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Anthony A. Klecha 
Team Lead, Planning & Project Support 

Southern California Gas Company 
GT17E2 

555 W. 5th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013  

Tel: (213) 244-4339 
aklecha@semprautilities.com 

May 4, 2015 Sent via Email 

Brian Guillot 
Acting Community Development Director 
City of Banning 
99 E. Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Rancho San Gorgonio 
Specific Plan, Banning, California 

Dear Mr. Guillot: 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the subject 
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report. SoCalGas understands that the proposed project 
would involve the development of a master-planned community on an 831-acre site that would include a 
mixture of residential, commercial, open space, and recreational uses, and a maximum of 3,385 residential 
units. SoCalGas respectfully requests that the following comments be considered prior to project approval: 

• SoCalGas has an existing 36-inch high pressure natural gas transmission line that traverses the project
site. SoCalGas recommends that the project proponent call Underground Service Alert at 811 at least
two business days prior to performing any excavation work for the proposed project. Underground
Service Alert will coordinate with SoCalGas and other utility owners in the area to mark the locations
of buried utility-owned lines.

• Should it be determined that the proposed project may require SoCalGas to abandon and/or relocate or
otherwise modify any portion of its existing natural gas lines, SoCalGas respectfully requests that the
County and/or the project proponent coordinate with us by calling (800) 427-2000 to follow-up on this
matter. In addition, any potential impacts associated with this work should be appropriately considered
and addressed prior to the certification of the Final EIR.

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me at (213) 244-4339 or aklecha@semprautilities.com. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony A. Klecha 
Southern California Gas Company 

cc: Rosalyn Squires 
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From: JoAnn Hadfield
To: Michael Milroy; Frances Ho
Subject: Fw: Comments on Rancho San Gorgonio EIR scoping
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 8:53:34 AM

Sent from my LG G3, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone

------ Original message------
From: bguillot@ci.banning.ca.us
Date: Mon, May 11, 2015 9:03 AM
To: JoAnn Hadfield;rarceo56@gmail.com;
Cc: omujica@ci.banning.ca.us;
Subject:FW: Comments on Rancho San Gorgonio EIR scoping

Please see the attached comments from Barbara Hanna former City Council member.
 
From: Barbara Hanna [mailto:barbarafhanna@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 10, 2015 7:21 PM
To: Brian Guillot
Cc: Art Reyes
Subject: Comments on Rancho San Gorgonio EIR scoping
 
I offer a few comments for the EIR scoping for the Rancho San Gorgonio project. 
 
1.  Water supply.  Rancho San Gorgonio's notion that there is a new acquifer under Banning
sounds implausible.  Banning's water resources have been studied over the years and I doubt
that a new resource is likely.  I have heard of a potential new source in Cabazon but it would
be premature to include it in current studies.
 
Our known water resources are extremely fragile.  50 - 70% of our supply come from the
Banning Water Canyon via the flume.  The flow was halted for at least five months early last
year and no one on the City Council, much less the residents, were apparently informed.  We
don't seem to have made any progress in the last two years on the flume.  Edison is
responsible to return the flume to good working order and then the ownership is to be
transferred to the City of a Banning.  Several years ago Edison was approved funds in their
rates to repair the flume.  
 
The Banning Bench Water Company has first rights to the water but are not financially
capable of maintaining and repairing the flume in the future.
 
Until the flume issue is resolved our current residents of Banning cannot be assured of
having an adequate water supply.  We certainly cannot provide water for the approved Pardee
development much less the proposed Rancho San Gorgonio property.
 
The water canyon is the most important source of our water and must be resolved before any
additional homes in Banning should be built.
 
