las t  o f  wh ich  was g loundwater  encounterec l  a t

2 - 6  n e t e r s  [ 8 . 5 5  f e e t )  o e e p  F r o n  s u r f a c e  t o  b o t t o n '  t h e  ! r e n c h

revea led  a t  leas t  fcur  i c len t i f iab le  s t la ta '  The f i i s t  10  to  25

cent ine ters  f4  to  10  inches l  exh ib i ted  a  compact ,  d r l  c lav  N i th

2 0
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cobb le  inc lus ions  (poor ly  sor ted) .  To  depths  o f  sone 70  cent i -

rne ters  f27 .5  inches)  concre ted  brovn c lays  were  no ted '  Be low

these,  a  ia ther  s tab le  layer  o f  dark  cornpac t  c lays  w i th  ca l i che

inc lus ions  was observed (dark  b ro  n  to  b lack)  '  ex tend ing  to  a

depth  no  grea te l  th , rn  L .5  meters  (59  inches) .  Be low th is  and con-

t inu ing  to  the  t rench bo t ton ,  conpact '  concre ted  c lays  (1 igh t

brown to brown) r,rere encounlereil.

The to ta l  dear th  o f  cu l tu ra l  rena ins '  coup led  w i th  the

apparent ly  s tab le  s t ra te  suggest  e i ther  a  long- te rn '  re la t i ve ly

s ta t i c  depos i t ion  o f  so i l s '  o r  a  cons t luc ted  ground sur face  th rough

the  ar t i f i c ia l  p lacenent  o f  f i l l  so i1s .

o Trench 2

con ipr ised  o f  four  v is ibLe geo log ic  s t ra ta  (F igure  5) '

T rench 2  was excavated  to  a  depth  o f  5 .4  ne ters  (L1 ' f )  fee t .

G loundwater  was encountered  a t  o r  about  3  ne ters  (9 .8  fee t )  i l r

depth ,  As  w i th  l rench 1 ,  th is  subsur face  tes t  exh ib i ted  on ly

negat ive  i r fo rna t ion  w i th  regard  to  cu l tu la l  debr is :  No mater ia l

Tena ins  o f  h is to r ic  o r  p reh is to l i c  ac t i v i t ies  i te re  encounte led '

V is ibLe s t ra ta  fo r  Trench 2  were  s i r l i l a !  to  those

ident i f ied  in  Trench 1 .  A  su l face  cover  o f  d ry ,  sandy  c lay  was

observed to  a  nax inum depth  o f  20  ce l l t ine te ls  (7 .8  inqhesJ ,  over '

lay ing  a  genera l l y  s tab le  sand lens  occur r ing  to  a  depth  o f  50

cent ine ters  f t .5  fee t l .  L in i ted  a lnounts  o f  she l l f i sh  renarns

were  observed in  th is  saad 1ens ,  and were  a l ' so  no ted  i lnore  nune l -

ous ly l  i r  an  in t rus lve  depos i t  o f  sands '  g lave l  a t ld  she l l f i sh

2 ?
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renains (PoorlY

the above was a

gray ) .

sor ted)  as  shoNn in  F igure  5 '

stTata of comPact ' concrete'L

Under ly ing  a l l

cl.ays (dark graY

o f

t o

.  T rench 3

observa t ion  o f  s idewal l  p ro f i les  in  th is  tes t  t rench

prov i .ded the  nos t  conp lex  s t ra t ig raphy  no te i l  dur ing  the  course  o f

the  cur ren t  inves t iga t lon '  A  to ta l  o f  seven s t ra ta  \ {e re  ob-

served,  exc lud ing  the  recent  subsur face  sewe!  easenent  (as

shoun in  F iSure  6)  and the  occur rence o f  s tand ing  water  a t  a  depth

o f  3 . 1 n e t e r s  ( 1 0 . 1  f e e t )  '  S u r f a c e  s o i l s  i J e r e  p r i r n a r i l y  d r y '

sandy  cLays  to  an  apPror lna te  15  cent ine ters  (6  inches)  '  fo l loved

by  concre ted  c lays  w i th  l in i ted  she l l f i sh  remains  to  depths  rang ing

f l o n 2 0 t o S 0 c e n t i ' n e t e r s ( 7 . 8 t o 1 9 . 6 i n c h e s ) . B e t w e e n t h e s e a n d

the  lowest  s t ra ta  occu l rug  f ron  1  mete !  to  3 '5  ne ters '  fou !  add i -

t i o n a l  l e n s e s  w e r e  ! e c o t d e d '  T h e s e  a r e  s e v e ! e l y  u n s t a b l e  I i ' e '

m i .xed)  s t ra ta  o f  sands ,  she l l f i sh  remains '  and marb led  sands  and

dark  g raY c laYs (F igure  6J  '

No preh is to r ic  o r  h is to r ic  cu l tu ra l  tesources  were

noted  in  any  por t ion  o f  Trench 5 '  As  d iscussed in  A t tachnent  B

of  th is  repot t ,  the  s t ta ta  suggests  tha t  the  sur face  so i l ' s  1n

th is  reg io l r  were  cons t ] :uc !ed  o f  ln t roduced f i11s  over lay i lg  t ida l

n a ! s h  1 a n d s .

a Trel lch 4

As  w i th  the  l rev ious  th ree

e x h i b i t e d  a n  a b s e n c e  o f  p r e h i s t c r i c  o r

t i enches  d i scussed ,  T rench  ' 1

h i  s  t o r i c  cu l t u ta l  Ceb i i s  '

: 5
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No ev idence o f  Pas t  humao ac t iv i t ies  uas  observed,  and geo l 'og ic

ana lys is  (A t tachnent  B)  s t rong ly  suggests  tha t  th is  a rea  was sa l t

narsh  p ! io r  to  1andf i l1 '  opera t ions '

ExcavateaL to  a  depth  o f  2 .3  ne ters  (7 '5  fee t )  '  g round-

water  (encountered  a t  1 .8  ne ters )  p rec luded v is ib le  examinat ion

beyond th is  depth .  S t ra t ig raph ica l l y ,  the  t rench exh ib i ted  a

to ta l  o f  f i ve  s t ra ta  rang ing  f ron  conpact  c tays  w i th  cobbte  and

she l l f i sh  inc lus i .ons  to  a  c rys ta l l ine  lens  f i rs t  no ted  be tueen 1 '3

a n d  1 . 6  m e t e r s  ( 4 , 2  t o  5 . 2  f e e t )  d e e p  ( F i g u r e  7 ) '  T h e s e  s t r a t a

are  geo log ica l l y  descr ibed in  A t tachment  3  o f  th is  repor t '

6 .0  ANAJ,YSIS OF TEST RESULTS

Because the  tes t  t rench excavat ions  produced no  cu l tu ra l

debr is  in  e i ther  the  back f i l l  o r  s idewal l  p ro f i les ,  i t  nay  be

suggested  tha t  no  subsu l face  cuLturaL  resou lces  are  to  be  found

a long tha t  por t ion  o f  Te legraph Canyon Creek  west  o f  In te rs ta te  5

and eas t  o f  San D iego Bay.  in  suppor t  o f  th is  hypothes is  a re  the

f i n d i n g s  o f  l r e v i o u s  r e s e a t c h  ( L e a c h  1 9 7 5 a : 2 0 )  a n d  g e o l o g i c  i n t e r -

p re ta t ion  o f  the  cu l ren t  tes t  tTench exca l 'a t i cDs (see At tachmeni  B)

7.0 POTENTIAL .{DVERSE IMPACTS

The poten t ia l  fo r  adverse  inpac ts  to  known or  suspec ted

cu l tu ra l  resou lces  Nas we l l  docunented  j_n  the  prev ious  env i lon_

nenta l .  impact  repor t  p repared i l l  con junc t ion  v i th  the  p ioposed

T e i e g r a p h  C a n y o n  f i o c d  c o n t r o l  p l o j  e c t  i L e a c h  i 3 7 5 a : : 5 -  2 i l  '  1 { i ! \

regard  to  unsuspec" .ed ,  bur ied  subsur face  ' lepos i ' -5 ,  tes t  t renc l l i l i g

a lcns  the  western  reacnes  o f  Te tegraph Cat i lon  Creek  was conr iuc :ed
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rd i th  negat ive  resu l ts .  No subsur face  cu l tu ra l  depos i ' t s  were

either exhuned in the trenching process nor noted in the treIlch

sider.a11s for any of the trenches excavatetl (discussed in detail

i n  S e c t i o n s  5 . 0  a n d  6 . 0  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ) '

The renaining potential- for advease inpacts to unsuspected'

bur ied  subsu l face  cu l tu ra l  depos i ts  i s  s l igh t '  Ana lys is  o f  the

s t ra ta  p ro f i les  and so i l  sarnp les  subs tan t ia tes  the  probab i l i t y

tha t  th is  acreage sub jec ted  to  a rchaeo log ica l  inves t iga t ion  has

been cons t ruc ted  o f  land  f i l l  over l ' y ing  na tura l  t ida l  narsh lands '

Hor {ever ,  the  na tu le  o f  the  l in i ted  tes t ing  procedures  prec ludes

any abso lu te  de te ln ina t ion  w i th  regard  to  the  I 'ack  o f  subsur face

cu l tu ra l  s t ra ta  a long the  un tes ted  por t ions  o f  cha  ne led  c reek-

b e d .

8.0 RECOMMENDED MITIGATING MEASURES

As no adverse  inpac ts  to  cu l tu ra l  lesou lces  (sur face  or

subsur face)  a re  expec ted ,  no  neasures  tg  t r t i t iga te  ident i f ied

inpacts need be reconnended. In the event that unsuspected

cu l tu ra l  resou lces  are  encounte ted  dur ing  the  course  o f  p ro jec t

cons t ruc t ion ,  a  qua l i f ied .  a rchaeo log is t  shou ld  be  consu l ted  to

eva lua te  the  !ena j .ns .  Such eva lua t ion  may lequ i le  tha t  p ro jec t

cons t ruc t ion  be  ha l ted  a long tha t  por t ion  o f  the  pro jec t  and uo t

resune unti l Such tine as adequate neasules have been taken to

ensure  the  n i t iga t ion  o f  any  ide l r t i ' f i ab ly  adverse  impacts '

2 )



On the  bas is  o f  p lev ious  cu l tu ra l  resource  surveys  (Leach

1975a)  and the  cur ren t  subsur face  inves t iga t ions '  i t  i s  expec ted

t h a t  n o  c u l t u r a L  r e s o u r c e s  ( e . g '  h i s t o r i c  o f  P t e h i s t o r i c  s i t e s )

w i l l  be  impacted  by  the  pr :oposed Te legraph Canyon f tood cont ro l

p r o J  e c E .

i 0
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At tachnent  B

GEOLOGlC EXA.I4])IATION OF TEST TRlNCH
EXCAVATIONS AT TELEGMPH CANYON '

CHULA VISTA, CALI FORN I A



Examinat ion  o f  backhoe t renches  was conducted  in  o rder  to

detern ine  probab le  depos i t iona l  env i ron tnents  o f  the  s t ra ta  en-

counte ted .  Measur :eaL sec t ions  in  a l l  four  t renches  wete  covered

by  .5  to  .7  ne ters  o f  a  nass ive  ye l ' lo lJ ish  f ine  to  ned i 'un  sand

which  conta j .ned var iab le  p ropor t ions  o f  g rave l  d ispersed th rough-

out  and is  typ ica l l y  charac ter i . zed  by  l \ ' ho1e Tur i te l la  sheL1s and

f ragnented  no l lusk  she lL  rena i l s .  Th is  sur f i c ia l  na ter ia l  repre-

sents  (ha t  i s  sho{n  by  Kennedy and Tan (1977)  as  quaaternary

aL luv i .un  and s lope lJash ard  as  ar t i f i c ia l  f i l l '  01der  naps  (E11 is

and Lee,  1 .919;  P la te  V I )  a re  on  a  topograph ic  base wh ich  shows

th is  a rea  as  narshes  and t tda l  f la ts '  Th is  topograph ic  base as

surveyed in  1902.  The onLy  p laus ib le  conc lus ion  is  tha t  th is

m a t e r i a l  r e p r e s e n t s  a n  h i s t o r i c  f i l l '

sed inents  exposed in  t renches  beneath  the  ar t i f i c ia l '1y

enp laced sur f j . c ia l  cover i [g  represent  depos l ts  fo rned in  the

narshes  ana l  beaches shown on the  o lder  naps '  Mass ive  nuds  and

rnuddy f ine  sands  exposed in  Trenches 1 ,  2  and 4  represent  lagoona l

depos i ts ,  whereas  Larn ina ted  f ine  to  ned iun  sands  in  Trenches 3

and 4  represent  beach depos i ts .  More  prec ise  pa leoenv i ronnenta l

in te rpre ta t ions  cou ld  be  nade by  ccnduct ing  po l len  ana lys is  on

i o n e  o f  t h e  o r g a n i c  r i c h  c l a y e y  l s n i n a e '

Ev idence tha t  the  e t r t i !e  a !ea  changed 1oca1 env i lonnents

dr :as t i ca l lY  f lon  t ine  to  t ine  ls  p rov ided in  Trench 4  hhere  a

. 1 5  n e t e r :  t h i c k  l a y e i  o f  s e l e n i t e  c i y s t a l s  w e i e  e n c o u n t e r e d '  T h i s

laye i  i s  under la in  b -v  lagoon nuds  acd is  cver la in  by- '  beach sanr is '

t s l



T h i s s e l e n i t e c o u l d o n l y h a v e f o r r n e d i n a c l o s e d e v a p o l a t i n g b a s i n

{h i ch  1 {as  pe r iod i ca l l y  f l ushed  i t h  f l esh  sea  wa te r  p rov id ing  a

- .ou rce  fo t  t he  ca l ' c i u l t i  su l f a te  bu t  ! reven t i ng  the  sod ium ch lo r i de

f ro rn  concen t ta t i ng  and  p rec i ! i t a t i ng '  The  p resence  o f  l an i i na ted

s a n d s a b o Y e t h e s e l e n i t e s u g g e s t s t h a t t h i s d e p o s i t n a y l e p l e s e n t

a  na tu ra l  occu l rence  as  opposec l  t o  t he  bu r ied  rena ins  o f  a  p re -

v ious  sa l t  evapora t i ng  pond  such  as  may  have  accompan ied  the  La

Pun ta  sa l t  r , o rks  a round  1900  o r  t he  works  o f  t he  l ^ /es te r ' n  Sa l t

c o n p a n y  s i n c e  l ' 8 6 9  ( W e b e r ,  1 9 6 3 ) '
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PRIMARY RECORD r,ioomial
NRHP Sla lus Code

Other Listings
Beview Code - Beviewef

Pase -L ol :L

P1.  Qlher  ldent i l ie t :

