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COMMENT LETTER NO. 1 
CITY OF RIVERSIDE 

 
David Wright 
April 24, 2007 

 
 
Response 1-1 
 
The SCAQMD appreciates the support by the City of Riverside in achieving the 
air quality goals for southern California and its leadership relative to the need for 
increased renewable and alternative energy sources.  The latest version of Rule 
1309.1 includes a requirement to demonstrate why renewable or alternative energy 
is not a viable option in lieu of natural gas and includes an incentive if a renewable 
energy component is included in the operation.  Further, SCAQMD is 
recommending to the Governing Board that one-third of the mitigation fees 
collected be invested in renewable energy projects as well as set aside one million 
dollars to conduct a comprehensive energy resource planning analysis for the next 
ten years to identify options to maximize renewable energy production in the 
Basin. 
 
Response 1-2 
 
The SCAQMD understands the need for additional electric supply, particularly in 
fast growing regions such as the City of Riverside, and the importance of the 
location of the energy source from which the local area will be serviced.  
According to the latest version of proposed Rule 1309.1, the City of Riverside’s 
96 MW facility would qualify to access the Priority Reserve (see Table 2-3).   
 
Response 1-3 
 
Please refer to Response 1-2 with regard to the EGF in Riverside qualifying to 
access the Priority Reserve in accordance with the latest version of PAR 1309.1. 
 
Response 1-4 
 
The definition of an EGF in PAR 1309.1 has been modified since the version 
released with the NOP/IS, but is being modified again to further clarify the types 
of facilities that meet the definition of ERF. 
 
Response 1-5 
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As noted by the commentator, the SCAQMD’s intent has always been to include 
municipal EGFs as eligible facilities to access the Priority Reserve.  In addition, 
with regards to the CEQA analysis, the Riverside project has been included in the 
Draft PEA as an eligible facility.  SCAQMD rule development staff will consider 
the proposed language provided. 
 
Response 1-6 
 
In an effort to mitigate any potential localized air quality impacts from the 
construction and operation of the proposed affected facilities, the SCAQMD is 
recommending that the mitigation fees collected to be invested in emission 
reductions programs and projects in and around the communities most impacted 
by the proposed eligible facility accessing the Priority Reserve.  Such a 
recommendation will be included in the Resolution which gets adopted by the 
Governing Board along with the PAR 1309.1.  Any emission reduction programs 
and projects will ultimately also benefit downwind areas as less pollution would 
be transported downwind. 
 
Response 1-7 
 
The specific procedure in administering the collection and distribution of the 
mitigation fees has not yet been established but it is anticipated the process will be 
similar to previous administration of large funds and settlement agreements.  The 
process typically involves an advisory group, a structured bidding method and 
award system that requires transparent accountability.  The fees collected will not 
be administered by another agency as that will add another layer of potential 
bureaucratic oversight and costs that would reduce the amount of funds available 
for emission reduction projects.  However, in the future, the City of Riverside 
could apply for funds from the mitigation fee account to finance local emission 
reduction projects operated by the city.   
 
Response 1-8 
 
Please refer to Response 1-6 with regards to the distribution of the mitigation fees 
collected. 
 
Response 1-9 
 
The MW capacity of the Riverside project has been modified as requested.  See 
Table 2-3 in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEA.  Providing reliable electricity to our 
growing region is also important to the SCAQMD as it will reduce the likelihood 
or need to run old high-polluting standby diesel fired generator, which avoids an 
increase in criteria pollutant and toxic emissions.  Further, a dependable supply of 
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electricity will reduce the number of blackouts that affect the operation of homes, 
schools and business, as well as hospitals and sensitive receptors which can 
potentially endanger public health. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2 

COUNTY SANITIATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
 

Gregory M. Adams 
April 25, 2007 

 
 
Response 2-1 
 
Your suggested edit has been incorporated in the appropriate section of Chapter 2 
the Draft PEA. 
 
Response 2-2 
 
Your suggested edit has been incorporated in the appropriate section of Chapter 2 
the Draft PEA. 
 