The public has not been informed about what is happening with the Beaumont water basins'
'temporary water surplus".  A previous water manager allowed all of the users to extract more
water than was responsible for 10 years, ending in 2014.  Banning took little of that permitted
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surplus but the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District took the maximum allowed.  At the
end of that period, they were supposed to replace that surplus.  Why haven't we heard of
what is happening?  If Pardee or Rancho San Gorgonio is concerned with having an adequate
water supply for Banning, they need to ensure that the surplus water is replaced or we will
not be able to extract our adjudicated amounts of water from the Beaumont water basin in the
future.  It was a ridiculous plan from the beginning and Banning is on the losing end of it.
 The previous water manager said that the only reason that surplus pumping was allowed was
that otherwise water rationing would have been required - and that was in 2004!
 
Once we can be reasonably reassured that existing residents can be served then we must find
new water to allow growth.  We clearly cannot rely on water from Northern California.  The
only other local source is recycled water and, again, no progress has been made.  The courts
have been clear that we need more than 'paper' water for new development.
 
2.  Smith Creek: Inge Schuler is certainly correct about the power of Smith Creek's flow
some years and the importance of the creek bed for wildlife.  The notion that you can run
pipes underground and solve all of the problems is untenable.  
 
3.   Traffic:  Increased traffic will require additional underpasses at railroad crossings. The
developer should pay for one. The new Sunset Avenue underpass was not designed for new
homes according to CalTrans.
 
We, along with Southern California in general, have a major conundrum with the traditional
growth paradigm:  people still want to live here so we need homes and jobs for them yet
there is not enough water.  We are rapidly moving to a point where due to climate change
and other considerations, we are not going to be able to increase our water use.  While much
can still be done to reduce our per capita use, I can only imagine that soon additional people
will not be allowed to live in Banning.  That would sound completely ridiculous just a few
years ago but may not be shortly.  
 
Any City Council that insists on growth at all costs will find themselves up against the wall
of the State insisting that it is impossible.
 
Barbara Hanna

Sent from my iPad
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From: JoAnn Hadfield
To: Michael Milroy; Frances Ho
Subject: Fw: Diversified Pacific project in SW Banning.
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 8:54:50 AM

Sent from my LG G3, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone

------ Original message------
From: bguillot@ci.banning.ca.us
Date: Mon, May 11, 2015 9:06 AM
To: JoAnn Hadfield;rarceo56@gmail.com;
Cc: omujica@ci.banning.ca.us;
Subject:FW: Diversified Pacific project in SW Banning.

Please see the attached comments.

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Anderson [mailto:poortom@verizon.net] 
Sent: Sunday, May 10, 2015 7:38 PM
To: Brian Guillot
Subject: Diversified Pacific project in SW Banning.

I am against this project unless water from a source other than the “untapped underground aquifer” can
be located and complete assurance given that it is available and will be available for at least 20 years.

No one can say when this drought will end, and we cannot let irresponsible building draw down water
storage.  We may need that water for current customer use.  The demise of early American tribes
(Mayan, etc.) is due to three 10 year droughts between 900 and 1100 AD.

Please place me on your notification list for future meetings and scoping sessions.regarding this project.

Tom Anderson
2724 Hazy Wy
Banning, Ca
92220
951 797 3400
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

(213) 576-7083 

 
May 18, 2015  
 
Mr. Brian Guillot 
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 
 
Dear Mr. Guillot: 
 
Re: SCH 2015041064, Banning (RIVERSIDE), Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan, NOP 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-
rail crossings (crossings) in California.  The California Public Utilities Code requires Commission 
approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission exclusive power 
on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings in California.  The Commission Rail Crossings 
Engineering Branch (RCEB) has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) from the State 
Clearinghouse for the proposed City of Banning (City) Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan. 
 
According to the NOP, the 931-acre project area is located approximately 1500 feet south of an 
active railroad track owned by the Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR), specifically south of 
Westward Avenue between Sunset Avenue (west) and San Gorgonio Avenue (east).  Several 
existing at-grade rail crossings presently provide access for the project area to Freeway 10.  The 
Specific Plan proposes various developments, including 3,385 residential units. 
 