.Fesource  Name or  f :  lAsssned bv ,eco .dnr  1196Indus l r ia lEou levard

.P2.  Locat ion:  a Not  lor  Publ icar ion O Unresl . icrod *a Counrv San i rego
and P2c,  P2e,  and P2b or  P2J lAn3ch roc,ron Map.s ne.ssarv I
a b .  U S G S  7 . 5 ' O u a d  t m p e r i a r B e a c h  D a t e  1 9 6 7  1 r 9 7 5 1  T  l 8 5 ; n  2 ! V :  U n s e c l i o n e d  i  S B B N 4

c.  Add,€s5 1196 l fduslna,  Eoule!3rd Z i p  9 1  9 1  1
d.  UIM:  1c iv .6o .s  rhan cn  e t  Zon6:  I  1  i  492OOO nrE/  3607225 nrN

.e .  o rher  Loca l ionat  Da l -op , i . )  Parce l  N lmbe,  617 072 08

'P3a.  Descr i t i i on :  {D€s . /b€  r rso t ' ce  r rd  i s  n , i ro
Thrs  ' s  a  one s to ry  res idence w i lh  a  de tached doub e  g3rage and a  smal l  gas  s la l ion  se l  on  a  corner  lo t  A l l  th ree

skuc t ! res  exh io i ta  miss ion  rev iva  a fchr iec lu ra ls ty le  a .d  a re  wood f ramed w i lh  a  s tucco ex ter ic r .  Thef la l lovery low

oilched parapet toofs are colered wirh rolle.t asphalt materi3l The hcuse is reclangular in plan The parapet Ls

sleppedatal l fourcorn€rs claypape drains are paired on the nor1h, soulh, and eastfacad€s, with melal lootdrains on
the wesl s ide. Thefoundatonisrasedpierandbeamwrlhapenmelerwal l  The main enkance €ccessed by lhree
concretesteps s offset on the easl tacade A sllr ccoed can opy supporred by slepped brac kets is coverec wilh cerarnrc
t ies. The wooden doorrs a srngle panel wi lh one l i te above A back door al  lhe west end of lhe south lacade rs
accessed by wooden sleps v/rlh raitings The windows are single and paired wooden 1/1 double hung wilh rrooden
si l lsandsash. Asmatt  hotwater aloselwth a narrow wooden doorrs at iached on thewestsd€ (Connnued on
atlached shacl)

'P3b.  Resource  At t r ibu les :  {see  ruburcs  dnd codss)  l {P2,  l iP4

.P4.  Bcsoutces  Pres€nr :  A  Bu id 'o9  o  S l ruc tu re  OObjec t  OSle  O Ois l r i c t  O E lement  o t  D is t r i c t  OOlher l r , . ra res

P5b.  Descr ipr ion ot  Phoro:
rvew, dare.  acccsson / )  No' rhwesr,  7/16199,
9 9 9 9  r  l - C P ' 1  E x p . 8
'P6.  Dare Construcred /  Ag.  and

O ftehisror c Et Borh
1920s1950s
'P7.  Owner and Address:
Slephen and Helen Murphree Fanjly Ttust
753 Dorothy St .
C h u l a  V i s t a ,  C A  9 1 9 1 1
'P8- Record.d by:
C.  Dolan,  L,  L i lburr r  in  co.sul tanon w' th
Karen Wei lze,  Ph.D.
KEA Envnonme^ta l ,  Inc
l42O Kertner  a ivd Sre 620
San Dloqo.  CA 92101
*P9.  Date Recoided:  7/16/99
'P 10.  Sutvey Type:  lo .sc,bc)  In lensrve

.p l1.  Repon Cirat ion:  {cne sur le,  ,epoi r  a i ,d  orh. r  so Dolan,  chr is ly  Hisror ic  P.oP€rty  survey Repol l  tor

!he Palomar Street  lmproveme.r  Pro iec l ,  San Oiego County,  Chula V:sta,  Cal i forn ia Beport  submi l ted to Cirv  o l  Chula
vrsra by KEA tnv i ron.renta,  lnc.  1999.

'Ar iachmenrs:  E Ndne o Lo.aron l ,4ap o Sketch Map a Cont i iuar lon Sheet  a Bui lCing,  Structure,  and Objec l  Record
O linear Resourcc Hecord o A.ch.eoloeicat Reco.d tr Disvicl Beccrd c tulilling Sralion Fecord O Rock Art Flecotd
E Arr i iact  Fecord o Photosraph Fecod D Olher  { rs0

*Aequned Inform6lion
oPR 5?3A 11/9s)

ATTACHMENT CUL-68
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BU ILDING, STRUCTURE, ANDOBJECT RECOBD

Paqe rL or -l

81.  Histor ic  Name: Bowman s Garage

92.  Codmon Namer

83.  Or ig inat  t  se:  Gas Stzt ron 84 Ptesenr lJse:  Fesrdence

'85.  Archi lec lura l  Sty le:  Misson Revrvar

' E 6 . C o n s r r u c l i o n H i s l o r v : { c o n s r n r r o n d a r e a l e i d o n s a n d d a l d o r a k ' r n d i o n s ) T h e h o o s e a n d g a s s l a l i o n a p p e a r l o h 3 v e D e e n

built In lhe lale lgzus ano are snown on a t928 aerial photoqraph The |'o car garaqo is a later addition and v/as

probabty bLrilin the tate 1gsc". u tno*i ro on " rssS aerial pnorograph Currenl resldent re ports lhat garage and g a s

s l3t io .havebeenaccidenrrvn,rov" ' r " in- r iep i t r ' rheho!sewas_alsohi t in lhelgE0sandwasrnovedseveral inches

TNFPH Slarls Co.le 62
'nesou.ce Name or f dssiqned bv recnderr 1196 lndostnal Blvd

, 8 7

' Ba .

89a-

. a 1 0 .

Moved:  6No oYes ou.known Date:

Archi lec l r  Unknown B9b.  Eui lder t  Unknown

8 1 1

' 8 1 2

B  l 3 .
. 8 1 4 .

Sion i ' i ca lco .  fhem.  Edr l .  9ds  s t , r ion  or . l  r lec tu 'e  A tea  SoL l l ' ' e< l

i"li'n " iio"'i'-",'"1--, g r-o 'too P,opcrrv rvpe Gas starion , ,lTll:-'^ol:::'j:'' 
*t"

"". -,. .".---",."i'r "t aur n"'r ov t'"'" peliod' and 0oolraohlc scood Arso add'ess 'nrcll rv )

Gas slatons like lhe one In lhe culreni slrloy area were Increas ngly ccmmon loward Ihe end of lhe 1920s althouqh

i"1"."*nri ,""""a ,lat a gas sraron sr,ih as lhis exisls in an ;rban seiling (it is more common to see old starons

l ike lhis n nr.al lowns).  In the late 1920s downtown Chula Visla showed a marked incfcase in aas slat ions (Ci ly

Dtrectoies. i920..1930).  The a,r tcmobiLe rndLr; l t  wa;begrnnrng develop al  lhrs tLme and even the downtown San

;i;;; ;;.i;";;; ;;.towiv neing pusi'eo o't tv autorrotrve ente'pnses lrse ol spal sh coloniar and rvlission

Rev ivat archit€ctu re wa s no, "*.tn.." rln*" ""riy srai,ons a.c exranrexamples exist lhrou ghout th e uniled slates

and California (Continue.l orl atlached sheet )

Addilion6l Resource A(l.lbules: ltitt at' bores r'd 'od'dl

a.  iJr  'horog,rpns.  lq2Sanc 1958:U5(J\OLad , ' ' levdps

vr"o" t ,c ,  i  c ' f  o , ,ecro ' res.  I  ' l {  196a A " '  r1 t " r  P la '1Mdo

1912:  G;enier  H;rn,  currenl  res idenl  of  1196 Industr ia l  B lvd
PF.qonal communicauon Julv 199Si ana Arciniaga resident ol

1194 Indls tdalAle Personal  commJnical ion July  1999

Evalualor :  C.  Dol3n,  L Lr lburn i .  cd.sul tat ion wi ih  Karen

KEA Envi ronmental ,  Lnc
l42o Ket tner  l lvd. ,  Sui te 620
San Dieso.  CA 92101

lTh is  space reseNed 1or  o f i ioa l  comments ' )

rRequ i red  l . fo rmaIon

D P R  5 2 3 8  t 1 / 9 5 )
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Pase -L of -L

'Recotded bY: C. Dolan, L Lrlburn in consult' w/Karen Wail2e

.Aesou.co  Name o f  #  lAss  oned bv  rec ' tde t

6 Conrinuarion n Update.Dare; Juty 1999

rP3s. Desctiprion: (Delcrbe rsto!rco and trtncld crehonE Incllde das'ln nare ' scnins aid boudares r

jl",*i,1";"#:.#::,"i:i,:ij:l.ll""'fl""n:'i"?if '|."ff,T:[:11*:'i"'i:l'f::'ffi"i;: T;'"""j[ff:::,".1i:
il;"i;;;";;; rn"sa"s'"rio,'ore"ra.,!",";;hi*X}1".g,2,:lf:ij,5J"?:'::","""";:'i""::ii'"'"*'*iJi;:
:: :T;'.1"f:,'JJli#:::l''1'.llJTl'll,'ji1";i;;l! oi ir'" *"'' ''o' A wde overhare. s'rpoorreo bv a srucco covered

wooden oost, conrecrs rne o,,ro'ng ro rne pu;;isi"i.cl i'.i p'"p' ** o*" *f9::t^ IiT:':;l'3;".:ilf';1t"il:::

ff,lfiiJ*":ll:*i:lg":***:"y'l;:'*::ffiili'""Hft:]3:lilii'l"oT.fJ"'"' ";;''"don the south {ace o'
thesmalfoo.npro.ecriono.rrhewesrracaoe.;:: ; ; i ; ; i l ; ; t ; ; ;w,nctowisoffsetonrh6nonhlacade 

rhe loundar:on

rsooured concrele slabwitn a sl-talrpaoarrne lnii'"ii"" r_n" L"at""ii"s 's malure"aro$d lhe l^oLrse and qaragewilh a low

penmeler wall and sidewatk arouno ne rronr ald to'ii tro" 
-iit" 

+i"ily lo both lhe garage and gas staton is dtrt

The sunou.ding srea is rnostlv residenlral The stucl"res a'e n rair to qood condrtron Pumps h:'"""t":"#"'ffiit'tfililt#:

*l#li:1",- ;:li::;in ":,'m::xu'j:"i:iTiff'"1i:""#1 x?i'l''il*.*
'"'" ;jj:[flj]dli'T:jtji]'::,f#:::1.:.".ffir::f""::i:^:' 1" "']irl:::'Y::'rl::"^vi""""'""""'
lTs:,ifflfH:f:JigH[il"1"J.'J"J,'"i:"ir';?:xliffi:l{:,1'J]:1r":lit3;Hxl:1'"}"[f]ii:JilHl'i;
l"o-n!|"" i""*i """""iation wirh.evenrs-or pe'so***';X;;;,iii:il;i','"".?,L.,1",1X1ru;i;;;;;;;.urg I1.it'" 1"3.1

5;1liiff##';;"T.;[ti1',"fi""i;:".'ff;"":';nmlm:*lln''u"ru":lli";::jfs'""fL$":"""',J:i#i*;X.":",".Hl8lSiffi,-"il1i;,"J^ffi[tr1i';:".*F,"fJil::'g;;*::i[iJff[1"""*'-':1""':1#"."#
1940s.

rhe,n,€s, rv o, rhe propertv ar i ,e6 ,nduslr ar€ou,i':ii:i:li"J.?"r{l!!fiii:i,1.:,:i[li:ffi[:*f#+:.d"il#.J.:
;s','3.";?1'il'�":::*s,'J!"#i:!:i".�.i.1*","""*n$fiiru:si:::lif^:i*H:;r;;;,";en* s-uchassas
and lhe presence of ihe newer lwo{ar gara

pumps, have beer removed flom the s(e

:::.'::",:.Tli^""'"".x';:;,'i,:J:"fi':i::f,4J,'J,:"S:1[ft'1i",:i1ff:x::"1"'lffl':'"'i"'i[:ilfit{"":"J;1ff"}:i
architectLrre and lhek loteg'lry t'as ottn "om"u"*-n'i compromiseO inieqarOs to its setting and feeling'

rRequired Info.matioo

DPF| 523L (1/951



SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
Technical Area: Hazardous Materials Management 
Author: Alvin Greenberg 

BACKGROUND 
Aqueous ammonia will be used in the Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) process to 
control oxides of nitrogen. The AFC does not clearly state the frequency of aqueous 
ammonia deliveries, as page 8.12-10 of the Hazmat section states that there would be 
1-2 trucks per week while table 8.10-6 of the Traffic section states that there would be 
1-2 trucks per month. Also, the size (capacity) of the delivery trucks is not stated.  

Additionally, optional hazmat transport routes are given, but it is stated that the exact 
route will be specified once the shipper contacts the California Highway Patrol (CHP) 
and applies for a license. 

Staff needs more specific information on the frequency of delivery, the capacity of the 
delivery tanker, and the preferred route(s) from the supplier to the facility in order to 
evaluate potential impacts at intersections in the vicinity of the site. 

DATA REQUESTS 
71. Please provide the following information regarding the transportation of aqueous 

ammonia: 
a. the frequency of aqueous ammonia deliveries on a per week, per month, and per 

year basis; 
Response: Section 8.12, Hazardous Materials, inadvertently stated ammonia would be 
delivered 1 to 2 times per week. Section 8.10, Traffic and Transportation, identified the 
correct number of deliveries of ammonia. Ammonia will be delivered to the site 
approximately every other week, approximately 2 times per month, and approximately 
24 times per year. 

b. the size (capacity) of the delivery trucks; and 
Response: The delivery trucks will be approximately 7,500 gallons in size, but are filled 
to 6,000 gallons of aqueous ammonia for deliveries. 

c. the specific highways and streets on the preferred route(s) from the supplier to 
the facility. 
Response: The preferred route for ammonia deliveries is identified in Section 8.10.4.4 
Transport of Hazardous Materials. The preferred and alternative routes are as follows: 

The preferred ammonia transportation route is from I-5 south, exit at J Street, travel west 
along J Street, south on Bay Boulevard to the SBRP site. This route requires a left turn at 
J Street and Bay Boulevard intersection, which is controlled by four-way stop signs. An 
alternative ammonia transportation route is from I-5, exit at L Street and making a left 
turn onto Bay Boulevard, then travel south on Bay Boulevard to SBRP. This alternative 
route requires a left turn from L Street onto Bay Boulevard. The intersection of L Street 
and Bay Boulevard is not signalized, but is controlled with a stop sign at L Street and 

Hazardous Materials Management Haz-1 November 2006 
EY062006001SAC/334533/063330003 (001.doc) 



SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
Bay Boulevard, and by a stop sign on northbound Bay Boulevard at the intersection with 
L Street.  