Response 2-3 
 
Your suggested edit has been incorporated in the appropriate section of Chapter 2 
the Draft PEA. 
 
Response 2-4 
 
Your suggested edit has been incorporated in the appropriate section of Chapter 2 
the Draft PEA. 
 
Response 2-5 
 
Your suggested edit has been incorporated in the appropriate section of Chapter 2 
the Draft PEA. 
 
Response 2-6 
 
PAR 1309.1 has been modified so that the version released with the NOP/IS is 
different than the version released during the public workshop.  Since the 
suggestion made at the public workshop, SCAQMD staff is working on preparing 
a definition of “renewable” to be included in the latest version of PAR 1309.1.  
Further, anaerobic digestion has been included as a type of emission reduction 
project that could get funded with the mitigation fees collected. Your suggested 
edit has been incorporated in the appropriate section of Chapter 4 the Draft PEA 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 3 
EDISON MISSION ENERGY 

 
Thomas J.McCabe, Jr. 

April 24, 2007 
 
 
Response 3-1 
 
SCAQMD has identified similar concerns regarding electrical power supply in the 
latest CEC forecast document referenced in the Draft PEA. Some of the 
information contained in these comments have been added to the appropriate 
section in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEA because it demonstrates the need for future 
electricity generating capacity in the district. 
 
Response 3-2 
 
One of the objectives of PAR 1309.1 is to increase the likelihood an eligible 
facility will comply with Rule 1303 offset requirements necessary for an air 
quality permit.  However, new facilities will also be subject to BACT 
requirements ensuring the facilities are the cleanest possible.  Further, with regard 
to available ERCs in the open market, Table 2-7 in the Draft PEA provides the 
number of current active ERCs (as of April 2007) held by companies, emission 
credit brokers, organization or individuals.  The number of credits available in the 
open market are much less than the number of credits needed for EGFs and other 
eligible facilities in the future to comply with Rule 1303 offset requirements (see 
Table 4-2 in the Draft PEA). 
 
Response 3-3 
 
As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEA, one objective of PAR  1309.1 is to reduce 
the likelihood of blackouts and/or the need to run old high-polluting diesel fired 
emergency standby generators, which avoids an increase in criteria pollutant and 
toxic emissions (see the toxics discussion in Chapter 4 regarding emissions from 
diesel fired emergency generators during the rolling blackouts in 2000-2001). 
 
Response 3-4 
 
While SCAQMD agrees there is a sense of urgency in adding power generation 
capacity in California particularly to capture the short-term peak power demand, 
there is also an important need to plan long-term strategies which may include 
more efficient combined cycle units and non-peaker facilities.  Combined cycle 
units are known to produce a low cost source of power.  It can be argued that this 
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is true regardless of the capital cost and start-ups.  As an air quality agency, the 
emissions from these sources are the critical characteristic that needs to be 
considered.  The economic decisions will need to be made by the power 
companies and government entities with siting authority.   
 
Response 3-5 
 
Please refer to Response 3-4 with regard to peakers units versus combined cycle 
units. 
 
Response 3-6 
 
The latest version of PAR 1309.1 will include a definition of renewable and 
alternative energy to eliminate the vagueness and subjectivity asserted by the 
commentator.  The SCAQMD disagrees with the opinion expressed in this 
comment that the renewable energy provision is an “exercise in stating the 
obvious,” because in some situations, such as those mentioned in the comment, 
renewable energy sources are viable.  The SCAQMD also disagrees with the 
opinion that the renewable energy provision is a “foray into land use planning.”  
This provision could be compared to other SCAQMD rules and discretionary 
permit conditions to reduce air quality impacts.  Failure to comply with these 
requirements means a project could not be approved.  Such situations are not 
considered to be land use planning by the SCAQMD, instead they are actions to 
establish and enforce air quality rules and regulations. 
 
Response 3-7 
 
Impacts on business and consumers from high mitigation fees will be analyzed in 
the Socioeconomic Report for PAR 1309.1.  The mitigation fees do serve a 
purpose in funding emission reduction programs with the intention to reduce the 
pollutant being emitted by the eligible facility.  In addition, the mitigation fees will 
be invested in programs in and around the community most impacted by the 
eligible facility to reduce the localized air quality impacts.  
 