RCEB recommends that the City add language to the Specific Plan so that any future development 
adjacent to or near the rail right-of-way (ROW) is planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind.  
New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at 
at-grade crossings.  This includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns or destinations with 
respect to railroad ROW and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Mitigation 
measures to consider include the planning for grade separations for major thoroughfares, 
improvements to existing at-grade crossings due to increase in traffic volumes, and continuous 
vandal resistant fencing or other appropriate barriers to prevent trespassers onto the railroad ROW. 
 
If you have any questions in this matter, please contact me at (213) 576-7076, ykc@cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings and Engineering Branch 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
C: State Clearinghouse 
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 Annette Franco 
Local Public Affairs 

287 Tennessee Street 
Redlands, CA 92373 

 

May 19, 2015 
 
Brian Guillot, Acting Community Development Director 
City of Banning 
99 E. Ramsey Street 
Banning, California 92220 
bguillot@ci.banning.ca.us 
 
Re:  Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Guillot: 
 
Southern California Edison (SCE) appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Rancho San Gorgonio 
Specific Plan. The proposed project is a master-planned community on the 831-acre site (Tentative Tract 
Map No. 36586). It is organized into 44 planning areas (PAs) that include a mixture of residential, 
commercial, open space, and recreational uses and a maximum of 3,385 residential units. Parks and 
paseos are incorporated to buffer the natural creeks onsite and to provide non-motorized access 
throughout the community. 
 
SCE’s Electrical Facilities 
SCE maintains and operates electrical transmission and distribution facilities within the City of Banning. 
Within the project area, SCE has the following subtransmission and transmission lines [50 kilovolts (kV) or 
greater]: 

 115 kV subtransmission line that would be within a proposed paseo (PAs 14-A, 14-B, 14-C, and 
14-D) 

 Two 500 kV transmission lines are along the southern project boundary (PAs 1 and 2-B), which 
traverse PAs 15-b and 17, and are adjacent to PAs 5-D and 3-D. 

 
Encroachment of SCE’s Right-of-Way and Access Roads 
The development of the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan has the potential to encroach and impact 
SCE’s existing utility corridors and access roads. The proposed project should not impose constraints on 
SCE’s ability to access, maintain, and operate its current and future facilities. Any parkways or pathways 
(either by foot, bicycles, or other means) that invite the public onto SCE’s right-of-way will require the 
installation of fencing and/or climbing discouragers on each transmission line tower at the customer’s 
expense. 
 
SCE’s rights-of-way and fee-owned properties are purchased for the exclusive use of SCE to operate and 
maintain its present and future facilities. SCE will review any proposed use (such as trails and 
landscaping) on a case-by-case basis. Approvals or denials will be in writing based upon review of the 
project’s and compatibility with SCE right-of-way constraints and rights. Please forward five (5) sets of 
plans depicting SCE's facilities and associated land rights to the following location: 
 

Real Properties Department 
Southern California Edison Company 

2131 Walnut Grove Avenue, G.O.3 – Second Floor 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

 
General Order 95 
SCE is concerned that the new internal roadway system and proposed roundabout that bisect SCE’s 
existing 115 kV utility corridor may conflict with SCE’s existing transmission line design. SCE is 
concerned about the placement of a roundabout within SCE’s existing utility corridor. SCE must comply 
with the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) General Order (GO) 95, which establishes rules 
and regulations for the overhead line design, construction, and maintenance. GO 95 also includes vertical 
and horizontal clearance requirements from thoroughfares, ground, and railroads.  
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May 19, 2015 
Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan 
Page 2 of 3 

General Order 131-D 
If the proposed project requires modification or relocation of electrical facilities that operate at or above 50 
kV, then the project may be subject to CPUC’s GO 131-D1. As a state agency, the CPUC is also required 
to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Therefore, any 
potentially significant impacts that may result from the modification or relocation of a transmission line 
should be addressed in the DEIR. If not, SCE may be required to pursue a separate CEQA review 
through the CPUC, which could delay approval of the SCE transmission line portion of the project for two 
years or longer. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at Annette.Franco@sce.com or (909) 307-6726. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
Annette Franco 
Local Public Affairs Region Manager 
Southern California Edison Company

                                                           
1 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/Graphics/589.PDF 
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