 

November 2006 Haz-2 Hazardous Materials Management 
  EY062006001SAC/334533/063330003 (001.doc) 



SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
Technical Section: Land Use  
Author: Amanda Stennick 

BACKGROUND 
As stated in the AFC, the SBRP site is within the planning area of the Chula Vista Bay 
Master Plan (CVBMP). The CVBMP planning process was initiated in January 2003 and 
is a joint planning effort of the San Diego Unified Port District (Port), City of Chula 
Vista/Redevelopment Agency of the City of Chula Vista, and Pacifica Companies. Land 
use planning responsibility for the master plan area is divided between the Port and 
City. The Port is the lead agency for CEQA review of this planning effort and the City is 
a responsible agency. The CVBMP will guide the development of the bay front over a 
20-year period. The mix of proposed land uses includes parkland, open space, 
environmental buffers, civic/cultural, hotel, office, residential, retail and entertainment, 
and recreational uses. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the CVBMP 
was released for public review in October 2006. 

As stated in the DEIR, implementation of the CVBMP will require discretionary actions 
by the Board of Port Commissioners, Chula Vista City Council and Redevelopment 
Agency, and other agencies. Such discretionary actions include: amendments to the 
Port Master Plan, City of Chula Vista General Plan, and City Local Coastal Program 
(including the Local Coastal Plan and Specific Plan); coastal development permits; a 
land exchange; a financial participation agreement between the Port and the City and 
other types of related agreements; associated development permits; and State/Federal 
permits and actions/approvals.  

DATA REQUEST 
72. To help staff determine whether the CVBMP will be adopted prior to staff’s Final 

Staff Assessment, please provide a timeline of expected actions for each local, 
state, and federal agency involved in the CVBMP. Please list each agency 
(e.g. Coastal Commission), state the action(s) they will take to implement the 
CVBMP, the expected time frame for all discretionary actions, and how the 
agency’s action will be relevant to the SBRP project.  
Response: As the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP) is being developed jointly 
by the San Diego Unified Port District (Port) and the City of Chula Vista, the Port not the 
Applicant is in the best position to provide the timeline of expected actions by local, 
state and federal agencies as part of the discretionary actions associated with the 
adoption of the CVBMP. Therefore, as requested in the letter provided as 
Attachment LAND-72A, dated November 9, 2006 from the Applicant to the San Diego 
Unified Port District, the Port provided a table (see Attachment LAND-72B) that 
provides, from the Port’s perspective, the expected timeline for the discretionary actions 
for adoption of the CVBMP, and the relevance of the CVBMP to the SBRP project. 

BACKGROUND 
The Chula Vista Local Coastal Program (LCP) provides a detailed plan for the orderly 
growth, development, redevelopment, and conservation of the Chula Vista Local 

Land Use Land-1 November 2006 
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SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
Coastal Zone. As such, the LCP must be consistent with local and state land use 
policies. 

73. Please provide a discussion of how the SBRP would comply with the Chula Vista 
Local Coastal Plan (LCP). 
Response: Please refer to the AFC Volume 2, Appendix 8.4, Table 8.4A-2 for a discussion 
of how the SBRP would comply with the Chula Vista Local Coastal Plan (LCP). 

74. If the CVBMP is not adopted prior to the completion of the Energy Commission’s 
licensing process for the SBRP, please state which land use plan(s) would be 
applicable to the SBRP site. Please expand on the discussion in the AFC’s Land 
Use detailing how the SBRP would comply with all relevant land use plans and 
policies. 
Response: Please refer to Section 8.4.1 of the AFC for a discussion of the land use plans 
applicable to the SBRP site in the event the CVBMP is not adopted prior to completion of 
the CEC licensing process for the SBRP. 

BACKGROUND 
Section 30260 of the Coastal Act provides guidelines for the development of new or 
expansion of existing coastal dependent industrial facilities. There is no discussion in 
the SBRP AFC on this section of the Coastal Act. 
DATA REQUEST  
75. Please describe how the proposed project conforms to Section 30260 of the 

Coastal Act as it pertains to coastal dependent industry and the location or 
expansion of industrial development. 
Response: The Applicant has sought guidance from the California Coastal Commission 
staff (CCC staff) regarding how the coastal dependency policy applies in the unique 
circumstances of the SBRP given that it: 1) is replacing an existing once-through cooled 
generating facility located in the coastal zone at an adjacent site; 2) is consistent with, and 
critical to, a major local planning process (e.g. the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan); 
and 3) would reduce or eliminate existing coastal and marine impacts. CCC staff has 
reviewed the AFC, the potentially relevant planning and zoning requirements (e.g. the 
Bayfront Master Plan, the Chula Vista Local Coastal Plan, etc.) and all of the 
requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (including, but not limited to, Section 
30260). Based on this review, CCC staff has advised the Applicant of their preliminary 
conclusion that the SBRP appears to conform to both local requirements and, pending the 
resolution of several issues, can likely be found to comply with the policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act (including Section 30260). Thus, CCC staff advises that, while they 
may raise other minor issues, coastal dependency should not be a significant issue for this 
project.  

November 2006 Land-2 Land Use 
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  LS POWER GENERATION, LLC 
1735 Technology Drive Suite 820 

San Jose, CA 95110-1384 
408-572-1300 main 

408-392-9757 fax 
 

 - 1 - 

November 9, 2006        Sent Via FEDEX 

 
 
San Diego Unified Port District 
3165 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101-1128 
 
Attention: Randa Coniglio, Area Real Estate Manager  
 
Subject: South Bay Replacement Project: CEC Staff Land Use Data Requests 
 
Dear Ms. Coniglio: 
 
As you are aware, on October 31, 2006, the California Energy Commission (CEC) 
issued Data Requests to LSP South Bay, LLC (LSP) regarding the Application for 
Certification (AFC) for the South Bay Replacement Project (SBRP).  Data Requests 
are issued to the applicant as a means for CEC staff to obtain additional information 
or clarifications to information in the AFC. In accordance with CEC procedures, LSP 
will provide responses to the Data Request on or about November 29, 2006. 

 
Included in the CEC staff’s Data Requests is Land Use Data Request No. 72, which 
reads as follows: 

72.To help staff determine whether the CVBMP will be adopted prior to staff’s 
Final Staff Assessment, please provide a timeline of expected actions for 
each local, state and federal agency involved in the CVBMP.  Please list each 
agency (e.g. Coastal Commission), state the action(s) they will take to 
implement the CVBMP, the expected time frame for all discretionary actions, 
and how the agency’s action will be relevant to the SBRP project. 

 
While LSP has access to publicly available information on the Chula Vista Bayfront 
Master Plan, we believe the Port has the most up to date knowledge and 
background of its CVBMP process and accordingly, request that the Port provide 
such information. In this way, the CEC, public, and other agencies, would have the 
benefit of the best possible information regarding the Port’s planning process and 
timeline for the CVBMP. 

 
With this in mind, we request that the Port prepare and submit to us a response to 
Data Request #72. In keeping with the deadlines in the CEC process, we also 
request that this response be provided not later than November 22, 2006 so that it 
can be included in our response to the CEC. 

If you have questions or would like to discuss this matter in more detail, please 
contact me directly. 





CHULA VISTA BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN 
ANTICIPATED PROJECT APPROVAL TIMELINE 
Prepared by the San Diego Unified Port District (11/28/06)  
 

 
AUTHORIZING AGENCY 

 
APPROVAL 

 
ANTICIPATED 
TIMEFRAME* 

 

 
RELEVANCE TO SBRP PROJECT 

 

San Diego Unified Port District 
 

Certification – CVBMP 
Environmental Impact Report 
 

May/June 2007 CVBMP EIR contains environmental 
analysis on existing SBPP and 
limited analysis on proposed SBRP 
sites. 
 

San Diego Unified Port District 
 

Approval - CVBMP May/June 2007 Land use approval for existing 
SBPP and proposed SBRP sites. 
 

San Diego Unified Port District Approval - SDUPD/ Private 
Developer Land Exchange 
 

May/June 2007 None anticipated. 

San Diego Unified Port District Approval - Port Master Plan 
Amendment 
 

July/August 2007 SDUPD land use designation 
approval for existing SBPP and 
proposed SBRP sites. 
 

San Diego Unified Port District Approval – Port tenant projects 
and/or lease agreements 

April/May 2008 at 
earliest for Phase I 
projects only. 
2012/2013 
anticipated for SBRP 
project.  
 

SDUPD approval for proposed 
project and/or lease on SBRP site. 

San Diego Unified Port District Approval - Coastal Development 
Permit Issuance 
 

April/May 2008 at 
earliest for Phase I 
projects only. 
2012/2013 
anticipated for SBRP 
project.  
 

SDUPD approval of coastal 
development permit issuance for 
proposed project on SBRP site. 



 
AUTHORIZING AGENCY 

 
APPROVAL 

 
ANTICIPATED 
TIMEFRAME* 

 
RELEVANCE TO SBRP PROJECT 

 
 

 

 2

City of Chula Vista Approval - Chula Vista Bayfront 
Master Plan 
 

(City to provide) (City to provide) 

City of Chula Vista Approval - Bayfront Area Plan of 
the Chula Vista General Plan 
Amendment  
 

(City to provide) (City to provide) 

City of Chula Vista Approval - Land Use Plan of the 
Chula Vista Local Coastal 
Program 
 

(City to provide) (City to provide) 

City of Chula Vista 
 

Approval - Bayfront Specific Plan  (City to provide) (City to provide) 

City of Chula Vista Approval - Bayfront/Town Centre I 
Redevelopment Plan 
 

(City to provide) (City to provide) 

City of Chula Vista Approval - Coastal Development 
Permit 
 

(City to provide) (City to provide) 

City of Chula Vista Approval - Habitat Loss Incidental 
Take Permit 
 

(City to provide) (City to provide) 

California State Lands 
Commission 

Approval - SDUPD/Pacifica Land 
Exchange  
 

July/August 2007 None anticipated. 

California State Lands 
Commission 

Approval - Dredging Permit Unknown – may not 
be needed until 
Phase III 
implementation 
 

None anticipated. 



 
AUTHORIZING AGENCY 

 
APPROVAL 

 
ANTICIPATED 
TIMEFRAME* 

 
RELEVANCE TO SBRP PROJECT 

 
 

 

 3

California Coastal Commission Certification - Port Master Plan 
Amendment 
 

November/December 
2007 

Existing SBPP and proposed SBRP 
sites would be “annexed” into Port 
Master Plan with approved “Energy 
Utility Zone” land use designation on 
proposed SBRP site. 
  

California Coastal Commission Certification - City Local Coastal 
Program Amendment 
 

November/December 
2007 
 

(City to provide) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Approval - Clean Water Act 
Section 404 Permit 

Unknown May be needed for existing SBPP 
and proposed SBRP sites. 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Approval - Section 10 Rivers and 
Harbor Act Permit 

Unknown May be needed for existing SBPP 
and proposed SBRP sites. 
 

California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Approval - Title 14 of California 
Code of Regulations 1600 permit 

Unknown May be needed for existing SBPP 
and proposed SBRP sites. 
 

Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Approval - Clean Water Act 
Section 401 Permit 

Unknown May be needed for existing SBPP 
and proposed SBRP sites. 
 

 
Notes:  
(1) This table is based on information provided in Table 3-1 “Project Approvals” (page 3-10) and Section 2.4 “Intended Uses of this 
EIR” (page 2-19) of the CVBMP Draft Environmental Impact Report.  
(2) Information in the “Anticipated Timeframe” column is the best information we have to date but is subject to change. 
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Technical Area: Public Health 
Author: Alvin Greenberg 

BACKGROUND 
The AFC states that the Hot Spots Analysis and Response Model (HARP) model is 
used to assess cancer risk and chronic and acute impacts. In the opinion of staff, this is 
only partially true. The HARP model was used to derive potential cancer risk values for 
each pollutant and route of exposure, based on an exposure of 1.0 ug/m3. These unit 
values were then combined with pollutant emission rates, and these weighted values 
were used in the AERMOD model to obtain actual cancer risks and hazard indices. 

The AFC states: “AERMOD replaces the previously EPA-recommended model, 
Industrial Source Complex, Version 3 (ISC3), which has been used for many years for 
air quality impact analyses in CEC AFCs.”  

Staff needs certain data in order to independently confirm the Health Risk Assessment 
(HRA) results as found in the AFC. 

DATA REQUESTS 
76. Please provide the HARP transaction file (.tra) and/or the following information 

that was used in the HARP modeling: 

• Stack parameters and locations in UTM coordinates 
Response: No HARP transaction file (.tra) exists to send in response to this data request. 
This is because running the complete HARP model to create the transaction file would 
have been inconsistent with the SDAPCD’s requirement that AERMOD be used for air 
dispersion modeling on this project. HARP (Version 1.2a from the ARB website) 
contains ISCST3 as its internal air dispersion model. Consistent with analyses submitted 
to and approved by the Commission in other siting cases, the Applicant used HARP in 
alternative mode (described in the HARP guidance document at described in the HARP 
How-To Guide3) to calculate appropriate health risk assessment parameters (e.g., 
inhalation cancer potency factors, noncancer chronic and acute RELs), and combined 
those parameters with maximum proposed emission rates of the toxic air contaminants, 
and dispersion factors calculated using AERMOD based on unit emission rates. 

The stack parameters for the HRA AERMOD run are provided in Attachment PH-76A 
separately for the 1-hour averaging time used to calculate acute health hazard, and 
annual averaging time used to calculate cancer risk and chronic health hazard. 

The stack UTM coordinates in Zone 11 of NAD27 are: 
• West stack: E 491161.6 N 3607918.9 
• East stack: E 491202.4 N 3607917.2  

 

 
3 ARB. How to Perform Health Analyses Using a Ground-Level Concentration, HARP How-To Guide, Topic 8, 
Part B, http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/docs/howtos/Topic08.pdf, accessed November 17, 2006. 

Public Health PH-1 November 2006 
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• Information on project buildings and tanks used in building downwash analysis 

(locations in UTM coordinates and dimensions) 
Response: The building dimensions are given in AFC Appendix 8.1, Table 8.1D-1, while 
their UTM coordinates are included in this response as Attachment PH-76B. 

• Meteorological data used  
Response: As discussed above, the revised modeling will use Chula Vista 
meteorological data the SDAPCD provided to Sierra Research on October 26, 20064. This 
dataset is provided electronically on compact disk (CD) as Attachment PH-76C. Five 
copies of the CD have been provided to the CEC. Additional copies will be provided 
upon request. 