The SCAQMD disagrees with the implication of the commentator that the zone 
boundaries are not based on objective technical or scientific criteria.  As explained 
in both the Staff Report and the Draft PEA, the PM2.5 zones were based on 
average PM2.5 concentration observed for years 2003 through 2005 and 
correspond to health-based exposure levels.  The environmental justice area (EJA) 
is defined as the area of grid cells where at least ten percent of the population is 
living in poverty (based on year 2000 Federal census data); and either 1) the 
cancer risk is greater than one-in-one thousand (as determined by the SCAQMD 
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MATES II study); or 2) the PM10 exposure is greater than 46 µg/m3 (as 
determined by the SCAQMD monitoring data).   
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 4 

FUELCELL ENERGY 
 

William A. Karambelas 
April 24, 2007 

 
 
Response 4-1 
 
To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this 
Program Environmental Assessment to address the potential direct and indirect 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed amendments to Rule 1309.1 
and re-adoption of Rule 1315 as required by CEQA.  In addition, the Draft PEA 
evaluates feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental 
impacts of these projects. 
 
Response 4-2 
 
Fuel cells are expected to be an important technology in reducing emissions from 
both mobile and stationary sources.  There was not an intent to leave out different 
types of fuel cell technology in the listing of projects to be funded with the 
mitigation fees collected.  Your suggestion has been incorporated in the 
appropriate section of Chapter 4 in the Draft PEA. 
 
Response 4-3 
 
SCAQMD appreciates the detailed information on your fuel cell technology and 
looks forward to working with your company in the future.  
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 5 

CITY OF VERNON 
 

Donal O’Callaghan 
April 24, 2007 

 
 
Response 5-1 
 
Review of other EGF projects indicate that there are four combined cycle projects 
with MW rating less than 635, indicating that this assertion is not accurate in all 
situations.  While the SCAQMD understands there are economic breaking points 
in deciding the size of a project along with fiscal return on the investment, 
SCAQMD is also concerned about high levels of emissions in the Basin, 
particularly in an area already heavily impacted by industry and pollution.  
Regardless, the latest version of PAR 1309.1 allows EGFs generating power at 
635 MW or greater to access the Priority Reserve as long as they comply with 
more stringent toxic and criteria pollutant requirements and pay a higher 
mitigation fee (see Table 2-7 for the specific proposed zone restrictions).   
 
Response 5-2 
 
Combined cycle units are low cost sources of power generation, however, they 
have longer and more polluting start-ups than peaker units and the capital costs on 
combined cycle units are higher.  The commentator does not mention whether the 
consumer price provided includes the latter.  In addition, the commentator 
provides future emission reductions from more efficient combined cycle units but 
does not consider the future renewable or alternative energy producers which will 
produce none or minimal emissions.  In any event, the SCAQMD must balance the 
needs of electricity generation with protecting public health, especially to those 
residents in heavily polluted areas.  Part of this balance includes provisions and 
restrictions in PAR 1309.1 that allows EGFs access to the Priority Reserve.  
 
Response 5-3 
 
The Draft PEA does consider the City of Vernon power plant as an eligible facility 
to access the Priority Reserve and includes the projected 943 MW level as listed 
by the California Energy Commission1.   
 

                                                 
1 California Energy Commission (http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/all_projects.html) 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 6 

INTERVENOR IN AES HIGHGROVE POWER PLANT 
 

Roxanne Williams 
April 25, 2007 

 
 
Response 6-1 
 
The commentator is an intervenor in the AES Highgrove Power Plant Project.  An 
intervenor is a member of the public, individuals, or groups, who formally 
participate in a power plant licensing or siting case by becoming a party to the 
proceedings of that case.  The comments provided by this intervenor are primarily 
specific comments on the environmental document prepare by the lead agency.  In 
the case of the AES Highgrove Power Plant project the lead agency is the 
California Energy Commission (CEC).  Since the SCAQMD is not the lead 
agency for the AES Highgrove project, the SCAQMD is not in a position to 
respond to the specific comments on the environmental analysis or modify 
information or conclusions in that document because it was prepared and is 
approved by an agency other than the SCAQMD.  The SCAQMD can only 
indicate whether or not the comments submitted by the intervenor accurately 
represent the information in the CEQA document prepared by the CEC. 
 
The comment is accurate that the made the Initial Study (IS) concluded that the 
proposed project could result in potential significant adverse impacts if the 
emission reduction projects funded by the mitigation fees do not reduce emissions 
equal to the amount of pollutant credits withdrawn from the Priority Reserve.  This 
impact was further analyzed in the Draft Program Environmental Assessment 
(PEA), reached the same conclusion. 
 
Response 6-2 
 
The intervenor states that the AES Highgrove project would violate are quality 
standards because it will result in a cumulatively net increase in nonattainment 
pollutants. 
 

• The CEQA document prepared by the CEC includes existing setting 
information on background PM10 levels from the monitoring station 
located nearest to the AES Highgrove project.  The PM10 information in 
this comment is consistent with the data presented in the CEQA document. 

• The CEQA document prepared by the CEC includes existing setting 
information on background PM2.5 levels from the monitoring station 
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located nearest to the AES Highgrove project.  The PM2.5 information in 
this comment is consistent with the data presented in the CEQA document. 

• The intervenor accurately states the construction NOx emissions for the 
AES Highgrove project listed in Table 8.1-13 in the CEQA document 
prepared by the CEC.  It is also correct that this level exceeds the 
significance threshold in Table 2-1 of the IS.  Information on indirect 
construction emissions impacts can also be found in Chapter 5 and 
Appendix D of this PEA. 

• The maximum annual, daily, and hourly emissions for the AES Highgrove 
project during normal operation are shown in Table 8.1-19 of the CEQA 
document.  According to Table 8.1-19, CO emissions are 239,874 pounds 
per year, NOx emissions are 183,518 pounds per year, and VOC emissions 
are 40,794 pounds per year.  It should be noted that SCAQMD rules 1303 
and 2005 contain emission offset requirements for all emissions from a 
new, modified, or relocated facility greater than one pound per day. 

• The background concentrations cited by the intervenor are the average 
monitored 24 hour concentrations listed in Table 8.1-21 of the CEQA 
document for the AES Highgrove project.  The intervenor incorrectly 
characterizes these background concentrations as violating air emission 
standards.”  The background concentrations do, however, exceed the state 
24-hour ambient air quality standards (AAQSs) for PM10 and SO2 and the 
federal 24-hour AAQS for PM2.5. 

• This comment correctly cites the information in Table 8.1-24 of the AES 
Highgrove CEQA document. 

• This comment correctly cites the information in Table 8.1-26 of the AES 
Highgrove CEQA document. 

 
Response 6-3 
 
The intervenor states in this comment that the AES Highgrove project would 
violate the California Department of Education (CDE) codes and expose sensitive 
students to hazardous air pollutants from facilities within one-quarter mile.  
Section 8.1.6.3 in the CEQA document includes the results of a health risk 
analysis (HRA) on receptors at the school 1,100 feet south of the proposed AES 
Highgrove project.  The HRA analysis concluded that cancer and non-cancer 
health risks to students from the project would be substantially less than the 
SCAQMD’s cancer and non-cancer significance thresholds. 
 
The intervenor states in this comment that the AES Highgrove project would 
violate the CDE codes because the proximity to pressured pipelines.  Section 
8.12.6 addressed the issue of the natural gas pipeline, which will run within 
approximately 1,500 feet of the proposed high school.  The analysis specifically 
addressed the risk of pipeline rupture due to various forms of failures and then 
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evaluated the probability of such occurrence and the potential affect on the school.  
The study used conservative assumptions based on older pipelines and therefore 
its results predict a greater probability of pipeline failure than would be expected 
from a new pipeline constructed to today’s stringent pipeline standards.  Even with 
the conservative assumptions, the analysis concluded that due to the relatively 
small diameter and location of the pipeline will not expose students or school 
employees to significant hazards associated with operation of the natural gas 
pipeline (see also Appendix 8.12B of the AES Highgrove CEQA document).  
 