BACKGROUND 
A map of the Maximum Exposed Individuals (MEIs) is provided, with Universal 
Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates, but the distances from the project site are not 
given. Staff needs these distances to complete its analysis of impacts. 
DATA REQUESTS 
77. Provide a table showing distances from the combustion turbine stacks to various 

receptors including the fence line, the cancer risk MEI, the acute hazard MEI, the 
chronic hazard MEI, the Points of Maximum Impact for cancer risk and acute & 
chronic hazards, and a few representative nearest sensitive receptors. 
Response: The requested distances are in Table AIR-77-1. Note that the tabulated 
distances are based on the air dispersion and health risk modeling presented in the AFC 
submitted June 30, 2006. Because of CEC and SDAPCD requests for remodeling with 
Chula Vista meteorological data, and for additional scenarios of simultaneous activities 
for both the proposed SBRP and the existing SBPP, new modeling will be conducted in 
the near future, which will most likely change the distances except those to the nearest 
fence line. 

TABLE AIR-77-1 
Distances from Each Stack to Specified Receptors (meters) 

Receptor West Stack East Stack 

Nearest fence line 32.3 32.2 

Cancer Risk MEI (1) 625.8 590.1 

Cancer Risk PMI (2) 625.8 590.1 

Chronic Health Hazard MEI 625.8 590.1 

Chronic Health Hazard PMI 625.8 590.1 

Acute Health Hazard MEI 7,844.8 7,837.5 

                                                 
4 The October 26, 2006 version uses wind profiler data to update the previous version of Chula Vista meteorological 
data provided to Sierra Research on August 31, 2006. 

November 2006 PH-2 Public Health 
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TABLE AIR-77-1 
Distances from Each Stack to Specified Receptors (meters) 

Receptor West Stack East Stack 

Acute Health Hazard PMI 7,844.8 7,837.5 

Durbin Family Day Care 1,663.9 1,623.2 

Bay View Hospital 2,157.4 2,120.7 

Carmen Daycare 1,099.6 1,064.6 

Covenant Christian School 5,484.2 5,445.5 

Notes: 

MEI - Maximum Exposed Individual 

PMI - Point of Maximum Impact 

UTM coordinates are in the Zone 11 NAD27 datum 
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BPIP (Dated: 95086) 
 Duke Energy South Bay:  20 Bldgs, 5 Tanks, 4 Stacks                            
 
 ============================ 
 BPIP PROCESSING INFORMATION: 
 ============================ 
 
   The ST flag has been set for processing for an ISCST2 run. 
 
   Inputs entered in METERS     will be converted to meters using  
    a conversion factor of    1.0000.  Output will be in meters. 
 
   The UTMP variable is set to UTMY.  The input is assumed to be in 
     UTM coordinates.  BPIP will move the UTM origin to the first pair 
of 
     UTM coordinates read.  The UTM coordinates of the new origin will  
     be subtracted from all the other UTM coordinates entered to form  
     this new local coordinate system. 
 
   Plant north is set to   0.00 degrees with respect to True North.   
 
 
 Duke Energy South Bay:  20 Bldgs, 5 Tanks, 4 Stacks                            
 
 
 
                PRELIMINARY* GEP STACK HEIGHT RESULTS TABLE 
                         (Output Units: meters) 
 
                            Stack-Building            Preliminary* 
         Stack    Stack     Base Elevation    GEP**   GEP Stack 
         Name     Height    Differences       EQN1    Height Value 
 
 
        STACK01    38.10         0.00        71.62        71.62 
        STACK02    38.10         0.00        71.62        71.62 
        FIRE        6.71         0.00        71.62        71.62 
        AUXBOIL1   38.10         0.00        71.62        71.62 
 
   * Results are based on Determinants 1 & 2 on pages 1 & 2 of the GEP 
     Technical Support Document.  Determinant 3 may be investigated for 
     additional stack height credit.  Final values result after 
     Determinant 3 has been taken into consideration. 
  ** Results were derived from Equation 1 on page 6 of GEP Technical 
     Support Document.  Values have been adjusted for any stack-
building 
     base elevation differences. 
 
     Note:  Criteria for determining stack heights for modeling 
emission 
     limitations for a source can be found in Table 3.1 of the 
     GEP Technical Support Document. 
 
 
 
 
 
                              BPIP (Dated: 95086) 
 DATE :  0/ 0/ 0 

ATTACHMENT PH-76B



 

 

 TIME :  0: 0: 0 
 
 
 Duke Energy South Bay:  20 Bldgs, 5 Tanks, 4 Stacks                            
 
  BPIP output is in meters 
 
 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK01    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK01    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK01    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK01    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK01    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK01    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDWID STACK01    17.20   21.88   25.89   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID STACK01    39.30   40.26   40.00   39.80   39.38   
37.77 
     SO BUILDWID STACK01    35.02   31.20   61.63   24.01   19.81   
15.00 
     SO BUILDWID STACK01    17.20   21.88   25.89   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID STACK01    39.30   40.26   40.00   39.80   39.38   
37.77 
     SO BUILDWID STACK01    35.02   31.20   61.63   24.01   19.81   
15.00 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK01    39.80   39.38   37.77   35.02   31.20   
27.49 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK01    24.01   19.98   15.00   17.20   21.88   
25.89 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK01    29.54   33.86   58.51   39.30   40.26   
40.00 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK01    39.80   39.38   37.77   35.02   31.20   
27.49 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK01    24.01   19.98   15.00   17.20   21.88   
25.89 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK01    29.54   33.86   58.51   39.30   40.26   
40.00 
     SO XBADJ    STACK01   -40.79  -40.44  -38.85  -36.09  -32.24  -
27.40 
     SO XBADJ    STACK01   -21.73   23.65   31.40   -5.77   -3.76   -
1.63 
     SO XBADJ    STACK01     0.12    0.30    0.48    0.64    0.78    
0.90 
     SO XBADJ    STACK01     0.99    1.05    1.08    1.08    1.04   -
0.09 
     SO XBADJ    STACK01    -2.29  -43.63   -6.40  -11.44  -18.12  -
24.26 
     SO XBADJ    STACK01   -29.66  -34.16  -58.99  -39.94  -41.04  -
40.90 
     SO YBADJ    STACK01    -2.83   -7.18  -11.31  -14.89  -17.23  -
19.05 



 

 

     SO YBADJ    STACK01   -20.29  -29.02  -21.90  -20.89  -20.74  -
19.97 
     SO YBADJ    STACK01   -18.58  -16.64    3.42   -9.72   -5.49   -
1.10 
     SO YBADJ    STACK01     2.83    7.18   11.31   14.89   17.23   
19.05 
     SO YBADJ    STACK01    20.29   29.02   20.90   20.89   20.74   
19.97 
     SO YBADJ    STACK01    18.58   16.64   -3.42    9.72    5.49    
1.10 
 
 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK02    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK02    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK02    28.65   28.65   28.65   27.13   24.99   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK02    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK02    28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT STACK02    28.65   28.65   28.65   27.13   24.99   
28.65 
     SO BUILDWID STACK02    17.03   21.54   25.89   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID STACK02    39.30   40.26   40.00   39.80   39.38   
39.14 
     SO BUILDWID STACK02    36.43   32.61   61.63   90.85   89.66   
15.00 
     SO BUILDWID STACK02    17.03   21.54   25.89   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID STACK02    39.30   40.26   40.00   39.80   39.38   
39.14 
     SO BUILDWID STACK02    36.43   32.61   61.63   90.85   89.66   
15.00 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK02    40.96   40.67   37.77   36.43   32.61   
27.99 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK02    24.36   19.98   15.00   17.20   21.88   
25.39 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK02    29.54   33.86   58.51  132.17  130.57   
40.00 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK02    40.96   40.67   37.77   36.43   32.61   
27.99 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK02    24.36   19.98   15.00   17.20   21.88   
25.39 
     SO BUILDLEN STACK02    29.54   33.86   58.51  132.17  130.57   
40.00 
     SO XBADJ    STACK02   -41.22  -40.99  -57.78  -36.84  -33.04  -
28.24 
     SO XBADJ    STACK02   -22.58  -16.24   -9.40  -46.24  -42.68   -
1.31 
     SO XBADJ    STACK02    -0.18   -0.10  -21.39   38.68   29.90    
0.20 
     SO XBADJ    STACK02     0.27    0.32   20.01    0.41    0.43    
0.25 
     SO XBADJ    STACK02    -1.77   -3.74   34.40   29.04   20.80  -
24.08 



 

 

     SO XBADJ    STACK02   -29.36  -33.75  -37.11 -170.85 -160.46  -
40.20 
     SO YBADJ    STACK02    -3.00   -7.30   24.87  -14.59  -16.82  -
18.54 
     SO YBADJ    STACK02   -19.70  -20.26  -20.20  -26.30  -33.10  -
19.94 
     SO YBADJ    STACK02   -18.62  -16.74  -31.07   46.22   55.31   -
1.90 
     SO YBADJ    STACK02     3.00    7.30  -24.87   14.59   16.82   
18.54 
     SO YBADJ    STACK02    19.70   20.26   19.20   26.30   33.10   
19.94 
     SO YBADJ    STACK02    18.62   16.74   31.07  -46.22  -55.31    
1.90 
 
 
     SO BUILDHGT FIRE       27.13   27.13    6.10   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT FIRE       28.65   28.65    8.53    8.53    8.53    
8.53 
     SO BUILDHGT FIRE       27.13   27.13   27.13   27.13   27.13   
27.13 
     SO BUILDHGT FIRE       27.13   27.13    4.88   28.65    6.10    
4.88 
     SO BUILDHGT FIRE        4.88    8.53    8.53    8.53    8.53    
8.53 
     SO BUILDHGT FIRE       27.13   27.13   27.13   27.13   27.13   
27.13 
     SO BUILDWID FIRE       64.05   83.16   28.62   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID FIRE       39.30   40.26   12.00   12.65   12.92   
12.93 
     SO BUILDWID FIRE      125.99  117.73  105.90   90.85   73.03   
53.00 
     SO BUILDWID FIRE       64.05   83.16   11.79   29.54  151.05   
11.43 
     SO BUILDWID FIRE       10.60   12.65   12.00   12.65   12.92   
12.93 
     SO BUILDWID FIRE      125.99  117.73  105.90   90.85   73.03   
53.00 
     SO BUILDLEN FIRE      127.38  130.89   34.85   36.43   32.61   
27.99 
     SO BUILDLEN FIRE       24.36   19.98   12.50   12.44   12.61   
12.55 
     SO BUILDLEN FIRE      113.29  123.40  129.75  132.17  130.57  
125.00 
     SO BUILDLEN FIRE      127.38  130.89   10.56   36.43  117.73   
11.29 
     SO BUILDLEN FIRE       10.85   12.41   12.50   12.44   12.61   
12.55 
     SO BUILDLEN FIRE      113.29  123.40  129.75  132.17  130.57  
125.00 
     SO XBADJ    FIRE     -162.80 -157.05  -57.40  -93.28  -94.52  -
92.89 
     SO XBADJ    FIRE      -88.44  -81.31   10.40   11.43   11.72   
11.65 
     SO XBADJ    FIRE       23.14   28.85   33.68   37.48   40.15   
41.60 



 

 

     SO XBADJ    FIRE       35.42   26.16   -6.09   56.85   -5.14   -
7.16 
     SO XBADJ    FIRE       -7.08  -21.26  -52.40  -53.10  -52.40  -
24.20 
     SO XBADJ    FIRE     -136.43 -152.24 -163.43 -169.65 -170.72 -
166.60 
     SO YBADJ    FIRE      -34.62  -51.39   -4.95   19.38    6.83   -
5.93 
     SO YBADJ    FIRE      -18.50  -30.51   -7.60   -4.60   -1.46    
1.79 
     SO YBADJ    FIRE      -68.56  -53.72  -37.25  -19.65   -1.45   
16.80 
     SO YBADJ    FIRE       34.62   51.39    1.86  -19.38   76.72    
1.42 
     SO YBADJ    FIRE        1.18   10.37    8.60    0.46   -7.69   -
1.79 
     SO YBADJ    FIRE       68.56   53.72   37.25   19.65    1.45  -
16.80 
 
 
     SO BUILDHGT AUXBOIL1   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT AUXBOIL1   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT AUXBOIL1   28.65   28.65   28.65   27.13   24.99   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT AUXBOIL1   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT AUXBOIL1   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   28.65   
28.65 
     SO BUILDHGT AUXBOIL1   28.65   28.65   28.65   27.13   24.99   
28.65 
     SO BUILDWID AUXBOIL1   17.03   21.54   25.39   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID AUXBOIL1   39.30   40.26   40.00   39.80   40.67   
39.14 
     SO BUILDWID AUXBOIL1   36.43   32.61   61.63   90.85   89.66   
15.00 
     SO BUILDWID AUXBOIL1   17.03   21.54   25.39   29.54   33.86   
37.14 
     SO BUILDWID AUXBOIL1   39.30   40.26   40.00   39.80   40.67   
39.14 
     SO BUILDWID AUXBOIL1   36.43   32.61   61.63   90.85   89.66   
15.00 
     SO BUILDLEN AUXBOIL1   40.96   40.67   39.14   36.43   32.61   
27.99 
     SO BUILDLEN AUXBOIL1   24.36   19.98   15.00   17.20   21.54   
25.39 
     SO BUILDLEN AUXBOIL1   29.54   33.86   58.51  132.17  130.57   
40.00 
     SO BUILDLEN AUXBOIL1   40.96   40.67   39.14   36.43   32.61   
27.99 
     SO BUILDLEN AUXBOIL1   24.36   19.98   15.00   17.20   21.54   
25.39 
     SO BUILDLEN AUXBOIL1   29.54   33.86   58.51  132.17  130.57   
40.00 
     SO XBADJ    AUXBOIL1  -47.03  -48.33  -48.16  -46.53  -43.49  -
39.12 



 

 

     SO XBADJ    AUXBOIL1  -33.57  -26.99  -19.60  -55.57  -11.65   -
8.09 
     SO XBADJ    AUXBOIL1   -5.36   -3.52  -22.94   39.05   32.16    
4.30 
     SO XBADJ    AUXBOIL1    6.08    7.67    9.02   10.11   10.88   
11.13 
     SO XBADJ    AUXBOIL1    9.21    7.01   44.60   38.37   -9.89  -
17.30 
     SO XBADJ    AUXBOIL1  -24.19  -30.34  -35.56 -171.21 -162.73  -
44.30 
     SO YBADJ    AUXBOIL1    6.34    0.88   -4.60   -9.41  -13.41  -
16.99 
     SO YBADJ    AUXBOIL1  -20.06  -22.52  -24.30  -32.11  -28.00  -
28.59 
     SO YBADJ    AUXBOIL1  -28.32  -27.19  -41.95   35.23   44.55  -
12.10 
     SO YBADJ    AUXBOIL1   -6.34   -0.88    4.60    9.41   13.41   
16.99 
     SO YBADJ    AUXBOIL1   20.06   22.52   23.30   32.11   28.00   
28.59 
     SO YBADJ    AUXBOIL1   28.32   27.19   41.95  -35.23  -44.55   
12.10 
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ATTACHMENT PH-76C  
 
Meterological Data for Chula Vista, CA, San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
Five electronic copies on Compact Disk (CD) have been provided to the CEC staff. Additional 
electronic copies on CD will be provided to others upon request. 
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Technical Area: Socioeconomics 
Author: Joseph Diamond Ph. D. 

BACKGROUND 
Staff needs to verify that the time value of money used for all SBRP economic estimates 
including the IMPLAN economic impacts analysis was based on 2006 dollars. 
DATA REQUEST 
78. Please indicate the year for all economic estimates. 

Response: All economic estimates in Section 8.8 of the AFC are in 2006 dollars. Please 
also see the last sentence of the first paragraph of Section 8.8.4.3.4 of the AFC under the 
Phase 1 heading. This sentence should have been carried forward for all the phases 
discussed in Section 8.8.4.3.4 of the AFC. For the operational phase, the last sentence in 
the first paragraph of Section 8.8.4.4.4 of the AFC states that all costs and economic 
benefit estimates in the section are in 2006 dollars. 

BACKGROUND 
Cumulative impact analysis is part of the socioeconomic section. Staff needs to 
understand the potential cumulative impacts from demolition of the 69-138 kV 
substation.  
DATA REQUEST 
79. Please provide the following information related to the demolition of the existing 

69-138 kV substation: 
a. Estimate beginning and ending dates of the demolition work. 

Response: It is important to note that the existing SDG&E South Bay Substation is 
owned and operated by SDG&E and SDG&E will be responsible for the demolition of 
the existing substation. However, with that as background, the demolition of the 
existing substation would occur after the SBRP is in commercial operations and after the 
functions of the existing substation are relocated to a new SDG&E substation. The SBRP 
is projected to begin commercial operations in the spring on 2010. Demolition of the 
substation could begin anytime after the SBRP is in commercial operation. While the 
ultimate timeframe for demolition of the existing South Bay Substation is under 
SDG&E’s control, it is reasonable to expect that, once demolition of the substation 
begins, it could be completed within 6 months.  

b. Estimate monthly average and peak month’s construction workforce. 
Response: As discussed in Data Response 79a above, SDG&E has control over 
demolition of the existing South Bay Substation. However, based on the expected 
activities associated with demolition of the substation, the monthly average and peak 
monthly construction workforce during demolition of the substation can reasonably be 
expected to by approximately 15 both for the average month and for the peak month. 
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c. Estimate percentage of the construction workforce that will be local, from 
San Diego County, and non-local. 
Response: The approximate 15 person workforce for demolition of the SDG&E South 
Bay Substation is expected to be 100 percent from the local workforce in San Diego 
County. 

BACKGROUND 
There are a few economic numbers in the Socioeconomics section of the AFC which 
need to be clarified in order to improve staff’s understanding of the project’s effects. 
DATA REQUEST 
80. Please provide the following socioeconomic information: 

d. In Socioeconomics p.8.8-28, paragraph 1, lines 1-3, please confirm that -22, or 
alternatively -49, is the correct induced employment number to use to yield a 
SAM employment multiplier of 1.9. 
Response: The numbers provided on p.8.8-28 of the AFC are a combination of two sets 
of IMPLAN runs that were conducted for the study. In one run, the operational expenses 
(both labor and operations and maintenance (O&M)) of the existing SBPP were used as 
input into the IMPLAN model. In the second run, the operational expenses (again both 
labor and O&M) of the new SBRP were used as input into the IMPLAN model. The 
results were then compared for the two runs and the difference between the impacts 
was taken and reported in the AFC. The reported multiplier was based on the difference 
in impact values between the two plants. However, a multiplier should not have been 
provided or reported in this instance since the method used to derive the associated 
multiplier was incorrect. In fact, no multiplier should have been derived in this case. 

e. Note Socioeconomics 8.8-29, paragraph 5. Please show all your assumptions 
and calculations used to estimate the SBRP lease payments to the San Diego 
Port Authority. Also include how many years for the estimated annual lease 
payments of $800,742. 
Response: As noted in Section 8.8.4.4.5 of the AFC, the assumptions and calculations 
used to estimate the SBRP lease payments to the San Diego Unified Port District are as 
follows: 

i. The number of acres that are leased, i.e., 12.9 acres 
ii. An average return set by the Port – assumed to be 9.5 percent per year 

iii. Charge per square foot of property of $15  

Thus, based on the above assumptions, the lease payments to the Port for the SBRP site 
are estimated at $800,742 (12.9 acres x 43,560 feet per acre x 0.095 x $15 per square foot) 
per year. However, the Applicant and the Port of San Diego are finalizing negotiation of 
a lease option on the site. The terms of this lease option call for payments that are 
substantially greater than the estimated $800,742 included in the AFC. These annual 
lease payments are expected to last for 30 years. 
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Technical Area: Traffic and Transportation 
Author: James Adams 

BACKGROUND 
Staff relies on information in the AFC to assess the existing traffic and transportation 
system near the proposed power plant site and to analyze the impacts from project 
construction, demolition, and operation. Two pieces of information were not provided in 
the Traffic and Transportation section of the AFC. 
DATA REQUEST 
81. Please provide an estimated percentage of current traffic flow for trucks. 

Response: The annual average daily truck traffic on I-5 in the project area, from the I-5 
junction with Route 75 to 8th Street, is approximately four percent. However, additional 
details for segments between these two locations (Main Street, Palomar Street, 
Bay/Industrial, J Street, H Street, etc interchanges) were not available, as the City of 
Chula Vista and other agencies in the area do not have and do not collect truck 
percentage date. The traffic analysis included as a technical appendix to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan (over 500 pages 
of extensive traffic analyses) were also reviewed, but did not contain information on 
truck percentages. 

Section 8.10.3.2 of the AFC states (pg. 8.10-10): “Turn movement and truck percentage 
data for intersections in Chula Vista were not available. Therefore, the traffic impacts 
were analyzed based on daily roadway capacity”. Thus, any surface road truck 
percentage estimates would have to be based on I-5 data, which cannot reliably be used 
to estimate turn movements and truck percentage data for intersections in Chula Vista. 

82. Identify any road features that may affect public safety. 
Response:  

The San Diego Trolley light rail railroad crossings are the only identified roadway 
features in the vicinity of the project that could affect public safety. The light rail railroad 
crossings at Palomar Street near Industrial Boulevard and L Street near Industrial 
Boulevard are two locations that may have an increase in traffic from project 
construction or operation. Both crossings are at grade and have full crossing protection 
(cross-guards, red-flashing signal lights, and synchronized traffic signals). Based on 
current trolley service a trolley crosses approximately once every five minutes. Based on 
the rail crossing protection at this intersection, the Applicant finds that this rail crossing 
does not affect public safety. 
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Technical Area: Transmission System Engineering 
Authors: Laiping Ng 
Technical Senior: Mark Hesters 

BACKGROUND 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the identification and 
description of the direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment. 
The information requirements for the AFC require discussion of the “energy resource 
impacts which may result from the construction or operation of the power plant.” For the 
identification of impacts on the transmission system resources and the indirect or 
downstream transmission impacts, staff relies on the System Impact and Facilities 
Studies as well as review of these studies by the agency responsible for insuring the 
interconnecting grid meets reliability standards, in this case, the California Independent 
System Operator (CAISO).  

Without a complete System Impact or Facility study, staff is not able to fulfill the CEQA 
requirement to identify the indirect effects of the proposed project. These studies 
analyze the effect of the proposed project on the ability of the transmission network to 
meet reliability standards. When the studies determine that the project will cause a 
violation of reliability standards, the potential mitigation or upgrades required to bring 
the system into compliance are identified. The mitigation measures often include the 
construction of downstream transmission facilities. CEQA requires the analysis of any 
downstream facilities for potential indirect impacts of the proposed project.  

Page 13 and 14 of the Interconnection Facilities Study (IFS), dated July 31, 2006, under 
the Power Flow Results, states that the South Bay Replacement Project (SBRP) causes 
overloads under Category B contingencies. The IFS also indicates that overloads 
appear before the addition of the SBRP and the overloads marginally increase due to 
the proposed SBRP. The IFS has not proposed capital improvement projects for the 
mitigation of the overloads. 

Staff needs additional documentation and information regarding the IFS and the 
proposed mitigation measures in order to complete its analysis.  

DATA REQUEST 
83. Indicate the location and the Capacitor Bank ratings which are used to reduce 

the overloads of the Sycamore Canyon bank 70, 230/69 kV transformer. 
Response: All of the contingency overloads identified in the SDG&E Interconnection 
Facility Study (IFS) for the SBRP are only observed under the condition when the 
750 MW proposed Sycamore Canyon combined-cycle power generation project is 
licensed and constructed. Based upon the information provided by SDG&E, the 
Sycamore Canyon Substation transformers might overload either with or without SBRP, 
however, SBRP increases loading of the transformers by about 5 percent. In case of the 
outage of one of the transformer banks, the parallel bank might overload as identified in 
the IFS. According to information provided by CAISO, the main factor causing the 
overload is the Sunrise Power Link, not SBRP. 
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Based on information provided by the SDG&E transmission department, contingency 
overload at Sycamore Canyon Substation bank 70, 230/69 kV transformer is sensitive to 
VAR flow through the transformer. As such, the status of capacitors can increase or 
decrease the flow through this transformer, causing it to exceed its emergency rating 
under contingency conditions. To mitigate this overload, several steps would to be taken 
with respect to VAR control:  

• The tap settings on the Sycamore Canyon Substation banks would be operated at 
4R or higher pre-contingency. 

• The capacitors at Los Coches Substation would be turned on pre-contingency. By 
operating the system in this manner, the emergency rating violation of the 
Sycamore Canyon transformer would be mitigated. 

84. If a Special Protection System (SPS) is used to mitigate the Sycamore 
Canyon-Miguel Tap 230 kV line overload, explain whether the SPS is existing or 
new for the SDG&E system. If the SPS is new, then explain who would be 
responsible for the capital costs. 
Response: If required, the SPS required to mitigate the observed overloads on the 
Sycamore Canyon – Miguel tap 230 kV would be a new SPS. The cost of this SPS would 
most likely be borne by the Applicant. As SPS is generally qualified as a 
network/reliability upgrade, the cost of this installation would most likely be refunded 
to the Applicant in accordance with FERC rules on this issue. 

85. The Eastgate-Rose Canyon 69 kV line is overloaded by 2.1% under Category B 
contingency. On page 14, the IFS states: “The dispatch in this case is not typical 
of how the system would be operated…” and “This line is only rated at 50.3 MVA 
and will likely be a future grid assessment project”. Please explain how the 
system would be operated in order to avoid the overload. Provide detailed 
information on how the line would be upgraded, the schedule of the upgrades, 
and who would be responsible for the capital costs. 
Response: Based upon information provided by SDG&E planning department, to 
mitigate this overload, one GT at the Kearny Substation would be dispatched 
pre-contingency. This reduces the post contingency loading below the emergency rating. 
There are no plans to upgrade this line at this time, as long as the overload can be 
mitigated by dispatching Kearny GTs. At such time as the overload becomes large 
enough, or the dispatch uneconomical enough, SDG&E will propose a project to 
reconductor this line as part of its yearly grid assessment. In this case, the capital cost is 
expected to be borne by SDG&E. 

86. The Sycamore Canyon-Carlton Hills Tap 138 kV line exceeds its emergency 
rating by 8.9%. Please explain the mitigation proposed for the overload and 
identify the parties who would be responsible for the upgrades. 
Response: This overload is being addressed as part of the 2006 Grid Assessment. The 
solution to this overload is to reconfigure TL 13821, which includes Sycamore Canyon – 
Carlton Hills Tap. The tap will be moved close to Mission Substation, and the line will 
become Sycamore Canyon – Mission – Carlton Hills three terminal line. Presently, the 
line is Sycamore Canyon – Carlton Hills – Santee three terminal line. The change in 
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configuration will increase the impedance between Sycamore Canyon and the load 
busses at Santee and Los Coches Substations significantly. This increase in impedance 
will reduce the flows on this segment of line below its emergency rating post-
contingency. 

87. The Thermal Analysis: MVA2 Excel table (no page number) listed eight 
alternatives and pre and post project impacts for each alternative. Alternative 8 
seemed to be the worse case scenario. Please clarify which alternative would be 
the relevant scenario for the determination of overloads and identification of 
mitigation. If the overloads will be addressed by other studies or will be mitigated 
by the SBRP, please be specific on how and when an upgrade, if any, will take 
place.  
Response: The relevant alternatives in this study are Alternatives 6 & 7 with 
high-import, lower generation scenarios. Case 8 is a sensitivity case in which all 
Qualifying Facilities (QFs) are not dispatched. This amounts to a G-17 scenario, which is 
outside the scope of planning studies. This scenario would not take place under a heavy 
summer condition, which was studied for the SDG&E Interconnection Facility Study. 
This case was established to examine the effects on the SDG&E system if all QFs were 
offline, in order to identify potential issues that may arise if these facilities shut down 
and are unavailable to dispatch. Until these plants are retired, they are assumed to be 
online and dispatched due to what is essentially a must-take status. 
During heavy summer conditions, all QFs that can dispatch are assumed to operate at 
full output. Under no heavy summer circumstances would ALL QFs in the SDG&E 
system remain offline. Therefore, the overloads identified in Case 8 are advisory only, 
and not meant to represent facilities that would need upgrades as a result of the SBRP. 

88. The IFS states that the Category C contingency study was performed. The 
Category C contingency was listed in the other “Thermal Analysis: MVA2” table 
(no page number). Please provide mitigation proposed for the overloads 
identified under Category C contingencies and identify the parties who would be 
responsible. 
Response: The overloads identified in the category C analysis are the following:  

A. Sycamore Canyon – Carlton Hills Tap 138 kV 
B. Eastgate – Rose Canyon 69 kV 
C. Miguel – Jamacha 69 kV #2 

According to the information provided by the SDG&E planning department: 

1. Sycamore Canyon – Carlton Hills Tap: This overload will be mitigated as part of 
the rearrangement described in response to Data Response 85. 

2. Eastgate – Rose Canyon: this overload will be mitigated by dispatching one of the 
Kearny GTs as described in Data Response 84. 