The intervenor states in this comment that the AES Highgrove project would 
violate the CDE codes because the proximity to high-voltage power transmission 
lines.  Section 5.5.2.1 of the CEQA document for the AES Highgrove project 
states that the operator is not required to reconductor any lines in the immediate 
vicinity of the plant in order to deliver power from the new facility to the electrical 
grid. Therefore, the ability of the lines to carry additional current will not be 
increased above existing levels.  Since the project is not increasing system voltage 
or capacity of any transmission lines in the vicinity of the project, the EMF 
generated by any of these existing lines will be no higher than the existing design 
levels which can currently exist without the addition of the Highgrove Project. 
 

Response 6-4 
 
With regard to the analysis of hazardous air pollutants, see Response 6-3.  The 
comment also states that the local educational agency (LEA) should consult with 
the administering agency.  Since the CEC is the administering agency of the AES 
Highgrove project, this comment should be directed to that agency. 
 
Response 6-5 
 
The SCAQMD is currently developing the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) to address achieving PM2.5 and ozone standards and remove our 
jurisdiction from non-attainment status.  In order to do that, the AQMP proposes a 
number of control measures that, if implemented, will enable the attainment of the 
PM2.5 standards.  These control measures involve regulation of both mobile and 
stationary sources.  The public health effects are well known and until attainment 
is reached the public will continue to be affected by these adverse conditions. 
 
Response 6-6 
 
The maximum annual, daily, and hourly emissions for the AES Highgrove project 
during normal operation are shown in Table 8.1-19 of the CEQA document.  
According to Table 8.1-19, CO emissions are 239,874 pounds per year, NOx 
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emissions are 183,518 pounds per year, and VOC emissions are 40,794 pounds per 
year.  It should be noted that SCAQMD rules 1303 and 2005 contain emission 
offset requirements for all emissions from a new, modified, or relocated facility 
greater than one pound per day. 
 
 
Response 6-7 
 
Please refer to Response 6-3 regarding land use and planning decisions on the 
AES Highgrove Power Plant project.  In addition, Section 8.12.4 states that 
hazardous materials will not be stored or used in the gas supply line, water supply 
line, or electric transmission line corridors during operations.  
 
Response 6-8 
 
Please refer to Response 6-3 regarding compliance with CDE codes and 
requirements related to pipelines. 
 
Response 6-9 
 
Please refer to Response 6-3 regarding compliance with CDE codes and 
requirements related to high-voltage power transmission lines. 
 
Response 6-10 
 
Section 8.12.4.2 states that the AES Highgrove project facility will store the 19-
percent aqueous ammonia solution in a single stationary aboveground storage tank 
(AST). The capacity of the tank will be approximately 16,000 gallons, but will be 
limited by regulation to storing a maximum amount of 13,600 gallons (85 percent 
capacity). The tank will be surrounded by a secondary containment structure 
capable of holding the full contents of the tank, approximately 1,100 square feet 
(22 feet by 50 feet).  Further, Consequences Analysis presented in Subsection 
8.12.5 of the CEQA document, Offsite Migration Modeling, showed that a release 
of a 19 percent solution of aqueous ammonia under a worst-case scenario will not 
cause significant offsite impacts to public health or safety.  
 
With regard to sulfuric acid, the AES Highgrove CEQA document states that it is 
an extremely hazardous substance, is a very corrosive chemical that can cause 
severe harm to humans if ingested, inhaled, or contacted. However, sulfuric acid 
has a very low vapor pressure and will not readily volatilize upon release. 
Therefore, the potential for harm to humans offsite is minimal. Sulfuric acid is 
identified as a regulated substance under the CalARP program, but only if it is 
concentrated with greater than 100 pounds of sulfur trioxide, if it meets the 
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definition of oleum, or if it is stored in a container with flammable hydrocarbons. 
The sulfuric acid that will be used at the AES Highgrove Project facility does not 
contain more than 100 pounds of sulfur trioxide or meet the definition of oleum. In 
addition, it will not be stored in a container with flammable hydrocarbons. 
Therefore, sulfuric acid is not subject to the RMP requirements under CalARP.  
 