3. Miguel – Jamacha: This case (Case 8) is a sensitivity case and is advisory only. There 
are several QFs in the local 69 kV system which are offline in this case, increasing 
the flow on this line. In a real time heavy summer scenario, these QFs will be 
dispatched, mitigating this overload. Please see response to Data Response 86. 
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Technical Area: Waste Management 
Author: Michael Stephens 

BACKGROUND 
Phase I and Phase II environmental investigations were conducted at the existing South 
Bay Power Plant facility South Bay Power Plant site in 1998. An additional Phase I 
investigation was conducted in 2005 that included both the LNG and the South Bay 
Power Plant facilities. The investigations identified significant environmental issues 
including soil and groundwater contamination at the South Bay Power Plant, with 
additional investigation work recommended for the LNG site. A Workplan was 
completed in June 2005 in response to a request by DTSC to further characterize the 
South Bay Power Plant. The Workplan presents proposed soil and groundwater 
investigation and remediation activities at the existing plant site; as well as a summary 
of contamination assessment data that had been previously obtained at the site. It is 
uncertain what, if any, additional investigation and remediation activities have actually 
been conducted since the Workplan was prepared. The Workplan identifies numerous 
Solid Waste Management Units and Areas of Concern at the existing facility, which may 
also be found at the South Bay Replacement Project site. The main concerns appear to 
be petroleum hydrocarbons and metals in soils, and petroleum hydrocarbons and low 
level Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC’s) in groundwater. Risk(s) to human health and 
the environment have not been quantified. 

The AFC states that DTSC is the lead agency conducting oversight of investigation and 
remediation activities for the existing facility. Agencies normally enter into an oversight 
agreement with parties responsible for investigation and cleanup activities in a particular 
area. No oversight agreement between the applicant and DTSC was presented in the 
AFC. 

DATA REQUEST 
89. A comprehensive human health risk assessment should be conducted that 

includes possible exposure pathways to construction workers, facility personnel, 
and the public. Please provide a human health risk assessment for the South 
Bay Replacement Project (SBRP) site. 

Response: As discussed in Section 8.13.2.1.1 (p. 8.13-6) of the AFC, investigations of the 
former LNG site, the location of the SBRP, have been undertaken to determine whether 
or not contamination is present that could warrant removal or remediation. These 
investigations include a 2001 Phase II Environmental Assessment, which included soil 
and ground water sampling and analysis) and a 2005 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessments (both or which are included in the CEC’s proceedings for the SBRP project). 
Based on the results of the 2001 and 2005 assessments of the LNG site,, there is no 
evidence of soil and/or groundwater contamination at the former LNG site. The 2001 
Phase II Environmental Assessment recommended that an environmental professional 
be present during excavation and grading activities associated with the construction of 
the SBRP to inspect for the presence of any previously unidentified and/or undisclosed 
environmental conditions. This recommendation is typical for a site for which a Phase II 
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Environmental Assessment finds no evidence of soil and/or groundwater 
contamination. 

There is no data available that the Applicant is aware of that supports CEC staff’s 
contention in the background section for these Waste Management data requests that 
contamination found at the existing South Bay Power Plant site may also be found on 
the SBRP project site (the former LNG site). Rather, the investigations conducted to date 
have documented a significant difference between the conditions at the existing South 
Bay Power Plant, which is the subject of ongoing investigations by SDG&E under the 
oversight of DTSC, and the former LNG site. 

The findings of the 2001 Phase II Environmental Assessment and the 2005 Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment for the former LNG site do not support the request by 
CEC staff in this data request that a human health risk assessment should be conducted 
for the SBRP site, as the data does not show evidence of soil and/or groundwater 
contamination. As the data shows no contamination to remediate at the LNG site, if a 
human health risk assessment was conducted, it would be based on the finding of no 
contamination and the analysis would show no human health risk. 

90. An ecological risk assessment should be conducted that includes an assessment 
of the potential risk to aquatic life in the bay. Please provide an ecological risk 
assessment for the SBRP site. 
Response: As discussed in Section 8.13.2.1.1 (p. 8.13-6) of the AFC, investigations of the 
former LNG site, the location of the SBRP, have been undertaken to determine whether 
or not contamination is present that could warrant removal or remediation. These 
investigations include a 2001 Phase II Environmental Assessment, which included soil 
and ground water sampling and analysis) and a 2005 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessments (both or which are included in the CEC’s proceedings for the SBRP project). 
Based on the results of the 2001 and 2005 assessments of the LNG site, there is no 
evidence of soil and/or groundwater contamination at the former LNG site. The 2001 
Phase II Environmental Assessment recommended that an environmental professional 
be present during excavation and grading activities associated with the construction of 
the SBRP to inspect for the presence of any previously unidentified and/or undisclosed 
environmental conditions. This recommendation is typical for a site for which a Phase II 
Environmental Assessment finds no evidence of soil and/or groundwater 
contamination. 

There is no data available that the Applicant is aware of that supports CEC staff’s 
contention in the background section for these Waste Management data requests that 
contamination found at the existing South Bay Power Plant site may also be found on 
the SBRP project site (the former LNG site). Rather, the investigations conducted to date 
have documented a significant difference between the conditions at the existing South 
Bay Power Plant, which is the subject of ongoing investigations by SDG&E under the 
oversight of DTSC, and the former LNG site. 

The findings of the 2001 Phase II Environmental Assessment and the 2005 Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment for the former LNG site do not support the request by 
CEC staff in this data request that an ecological risk assessment should be conducted for 
the SBRP site, as the data does not show evidence of soil and/or groundwater 
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contamination. As the data shows no contamination to remediate at the LNG site, if an 
ecological risk assessment was conducted, it would be based on the finding of no 
contamination and the analysis would show no ecological risk. 

91. Please provide information on investigation and remediation activities that have 
occurred since the 2005 Workplan was presented to DTSC; as well as those 
activities that are planned. Please discuss the Workplan’s applicability to the 
SBRP site, if any. If the 2005 Workplan is not applicable to the SBRP Site, 
please provide a Workplan Addendum, or a separate workplan, identifying 
proposed activities. Please provide a schedule for these planned activities; if any. 
Response: The 2005 Workplan referenced in this data request was prepared and 
submitted to DTSC by SDG&E and is solely for the existing South Bay Power Plant site 
and, as such, is not applicable to the SBRP site. The Applicant is not directly involved in 
SDG&E’s investigation of the existing South Bay Power Plant; therefore, the Applicant is 
not in the position to provide information of the investigation or remedial activities that 
SDG&E may have implemented or that may be planned at the existing South Bay Power 
Plant under the oversight of DTSC. 

As discussed above in data responses to Data Requests 89 and 90 above, based on the 
2001 Phase II Environmental Assessment and 2005 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment for the LNG site (the location of the SBRP), there is no evidence of soil 
and/or groundwater contamination at the former LNG site. The 2001 Phase II 
Environmental Assessment recommend that an environmental professional be present 
during excavation and grading activities associated with the construction of the SBRP to 
inspect for the presence of any previously unidentified and/or undisclosed 
environmental conditions. This recommendation is typical for a site for which a Phase II 
Environmental Assessment finds no evidence of soil and/or groundwater 
contamination. 

There is no data available that the Applicant is aware of that supports CEC staff’s 
contention in the background section for these Waste Management data requests that 
contamination found at the existing South Bay Power Plant site may also be found on 
the SBRP project site (the former LNG site). Rather, the investigations conducted to date 
have documented a significant difference between the conditions at the existing South 
Bay Power Plant, which is the subject of ongoing investigations by SDG&E under the 
oversight of DTSC, and the former LNG site. 

The findings of the 2001 Phase II Environmental Assessment, and the 2005 Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessments for the former LNG site do not support the request by 
CEC staff in this data request that a workplan be prepared for additional investigations 
at the LNG site as part of the of the SBRP project. 

92. Please provide a copy of a signed oversight agreement with DTSC for 
investigation and cleanup of the Site. 
Response: The LNG site is not under the oversight of DTSC or the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board – San Diego Region as there is no evidence of soil or 
ground water contamination at the LNG site.  
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Technical Area: Worker Safety/Fire Prevention 
Author: Alvin Greenberg 

BACKGROUND 
Section 2.3.9.4 of the AFC describes the fire prevention, suppression, and response 
systems for the proposed power plant during the Operational Phase. These include 
fixed water and CO2 systems as well as portable systems. Section 8.7.3.4 describes the 
off-site fire response available and section 8.7 includes a brief discussion of the fire 
training programs. However, the AFC does not describe the fire prevention, 
suppression, and response systems that would be on-site during the Construction 
Phase and during the Demolition Phase.  

Staff needs more specific information on the fire prevention and response plans, 
including HazMat spill response and Emergency Medical Services (EMS) response 
during the Construction and Demolition Phases.  

DATA REQUESTS 
93. Please provide specific information on the fire prevention and response methods 

planned for the Construction Phase and for the Demolition Phase.  
Response: A Fire Protection and Prevention Program will be in place at the project site 
during both demolition and construction phases as identified in Table 8.7-5 of the AFC. 
Construction and demolition of the SBRP will be conducted in accordance with Article 
80 of the Uniform Fire Code, NFPA 10, Title 29 CFR 1926, and 8 CCR 1920, and will be 
subject to a cooperation agreement with the Chula Vista Fire Department. 

For small localized fires that can be extinguished by one or two onsite workers, fire 
extinguishers will be located such that the travel distance from any work area to the 
nearest extinguisher is less than 100 feet. When 5 gallons or more of a flammable or 
combustible liquid is being used, an extinguisher will be located within 50 feet. The 
extinguishers will:  

• Be maintained in a fully charged and operable condition. 
• Be visually inspected each month. 
• Undergo a maintenance check each year. 

During demolition, the greatest fire hazard is anticipated to be cutting and welding 
activities. During cutting and welding operations objects to be welded or cut will be 
moved to a safe location (when practicable). If not possible, all movable combustibles 
will be relocated at least 35 feet from the work site. In addition fire-extinguishing 
equipment shall be immediately available in the work area. When welding or cutting 
operations are such that normal fire-prevention precautions are not sufficient, additional 
trained personnel will be assigned to guard against fire while the actual welding or 
cutting operation is being performed and for a sufficient period of time after completion 
of the work to ensure that no possibility of fire exists. 

In the event of a larger fire, the City of Chula Vista Fire Department will be contacted. 
The nearest fire station is located approximately 1.25 miles to the east of the project site. 
During a large fire event, construction and demolition employees would evacuate to a 
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designated location at the project site and await further instruction. The response time to 
an emergency at the project site is approximately 6 minutes. 

94. Please provide a brief summary of the planned EMS and HazMat spill response 
capability for the Construction and Demolition Phases. 
Response: As described in Section 8.12.8.1 of the AFC, small spills will be contained and 
cleaned up immediately by trained, onsite personnel. Larger spills will be reported via 
emergency phone numbers to obtain help from offsite containment and cleanup crews.  

Small spills (those that require approximately 10 minutes to clean up) will likely be 
composed of petroleum products (oil and/or fuel), and in the event of a spill to soil, the 
soil will be excavated and disposed of in containers for offsite disposal. Empty drums, 
shovels, and spill cleanup items (absorbent pads and oil absorbent) will be stored onsite 
and located adjacent to potential spill sources such as the refueling area and the 
hazardous materials storage area.  

In the event of a larger spill, the spill will be contained using absorbent pigs, “kitty 
litter” absorbent, and absorbent pads. Offsite containment and cleanup crews will be 
contacted to provide spill clean-up support. 

A site safety coordinator will be onsite during demolition and construction. The 
coordinator will have basic first aid skills, however in the event of an emergency, 
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) support will be provided by the City of Chula Vista 
fire department. The response time to an emergency at the project site is approximately 
6 minutes. 
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Technical Area: Visual Resources 
Author: David Flores 

BACKGROUND 
Staff relies on information in the Application for Certification (AFC) to assess the 
existing visual setting near the proposed power plant site. The following information is 
necessary for staff to evaluate the proposed project’s impact on the area viewshed. 
DATA REQUEST 
95. Please provide information on the frequency, size and time of the year when 

visible plumes have typically been observed from the existing South Bay power 
plant. Preferably, this information should be obtained from public officials 
(i.e. port officials) who work in the nearby area. 
Response: There are no official records of plume visibility from the existing South Bay 
Power Plant. Due to the lack of available information, Section 8.11.2.10 of the AFC 
analysis provided information collected from SBPP employees who have had the 
opportunity to observe the plume on a daily basis as well as scientific data regarding the 
meteorological conditions which typically result in a visual plume. In response to Data 
Request 95, the Applicant has contacted both the San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District (SDAPCD) as well as the San Diego Unified Port District (Port) to obtain 
additional information. These public agencies did not have information about the plume 
visibility on a daily basis, but they provided information about complaints received 
regarding the plume.  

The SDAPCD has received one complaint related to the SBPP plume. However, they 
discovered that the plume in question was natural pollen in the air rather than a visual 
plume from the SBPP. This information was provided through a personal 
communication between Camqui Nguyen of SDAPCD and Eric Walther of Sierra 
Research on November 3, 2006.  

The Port does not monitor visible plumes from the existing South Bay Power Plant and 
does not have any information such as that requested by the CEC staff in this data 
request. The Port has no record of complaints having been received by the Port related 
to a visible plum. This information was provided in a letter from Randa Coniglio of the 
Port dated November 28, 2006 and is provided as Attachment VIS-95. 
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Technical Area: Soil and Water Resources 
Author: Richard Latteri 

BACKGROUND 
State Water Code Section 13551 finds the use of potable water for industrial and 
irrigation uses is a waste or an unreasonable use of potable water within the 
meaning of Section 2 of Article X of the California Constitution if recycled water is 
available. Conservation of raw and potable water is encouraged in the San Diego 
Bay area as 90 percent of the region’s water is imported from the Colorado River.  

The SBRP proposes to use potable water for all construction, operation and 
demolition activities as outlined in Table 8.14-2 of the AFC. Sweetwater Authority, 
via a “Will-Serve” letter dated April 19, 2006, has committed to supplying up to 
1,200 gallons per minute (maximum annual usage of 129 AFY) for all 
construction/demolition and operation activities of the SBRP. Additional information 
on the estimated amount of potable water consumption and its availability is required 
for staff to conduct a complete analysis of potential impacts to water resources.  

DATA REQUEST 
96. Please provide an itemized estimate in tabular format of total water 

consumption for plant and switchyard construction, equipment wash water, 
hydrostatic testing of all pipelines, SBRP operation, landscape irrigation, and 
demolition of the SBPP and switchyard. Please provide the estimate in 
gallons and gallons per day and/or acre-feet per year. 
Response: Table S&W-96 supplements the information provided in Table 8.14-2 of 
the AFC. Table S&W-96 provides the water needs for demolition, construction, 
operations, and landscape irrigation related to the SBRP, which also includes the 
demolition of the existing SBPP and existing SDG&E South Bay Substation.  

TABLE S&W-96 

Average Water Usage a from the Sweetwater Authority in Gallons per Minute (GPM) and Gallons per Day (GPD) 

 

LNG 
Demo/Site 

Prep Phase 
Construction 

Phase 
SBPP Demo 

Phase 

Relocated 
Substation 

Construction 
Phase 

Post-relocated 
Substation 

Construction 
Phase 

 GPM / GPD GPM / GPD  GPM / GPD  GPM / GPD  GPM / GPD  

LNG Demo/SBRP Site Prep 433 / 260,000 — — — — 

SBRP Constructionb — 217 / 130,200 — — — 

SBRP Operationc — — 50b / 30,000 50b / 30,000  50b / 30,000 

Landscape Irrigationd — — 30 / 18,000 30 / 18,000 30 / 18,000 

SBPP Demo — — 190 / 114,000 — — 

SBPP Switchyard Demo — — 20 / 12,000 — — 
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TABLE S&W-96 

Average Water Usage a from the Sweetwater Authority in Gallons per Minute (GPM) and Gallons per Day (GPD) 

 

LNG 
Demo/Site 

Prep Phase 
Construction 

Phase 
SBPP Demo 

Phase 

Relocated 
Substation 

Construction 
Phase 

Post-relocated 
Substation 

Construction 
Phase 

SDG&E Substation 
Construction 

— — — 88 / 52,950 — 

TOTAL 433 / 260,000 217 / 130,200 290 / 274,000 168 / 100,950 80b / 48,000 

a Estimations assume a 10-hour work day  
b Includes construction washdown and hydrostatic testing  

c Baseload generation (without duct firing), full load generation (with duct firing) is 80 gpm 

d Estimation assumes an 8-hour day 

 

97. Please provide the rationale and economic justification for not using tertiary 
treated recycled water for those activities (construction/demolition dust control 
and soil compaction, hydrostatic testing, landscape irrigation, and steam 
supply/equipment wash water). 
Response: The nearest source of tertiary treated recycled water to the SBRP site is 
the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant located approximately 5 miles south of the 
site. At this time, there are no public agency plans to construct a recycled water 
pipeline to the vicinity of the SBRP site. Therefore, to provide recycled water for the 
construction of SBRP, and demolition of the existing SBPP and existing SDG&E 
South Bay Substation would require either the construction of an approximately 
5-mile pipeline at an estimated cost of $8 million. This capital cost of $8 million 
would be borne by the SBRP. In addition, there would be an additional capacity 
charge of approximately $590,000 borne by the SBRP. The other option would be to 
truck the recycled water from the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant to the SBRP 
site with the associated increased in truck traffic and associated air emissions. It 
should also be noted, that the pipeline routing would need to cross sensitive 
biological areas, included wetlands, such as the Tia Juana River estuary. 

Similarly, for normal plant operation to use tertiary treated recycled water, the 
above-referenced pipeline would also be required at an estimated cost of $8 million 
to the Project along with the $590,000 capacity charge.  

In addition to the above capital cost directly associated with construction of an 
approximate 5-mile pipeline, the use of tertiary treated recycled water for operation 
of the SBRP would require additional pretreatment. Micro-filtration is an 
appropriate pretreatment for the reverse osmosis system necessary for steam-cycle 
water. The addition of micro-filtration will require additional equipment, produce 
additional wastewater and require additional building space and operating costs. 
Additional operating costs would consist of chemicals and energy for pumping 
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through the additional equipment. Estimates for addition of the equipment and for 
the differential operating costs are as follows: 

 Capital Costs: 

  Equipment: $250,000 

  Building: $120,000 

  Installation: $250,000 

 Differential Operating Costs ($/year): 

  Additional water: $ 3,200 

  Pumping power: $3,300 

  Polymer: $ 400 

The additional capital, and operations and maintenance costs to the Project of 
providing the infrastructure to supply recycled water to the SBRP site for 
construction and demolition, and 30 to 35 years of operation of the SBRP are not 
justified on an economic basis as it is cost-prohibitive. 

SBRP eliminates the use of seawater for once-through-cooling that is used for the 
existing SBPP, and just as importantly the SBRP has incorporated air cooled 
condensers rather than wet cooling tower. These two Project factors have major 
positive implications for water resources and water usage. The volume of potable 
water required for SBRP for operations (55 acre-feet/year at maximum output) is a 
fraction of the potable water used by the existing SBPP (224 acre-feet/year historic 
use), or that would be used if SBRP included wet cooling towers (175 acre-feet/year 
at maximum output). Therefore, SBRP is consistent with the CEC’s Integrated 
Energy Policy Report, Section 5 – Power Plant Water Use and Waste Water 
Discharge which encourages the use of air cooled technologies. 

Another option would be to truck-haul tertiary-treated recycled water to the SBRP to 
support project related demolition, construction and operations. However, as noted 
above, the water for operations would still require additional pretreatment. In addition, 
truck-hauling recycled water from the South Bay WRP to the SBRP site for project 
related demolition, construction and operations would result in traffic and air impacts. 

Based on the volumes of water required for SBRP related demolition, construction 
and operations (see Table S&W-96), and assuming each truck trip delivers 
20,000 gallons of water, the following number of additional truck round-trips per 
day (5 days per week for demolition and construction 7 days per week for 
operations) will be required for the following phases of the SBRP: 

• LNG Site Demolition/Site Preparation   13 
• SBRP Construction       7 
• SBPP Demolition (includes operations of SBRP)    6  
• SBRP Operations (includes landscape irrigation)   3 
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Using heavy-duty, highway truck emissions factors published by the California Air 
Resources Control Board (ARB), these additional daily round-trip truck trips 
associated with the use of recycled water rather than potable water for demolition, 
construction and operation would result in the following additional air emissions by 
Project phase (NOx and PM10 as representative emissions): 

• LNG Demolition: As discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the AFC, demolition of the 
remaining LNG tank foundation and associated concrete foundation is expected 
to take 3 months. As discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the AFC, this demolition will 
occur as part of site preparation for construction of the SBRP. Based on 13 water 
tank truck round-trips per day, the use of recycled water rather than potable 
water for demolition/construction would result in the following additional NOx 
and PM10 emissions during the 3 months of LNG demolition: 

- NOx: 124.6 lbs (3 month total) 
- PM10: 28.0 lbs (3 month total) 

• SBRP Construction: As discussed in Section 2.3.16.1 of the AFC (and shown in 
Figure 1.6-1 of the AFC), construction of the SBRP is expected to take 28 months. 
Based on 7 water tank truck round-trips per day, the use of recycled water rather 
than potable water for construction would result in the following additional NOx 
and PM10 emissions (annual/total during construction): 

- NOx: 499 lbs/year or 1,123 lbs/total construction period 
- PM10: 10.4 lbs/year or 23.4 lbs/total construction period 

• SBPP Demolition: As discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the AFC, demolition of the 
existing SBPP is expected to take 25 months. Based on 6 water tank truck round-
trips per day, the use of recycled water rather than potable water for demolition 
of SBPP would result in the following additional NOx and PM10 emissions 
(annual/total during demolition): 

- NOx: 426 lbs/year or 887 lbs/total demolition period 
- PM10: 10.4 lbs/year or 21.7 lbs/total demolition period 

• SBRP Operations (including landscape irrigation): As discussed in the AFC, 
SBRP is expected to operate a minimum of 30 years. Based on 3 water tank truck 
round-trips per day (365 days per year for 30 years) the use of recycled water 
rather than potable water for operation would result in the following additional 
NOx and PM10 emissions (annual/total operations): 

- NOx: 299 lbs/year or 8,970 lbs/total operations 
- PM10: 6.9 lbs/year or 2,070 lbs/total operations 

• Combined SBRP Operations and SBPP Demolition: As discussed in Section 2.5.4 
of the AFC. During the first two years of operations of SBRP, the existing SBPP 
will be demolished, resulting in a combined use of water for operations and 
demolition. Based on a combined total of 9 water tank truck round-trips per day, 
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the use of recycled water rather than potable water would result in the following 
additional NOx and PM10 emissions (annual/total for 2 years): 

- NOx: 725 lbs/year or 9,847 lbs/2 years total 
- PM10: 17.3 lbs year or 2,091 lbs/2 year total 

Based on the additional air emissions associated with the truck haul of recycled water as 
compared to the use of potable water for construction, demolition and operations, the 
Applicant finds that the truck haul of recycled water is not justified. 

As discussed above: 1) the elimination of the use of seawater for once-through-cooling and 
incorporation of air-cooled condensers rather than wet cooling towers for the SBRP; 2) the 
avoidance of impacts associated with the construction of a 5-mile recycled water pipeline; 
and 3) the avoidance of additional truck trips and associated additional air emissions if 
recycled water was trucked to the site; are all important factors in the Applicant’s decision 
to use potable water for SBRP rather than recycled water.  

98. Please provide an economic analysis comparing the use of potable water 
versus tertiary treated recycled water over a 35 year period that 
encompasses both the construction/demolition and operation phases of the 
SBRP. In the analysis, please use tertiary treated recycled water supplied 
from the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant’s distribution system for all 
purposes except drinking/sanitation water, potable waterline hydrostatic 
testing and fire suppression. 
Response: Please see Data Response 97 above. 

BACKGROUND 
The SBRP will be required to complete and implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with SWRCB Order No. 99-08-DWQ for 
discharges associated with construction activities as well as a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan that complies with both the San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (SDRWQCB) Order No. 2001-01 and Article 10 of the San 
Diego Unified Port District Code. Additionally, the Energy Commission will require a 
Drainage Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (DESCP). 

99. The DESCP is to be a separate document which will be updated and revised 
as the project moves from the preliminary to final design phases. While 
Appendix 8.14A of the AFC contains several erosion/sediment control Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and water pollution control drawings, these 
will need to be aggregated into a draft DESCP. 
Response: A draft DESCP has been prepared and is provided as Attachment S&W-99. 

DATA REQUEST 
100. Please provide a draft DESCP containing elements A through I below 

outlining site management activities and erosion/sediment control BMPs to be 
implemented during site mobilization, excavation/demolition, construction, 
and post-construction activities. Within the draft DESCP, please provide a 

Soil and Water Resources Soil-5 November 2006 
EY062006001SAC/334533/063330003 (001.doc) 



SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT PROJECT (06-AFC-3) 
DATA RESPONSES, SET 1A 

 
discussion of those additional requirements of SDRWQCB Order No. 2001-01 
and Article 10 of the San Diego Unified Port District Code for the handling and 
disposal of demolition/contaminated materials as they relate to soils and 
erosion control. The level of detail in the draft DESCP shall be commensurate 
with the current level of planning for site demolition and corresponding site 
grading and drainage. The DESCP submitted prior to site mobilization must 
be designed and sealed by a professional engineer/erosion control specialist. 
Please provide all conceptual erosion control information for those phases of 
construction and post-construction that have been developed or provide a 
statement when such information will be available. 

A. Vicinity Map – A map(s) at a minimum scale 1”=100’ will be provided 
indicating the location of all project elements with depictions of all significant 
geographic features including swales, storm drains, and sensitive areas. 
Response: A vicinity map has been included with the DESCP (Attachment S&W-99), 
however, it is at a smaller scale than 1” = 100’ to properly show geographic location 
of the project. Drawings for the below sections (grading plans, drainage maps, site 
delineation, etc.) are shown at a scale of 1” = 100’ or larger. 

B. Site Delineation – All areas subject to soil disturbance for the SBRP (project 
site, lay down/demolition areas, all linear facilities, landscaping areas, and 
any other project elements) shall be delineated showing boundary lines of all 
construction/demolition areas and the location of all existing and proposed 
structures, pipelines, roads, and drainage facilities. 
Response: Site delineation is provided in Attachment S&W-99. 

C. Watercourses and Critical Areas – The DESCP shall show the location of 
all nearby watercourses including swales, storm drains, and drainage ditches. 
Indicate the proximity of those features to the SBRP construction, lay 
down/demolition, and landscape areas and all transmission and pipeline 
construction corridors. 
Response: Watercourses and critical areas are identified in Attachment S&W-99. 

D. Drainage Map – The DESCP shall provide a topographic site map(s) at a 
minimum scale 1”=100’ showing all existing, interim and proposed drainage 
systems and drainage area boundaries. On the map, spot elevations are 
required where relatively flat conditions exist. The spot elevations and 
contours shall be extended off-site for a minimum distance of 100 feet in flat 
terrain. 
Response: A drainage map is provided in Attachment S&W-99. 

E. Drainage of Project Site Narrative – The DESCP shall include a narrative of 
the drainage measures to be taken to protect the site and downstream 
facilities. The narrative should include the summary pages from the hydraulic 
analysis prepared by a professional engineer/erosion control specialist. The 
narrative shall state the watershed size(s) in acres that was used in the 
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calculation of drainage measures. The hydraulic analysis should be used to 
support the selection of BMPs and structural controls to divert off-site and 
on-site drainage around or through the SBRP construction and 
laydown/demolition areas. 
Response: The Drainage of Project Site Narrative is provided as Attachment S&W-99. 

F. Clearing and Grading Plans – The DESCP shall provide a delineation of all 
areas to be cleared of vegetation and areas to be preserved. The plan shall 
provide elevations, slopes, locations, and extent of all proposed grading as 
shown by contours, cross sections or other means. The locations of any 
disposal areas, fills, or other special features will also be shown. Illustrate 
existing and proposed topography tying in proposed contours with existing 
topography. 
Response: Clearing and grading plans are provided in Attachment S&W-99. 

G. Clearing and Grading Narrative – The DESCP shall include a table with the 
quantities of material excavated or filled for the site and all project elements of 
the SBRP (project site, lay down/demolition areas, transmission corridors, 
and pipeline corridors) to include those materials removed from the site due 
to demolition, whether such excavations or fill is temporary or permanent, and 
the amount of such material to be imported or exported. The table shall 
distinguish whether such excavations or fill is temporary or permanent and 
the amount of material to be imported or exported. 
Response: The Clearing and Grading Narrative is provided in Attachment S&W-99. 

H. Best Management Practices Plan – The DESCP shall identify on the 
topographic site map(s) the location of the site specific BMPs to be employed 
during each phase of construction (initial grading/demolition, project element 
excavation and construction, and final grading/stabilization). BMPs shall 
include measures designed to prevent wind and water erosion in areas with 
existing soil contamination. Treatment control BMPs used during construction 
should enable testing of groundwater and/or stormwater runoff prior to 
discharge to San Diego Bay. 
Response: The Best Management Practices Plan is provided in Attachment S&W-99. 