Table 8.12-3 of the AES Highgrove CEQA document states that the remaining 
materials are also considered to be hazardous, but they pose less threat to humans 
than aqueous ammonia and sulfuric acid. Some materials (citric acid and sodium 
nitrate) will be used at the site only during initial commissioning and during 
periodic maintenance (once every 3 to 5 years). Therefore, the potential for 
environmental or health effects will exist only during those rare occasions when 
the materials are onsite.  
 
Response 6-11 
 
The CEQA document for the AES Highgrove project states that the SARI system 
was constructed to limit the discharge of saline wastewater into the Santa Ana 
River.  In the project area, the “San Bernardino Municipal Water District 
Ordinance No. 73-SARI” provides regulations for the use of the SARI system.  
Based on the plant’s location, the Highgrove Project must obtain from the City of 
San Bernardino Municipal Water Department an Indirect Industrial User Permit, 
including a laboratory analysis of a sample from the proposed discharge and a 
Liquid Wastehauler permit application to discharge waste at the truck disposal 
station.  Ordinance No. 73-SARI requires that pretreatment systems reduce 
pollutants to levels specified by federal and local limitations. Wastewater 
discharges must be in accordance with the general pretreatment regulations as 
stated in Section 403.2 of Title 40 of the Federal Code of Regulations. In addition, 
the ordinance specifies local discharge limits consistent with the operational 
requirements of the SARI system’s NPDES permit with the Santa Ana RWQCB. 
 
Response 6-12 
 
According to the CEQA document for the AES Highgrove facility, the comment is 
correct that the site is a RCRA site and that DTSC is responsible for the onsite 
Corrective Action.  Specifically, §3008(h) of RCRA provides authority for 
issuance of administrative orders to require corrective action when there is, or has 
been, a release of hazardous constituents from a facility operating under an ISD. 
The process requires facilities that operated hazardous waste management units to 
identify, investigate, and remediate solid waste management units (SWMUs) and 
other areas of concern identified as having potentially released hazardous 
substances to the environment (see Subsection 8.13.10 of the AES Highgrove 
CEQA document).  
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Response 6-13 
 
The comment states requirements for the LEA.  The SCAQMD is not the LEA for 
the AES Highgrove project; therefore, this comment should be directed to the 
appropriate LEA. 
 
Response 6-14 
 
The lead agency for any school project should contact the DTSC with regard to the 
type of border zone property.  This comment, however, has no relevance to PAR 
1309.1 and the re-adoption of Rule 1315. 
 
Response 6-15 
 
Similar to Response 6-14, the information of a proposed school siting in proximity 
to a nearby existing railroad track has no bearing on PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 
and should be referred to the appropriate school district.  Comments regarding the 
impacts from the siting, constructing and operating the proposed AES project 
relative to any existing rail activity should be directed to the lead agency for the 
AES Highgrove project, i.e., CEC. 
 
Response 6-16 
 
With regard to the proximity of the local school to the natural gas pipeline, please 
refer to Responses 6-3. 
 
Response 6-17 
 
Please refer to Response 6-10 with regard to evaluating hazard impacts from the 
siting, constructing and operating the proposed AES Highgrove power plant.  With 
regard to hazardous emissions, please refer to Response 6-3.  With regard to the 
fact that the AES Highgrove power plant will be located on a RCRA site, please 
refer to Response 6-12. 
 
Response 6-18 
 
Hydrology and water quality is another environmental impact area required to be 
analyzed in the CEQA document prepared when evaluating impacts from siting, 
constructing and operating the AES Highgrove Power Plant.  Hydrology and water 
quality associated with the siting of a new facility would be analyzed and 
mitigated as necessary pursuant to CEQA by the appropriate lead agency.  As 
noted in Response 6-2, the Draft PEA identified indirect impacts from siting, 
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constructing and operating eligible facilities in Chapter 5 using the information 
available. 
 