I. Best Management Practices Narrative – The DESCP shall show the 
location (as identified in H above), timing, and maintenance schedule of all 
erosion and sediment control BMPs to be used prior to initial 
grading/demolition, during project element excavation and construction, final 
grading/stabilization, and post-construction. Separate BMP implementation 
schedules shall be provided for each project element for each phase of 
construction. The maintenance schedule should include post-construction 
maintenance of structural control BMPs, or a statement provided when such 
information will be available 
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Response: The Best Management Practices Narrative is provided as Attachment 
S&W-99.
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LS Power  Drainage Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
 

1.0   Introduction  

This plan consists of the following sections and attachments: 
 

• Section 1.0--Introduction. 
• Section 2.0--Vicinity Map. 
• Section 3.0--Site Delineation. 
• Section 4.0--Watercourses and Critical Areas. 
• Section 5.0--Drainage Map. 
• Section 6.0--Drainage of Project Site Narrative. 
• Section 7.0--Clearing and Grading Plans. 
• Section 8.0--Clearing and Grading Narrative. 
• Section 9.0--Best Management Practices Plan. 
• Section 10.0--Best Management Practices Narrative. 
• Attachment A--Project Drawings. 
• Attachment B--BMP Data Sheets 
• Attachment C--Hydraulic Analysis  
 

1.1   San Diego RWQCB Order No. 2001-01  

Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, a Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit (Order No. 
2001-01, NPDES No. CAS0108758) was issued to San Diego County, the Port, and 18 
cities (including Chula Vista) by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) on February 21, 2001. This Municipal Permit was issued pursuant to the US 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Phase I Municipal Program and requires the 
development and implementation of a program addressing stormwater runoff pollution 
issues in development planning for public and private projects. The South Bay 
Replacement Project (SBRP) will implement BMPs to reduce pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable during construction (including demolition) and operations, as described 
in this DESCP. 

1.2   San Diego Unified Port District 

Article 10 of the San Diego Unified Port District Code (Ordinance 2105, Stormwater 
Management and Discharge Control) sets forth uniform requirements and prohibitions for 
stormwater discharges. This ordinance addresses stormwater pollution prevention, 
pollutant source controls and treatment controls, runoff diversion, and the regulation of 
discharges to the Port-controlled storm drain system and/or the Bay. It was developed to 
reduce pollution from stormwater discharges and to protect public health, natural 
resources, and the environment. This applies to all dischargers and places located on 
tidelands within the Port’s jurisdiction that discharge stormwater or non-stormwater into 
any stormwater system or receiving waters.  

The Port has developed a model Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) 
to reduce pollutants and runoff flows from all new development and significant 
redevelopment projects falling under the priority project categories. The SBRP and 
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demolition of the existing SBPP fall into the category of “redevelopment” and will follow 
the guidelines outlined in the SUSMP. Guidelines of the SUSMP include steps to identify 
and mitigate pollutants and conditions of concern. Compliance with the SUSMP will 
compliment the requirement to prepare and implement a SWPPP for industrial activities. 

Ordinance 2105 also requires any person performing construction work on district 
tidelands to, the maximum extent practicable, prevent pollutants from entering the 
stormwater system. In accordance with Ordinance 2105, the Applicant will include 
stormwater best management practices during project construction, demolition, and in the 
design of the SBRP, as described in this DESCP. 

 

2.0   Vicinity Map 

The construction project vicinity map showing the project location is shown on the 
following page. 
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3.0   Site Delineation 

See Attachment A for drawing 136469-DS-3801 for the Site Construction Facilities Plan. 
 

4.0   Watercourses and Critical Areas 

See Attachment A for Figures 8.14.1 for a depiction of regional surface waters near the 
site.  See drawings listed in Sections 5.0 and 7.0 below for site specific existing and 
proposed drainage schemes.   
 

5.0   Drainage Map 

See Attachment A for drawing 136469-SS-0001 for the Preconstruction Runoff and 
Drainage Plan which shows the existing contours and drainage area boundaries.  The 
proposed grading plan is shown in drawings listed in Section 7.0 below. 
 

6.0   Drainage of Project Site Narrative 

The completed power block complex will be fully developed with either asphalt paving 
or aggregate surfacing.  Currently, the area is partially developed and covered with grass 
and incidental, small vegetation, except where roadway surfaces and the remnants of 
abandoned foundations remain.  Storm water runoff generally flows to the northwest, 
directed by swales and a concrete line ditch to the Palomar Trench, which discharges into 
San Diego Bay.  Existing onsite berms contain much of the storm water runoff, which 
ponds within the bermed area and eventually leaves the site through evapotranspiration.  
Low points in the southwest and southeast corners of the site collect the remaining runoff 
for the south half of the site.   
 
Site drainage within the new power block complex will be based on a system of swales, 
trenches, and culverts leading to a storm water detention basin that is south of the power 
block complex.  Storm water collected in the detention basin will be discharged through a 
regulating structure that will limit peak discharge rates to flows no greater than the 
corresponding values for the present site.  From the detention basin, the storm water will 
be routed through a 15 inch corrugated metal pipe and discharge at the existing concrete-
lined ditch.   Site Grading and Drainage Plans (listed in Section 7.0) show the proposed 
general drainage scheme and a conceptual site grading plan. 
 
5.81 acres contribute to pre-development flow to the existing concrete ditch, resulting in 
a peak discharge of 11 cfs (cubic feet per second).  Post-development will direct 20.28 
acres through a detention basin and into the concrete ditch.  The detention basin has been 
designed to limit peak post-development discharge to 9 cfs.  See Attachment C for the 
summary pages from the hydraulic analysis (computer modeling output not included).  
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7.0   Clearing and Grading Plans 

The grading plan drawings are listed below and can be found in Attachment A.   
 
Grading and Drainage – Site Key Plan 136469-CSTF-S3000 
Grading and Drainage Plan Sheets 136469-CSTF-S3001 through S3005 
Site Grading and Drainage Typical Details  136469-CSTF-S3900  
 

8.0   Clearing and Grading Narrative 

The table below quantifies the total soil volumes removed for demolition.  In most cases, 
the soil will be returned to its original location.   
 

Table 7-1 
Demolition Soil Volumes 

Description Qty Units End Use 
Phase I Demolition       
LNG Foundations 500 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
South Tank Farm and Eastern 
Berm Area 4200 CY Moved to North Tank Farm 
TOTAL PHASE I SOIL VOLUMES 4700 CY   
Phase II Demolition       
Power Plant Structures 10,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
Support Structures 1,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
Support Tanks and Equipment 0 CY   
Support Tanks and Equipment 
Cont 0 CY   
South Tank Farm Tanks & Berms 8,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
CW Intake / Discharge Structure 1,800 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
East/West Utility Loop 1,500 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
Combustion Turbine Fuel Site 500 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
North Tank Farm Support 
Structures 1,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
Former Wastewater Pond Area 2,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
TOTAL PHASE II SOIL VOLUMES 25,800 CY   
Phase III Demolition       
Existing Waste Water Treatment 
Plant 2,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
North Tank Farm Berms 40,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
Construction/Demo Support 
Structures 500 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
Misc. Materials 1,000 CY Replaced where removed (see note 1) 
TOTAL PHASE III SOIL VOLUMES 43,500 CY   

TOTAL SOIL VOLUMES ALL 
PHASES 74,000 CY   
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Note 1:  Soil will be removed to provide access during demolition and will be placed back in the original location once 
demo activities are completed.  This will require double handling of material.   
 
Implementation of the detention basins and ditches will require imported fill to maintain 
gravity drainage into the existing concrete ditch in the northwest area of the site.  Total 
permanent imported fill material is approximately 166,000 cubic yards.   
 
 

9.0   Best Management Practices Plan 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) control locations and details are shown in following 
drawings.  See Attachment A for drawings.   
 
Erosion and Sediment Control Key Plan 136469-CSTF-S3100 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Sheets 136469-CSTF-S3101 through S3102 
Erosion and Sediment Control Site Details  
     and Sections 136469-SS-3920 
 
 

10.0   Best Management Practices Narrative 

The best management practices used are listed below in the following categories:  
Erosion Control, Sediment Control, Tracking Control, Wind Erosion Control, Non-storm 
water control, and Waste Management and Material Pollution Control.  See Attachment 
B for data sheets from the California Stormwater BMP handbook for individual 
descriptions of each BMP regarding implementation, design, inspection and maintenance.   
 
10.1   Erosion Control 

Erosion control, also referred to as soil stabilization, consists of source control measures 
that are designed to prevent soil particles from detaching and becoming transported in 
storm water runoff.  Erosion control BMPs protect the soil surface by covering or binding 
soil particles.  This project will incorporate erosion control measures required by the 
contract documents, and other measures selected by the Contractor, Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Manager (SWPPM), or Owner.  This project will implement the 
following practices for effective temporary and final erosion control during construction: 
 

(1) Preservation of existing vegetation where required and when feasible. 
(2) Application of temporary erosion control to remaining active and 

nonactive areas as required by the California Stormwater BMPs 
Handbook – Construction, and the contract documents.  Reapplication as 
necessary to maintain effectiveness. 

(3) Implementation of temporary erosion control measures at regular intervals 
throughout the defined rainy season to achieve and maintain the contract’s 
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disturbed soil area requirements.  Implementation of erosion control prior 
to the defined rainy season.   

(4) Stabilization of nonactive areas as soon as feasible after the cessation of 
construction activities.   

(5) Erosion control in concentrated flow paths by applying erosion control 
blankets, seeding, and lining swales as required in the contract documents. 

(6) Application of seed to areas deemed substantially complete by the Owner 
during the defined rainy season. 

(7) Application of permanent erosion control to all remaining disturbed soils 
upon the completion of construction. 

 
Sufficient erosion control materials will be maintained onsite to allow implementation in 
conformance with Permit requirements and as described in this SWPPP.  This includes 
implementation requirements for active areas and nonactive areas that require 
deployment before the onset of rain. 
 
Implementation and location of temporary erosion control BMPs are shown on the 
drawings listed in Section 9.0 and described in this section.  The BMPs that will be 
implemented to control erosion on the construction site include the following: 
 

• EC-1, Scheduling. 
• EC-2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation. 
• EC-9, Earth Dikes and Drainage Swales. 
• EC-10, Velocity Dissipation Devices. 

 
Refer to Attachment B for BMP individual fact sheets.   
 
10.2   Sediment Control 

Sediment controls are structural measures that are intended to complement and enhance 
the selected erosion control measures and to reduce sediment discharges from active 
construction areas.  Sediment controls are designed to intercept and settle out soil 
particles that have been detached and transported by the force of water.  This project will 
incorporate sediment control measures required by the contract documents and other 
measures selected by the Contractor, SWPPM, or Owner. 
 
Sufficient quantities of temporary sediment control materials will be maintained onsite 
throughout the duration of the project to allow implementation of temporary sediment 
controls in the event of predicted rain and for rapid response to failures or emergencies 
(in conformance with other Permit requirements and as described in the SWPPP).  This 
includes implementation requirements for active areas and nonactive areas before the 
onset of rain. 
 
Implementation and location of temporary sediment control BMPs are shown on the 
drawings listed in Section 9.0.  The BMPs that will be implemented to control sediment 
on the construction site include the following: 
 

• SC-1, Silt Fence. 
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• SC-4, Check Dam. 
• SC-9, Straw Bale Barrier. 

 
Refer to Attachment B for BMP individual fact sheets.   
 
10.3   Tracking Control 

The following BMPs have been selected to reduce sediment tracking from the 
construction site onto private or public roads: 
 

• TC-1, Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit. 
• TC-3, Entrance/Outlet Tire Wash. 
• SE-7, Street Sweeping and Vacuuming. 

 
Refer to Attachment B for BMP individual fact sheets.    
 
10.4   Wind Erosion Control 

The following BMP has been selected to control dust from the construction site: 
 

• WE-1, Wind Erosion Control. 
 
10.5   Nonstorm Water Control 

The following is a list of construction materials that will be used and that will have the 
potential to contribute pollutants (other than sediment) to storm water runoff.   
 

• Vehicle fluids, including oil, grease, petroleum, and coolants. 
• Asphaltic emulsions associated with asphalt-concrete paving operations. 
• Cement materials associated with portland cement concrete (PCC) paving 

operations, drainage structures, median barriers, and bridge construction. 
• Base and subbase material. 
• Joint and curing compounds. 
• Concrete curing compounds. 
• Paints. 
• Solvents, thinners, acids. 
• Sandblasting materials. 
• Mortar mix. 
• Raw landscaping materials and wastes (topsoil, plant materials, herbicides, 

fertilizers, mulch, pesticides). 
• BMP materials (sandbags, liquid copolymer). 
• Treated lumber (materials and waste). 
• PCC rubble. 
• Masonry block rubble. 
• General litter. 
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Construction activities that have the potential to contribute sediment to storm water 
discharges include the following: 
 

• Clearing and grubbing operations. 
• Grading operations. 
• Soil import operations. 
• Utility excavation operations. 
• Sandblasting operations. 
• Landscaping operations. 

 
 
The following list indicates the BMPs that have been selected to control nonstorm water 
pollution on the construction site:  
 

• NS-6, Illicit Connection/Illegal Discharge Detection and Reporting. 
• NS-8, Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning. 
• NS-9, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling. 
• NS-10, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance. 
• NS-12, Concrete Curing. 
• NS-13, Concrete Finishing. 

 
Implementation and location of some nonstorm water control BMPs are shown on the 
drawings listed in Section 9.0.   
 
Refer to Attachment B for BMP individual fact sheets.   
 
10.6   Waste Management and Materials Pollution Control 

The following list indicates the BMPs that have been selected to handle materials and 
control construction site wastes:   
 

• WM-1, Material Delivery and Storage. 
• WM-2, Material Use. 
• WM-3, Stockpile Management. 
• WM-4, Spill Prevention and Control. 
• WM-5, Solid Waste Management. 
• WM-9, Sanitary/Septic Waste Management. 

 
Refer to Attachment B for BMP individual fact sheets.   
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10.7   Implementation Schedule 

In general, the plant will be constructed following the sequence indicated below: 
 
Phase 1: 
 

• Install sediment control BMPs on the perimeter of the construction area(s), 
where necessary. 

• Demolish all former building and equipment foundations. 
• Strip ground surface in preparation for site fill material. 
• Treat or dispose of contaminated materials according to applicable 

regulations. 
• Haul earthen fill material to site and place and compact the fill material 

according to required levels. 
• Provide temporary stabilization of site area. 
• Construct storm water collection system. 
• Install internal sediment control BMPs, and connect storm water drains to 

the existing outfall structures. 
• Install underground utilities. 
• Construct major foundations. 

 
Phase 2: 
 

• Erect major equipment and buildings. 
• Finish road surfaces. 
• Perform final site grading. 
• Complete stabilization (paving) of site. 
• Submit Notice of Termination. 
• Remove temporary BMPs. 
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