Response 6-19 
 
According to the CEQA document for the AES Highgrove Power Plant, the 
Project Site is not currently within the service territory of a water purveyor. The 
Riverside Highland Water Company serves the City of Grand Terrace and has 
wells adjacent to the Project Site.  The Project Site was most likely never annexed 
into the service territory because the existing wells were used to serve both 
process and domestic needs of the plant. However, Riverside Highland Water 
Company has indicated that it will annex the site in order to provide potable water 
to serve the proposed facility.  This indicates that the local water purveyor can 
supply the increased water demand, therefore, water demand impacts would not be 
considered significant. 
 
Response 6-20 
 
According to the CEQA document for the AES Highgrove facility, the Project Site 
and surrounding parcels within the City of Grand Terrace are currently zoned M2-
Industrial or RM-Restricted Manufacturing based on the zoning map for the City 
of Grand Terrace (Figure 8.4-3). The City Planning Commission has provided a 
letter confirming that power generation facilities are a permitted use within the M2 
Industrial Zone (refer to Appendix 8.4A of the CEQA document for the AES 
Highgrove facility). 
 
With regard to noise, it is unclear what is meant by the statement that, 
“Demolition, clearing… will average 55 decibels (dBA).  A comparable sound to 
55 dBA is the horn of a train, which is 96 dBA.”  In any event, the CEQA 
document for the AES Highgrove project states that Chapter 8.108, Noise, of the 
Grand Terrace City Code restricts the hours of construction as follows: “The 
operation or use between the hours of ten p.m. and seven a.m. of any pile driver, 
steam shovel, pneumatic hammers, derrick, steam or electric hoist, power driven 
saw, fork lifts, milling equipment, other tools or apparatus the use of which is 
attended by loud and excessive noise, or the movement of tractors, tractor trucks, 
or large trucks on property adjacent to residences is prohibited.” The Highgrove 
Project will comply with this requirement by restricting such noisy construction 
activity at the project site to the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
 
Response 6-21 
 
With regard to potential noise impacts from the AES Highgrove facility, refer to 
Response 6-20.  With regard to the statement that cumulative traffic impacts were 



Appendix C – Comments on the NOP/IS and Responses to Comments 

 

 C - 41 July 2007 

not adequately analyzed, as a single purpose agency with jurisdiction over air 
quality, the SCAQMD is not in a position to evaluate this comment. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 7 
RELIANT ENERGY 

 
Robert W. Lawhn 

April 24, 2007 
 
 
Response 7-1 
 
SCAQMD is aware of the Reliant Energy project in Etiwanda and has included the 
project as potentially eligible to access the Priority Reserve at its projected MW 
capacity (see Table 2-3 in the Draft PEA). 
 
Response 7-2 
 
The latest version of PAR 1309.1 allows EGFs generating power at 635 MW or 
greater to access the Priority Reserve as long as they comply with more stringent 
toxic and criteria pollutant requirements and pay a higher mitigation fee (see Table 
2-7 for the specific proposed zone restrictions). 
 
Response 7-3 
 
Combined cycle units are low cost sources of power generation, however, they 
have longer and more polluting start-ups than peaker units and the capital costs on 
combined cycle units are higher.  As an air quality agency, the emissions from 
these sources are the critical characteristic that needs to be considered.  The 
economic decisions will need to be made by the power companies and government 
entities with siting authority.  In any event, the SCAQMD must balance the needs 
of electricity generation with protecting public health, especially to those residents 
in heavily polluted areas.  Part of this balance includes provisions and restrictions 
in PAR 1309.1 that allows EGFs access to the Priority Reserve. 
 
Response 7-4 
 
The Draft PEA does consider the Reliant Energy power plant as an eligible facility 
to access the Priority Reserve and includes the projected 656 MW level as listed 
by the California Energy Commission2.   
 
 

                                                 
2 California Energy Commission (http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/all_projects.html) 


