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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF PENNY NEWMAN 

ON BEHALF OF 

 THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

 

I. BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS 

Q:   What is your name? 

A.   Penny Newman. 

Q:   What is your professional background and experience? 

A:   I am the Founder, Board Member Emeritus, and former Executive Director of the 

Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (“CCAEJ”) through which I have 

successfully championed environmental and social justice issues for more than 40 years.  I have 

been a resident of the area encompassing the City of Jurupa Valley (the “City” or “Jurupa Valley”) 

for 53 years.  I am a member of the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley. 

Q: What does CCAEJ do? 

A: CCAEJ promotes social and environmental justice by empowering low income 

communities of color through community capacity building, leadership development, policy 

advocacy, civic engagement, and public outreach.  The work of CCAEJ consistently focuses on 

those most affected by inequities of public policies -- low-income communities of color and recent 

immigrants.  One of the outcomes of these inequitable policies and decisions is the disproportionate 

impact on residents who live, work, learn and play closest to rail yards, industrial areas, toxic waste 

facilities, intermodal facilities, freeways and other areas at greatest risk for environmental health 

hazards. 

Q:  What advancements have you made on behalf of CCAEJ in furtherance of 

environmental and social justice? 

A:  My introduction to environmental justice began as a resident directly impacted by 

the Stringfellow Acid Pits.  I led the battle to stop exposure to more than 34 million gallons of toxic 

chemicals at the  “Acid Pits,” a class I Hazardous waste  site that operated from 1955 through 1972.  
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It is California’s top priority Superfund1 site and one of the most notorious toxic dumps in the 

nation.  In 1978, I began a 28-year battle that stopped human exposure to hundreds of different 

toxic chemicals at the site and obtained compensation of more than $114 million for thousands of 

community residents.  Stringfellow is now one of the only toxic sites that has its own section within 

the California Department of Toxic Substance Control, including its own staff and its own 

budget.  My efforts to fight toxic exposures at Stringfellow led to the adoption of major changes in 

state and federal laws dealing with toxic chemicals and how toxic waste is disposed.   My 

experience and successes with the Stringfellow site led to my founding of CCAEJ to assist other 

communities in dealing with inequitable public policies and to promote safer, more sustainable 

practices for all people. 

I have written extensively on environmental justice issues and have been featured in several 

books and media programs on environmental justice.  I have been and continue to be a speaker, 

trainer and advisor locally, regionally, nationally and internationally on environmental justice 

issues, conducting workshops around the nation and in China, Russia, India, and Cuba.   

Under my leadership, CCAEJ has brought about significant policy changes in California 

that directly affect environmental justice, including: 

 The establishment of a State Superfund program, providing matching funds to qualify for 

federal Superfund money and address sites that don’t qualify for the federal program; 

 Establishing the model for public participation in the federal CERCLA (Superfund) 

process; 

 Becoming the first community to receive a Technical Advisor, with the purpose of 

supporting community members during the highly technical Stringfellow cleanup process;  

 Becoming the first community to establish a Community Advisory Committee, which is 

now standard practice among a variety of agencies;  

 Curtailing land disposal of sewer sludge in rural areas of Riverside County; 

                                                 
1 Superfund is a United States federal government program designed to fund the cleanup of sites 
contaminated with hazardous substances and pollutants.  Sites managed under this program are referred to as 
“Superfund” sites. 
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 Developing “good neighbor guidelines” for the citing of industrial warehouses for Riverside 

County; 

 Introducing and winning adoption of the Environmental Justice Element in the City of 

Jurupa Valley (only the second in the state), which identifies disadvantaged communities 

with heavy pollution burdens and lack of economic viability and develops special outreach 

requirements and develops plans to reduce pollution burdens and offer amenities (parks, 

sidewalks, street lights, grocery stores, etc.); and 

 Developing and advocating for SB 1000 which establishes mandatory Environmental 

Justice Elements and policies in General Plans for California cities and counties.  

In my capacity as an expert on environmental justice and social justice issues, I have testified 

before Congress on environmental and toxic waste issues and have presented before the National 

Academy of Sciences and before the White House Interagency Working Group on Environmental 

Justice under the Obama administration.  I served as the co-Chair of the General Plan Advisory 

Committee that developed the city’s first General Plan, and I am currently serving on the City of 

Jurupa Valley’s Planning Commission.  

Q:   What is your familiarity with the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

(“RTRP” or the “Project”)? 

A:  I am extremely familiar with the RTRP.  Throughout my entire tenure at CCAEJ 

and as a concerned resident of Jurupa Valley, I have thoroughly researched and analyzed the RTRP 

as this project has been one of the primary issues for and concerns of the CCAEJ.  My interest in 

this project began when it was first announced prior to the incorporation of the City of Jurupa 

Valley.  Our area has long been the recipients of projects no one else wanted and has been 

overburdened by environmental and economic impacts – from the toxic waste site, polluting 

facilities and the more recent overdevelopment of massive warehouses.  Because we have been 

targeted so many times, we have been vigilant to proposals that would continue these inequities.  I 

have engaged in years of discussions and community outreach with the  parties that would be 

affected by the RTRP, including several development and advocacy groups.  I have engaged in 

years of public outreach, research, and analysis to assess the RTRP’s impacts on the City and to the 
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region.  I also have researched and analyzed reports, studies, and documentation for the RTRP, 

including records before this Commission and publically available documents for the RTRP.   

II. THE PROJECT HAS PERMANENT, NEGATIVE SOCIAL JUSTICE AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACTS. 

A. Social Justice Impacts2 

Q:   What are the social justice impacts of the proposed hybrid alignment of the RTRP? 

A: The Hybrid Alignment has tremendous and intensely negative social justice impacts 

because the people of Jurupa Valley will unjustly bear the significant physical, social, 

environmental, and economic burdens from the RTRP’s overhead transmission lines for the benefit 

of Riverside’s residents.   

Specifically, the Hybrid Alignment will unfairly apportion the permanent burdens and 

negative impacts of the RTRP on Jurupa Valley’s low-income, minority, and disadvantaged 

communities.  This is because the proposed overhead alignment of the Project will run entirely 

through areas in the City that the California State Senate already has designated, by statute, to be a 

Disadvantaged Community under Senate Bill (“SB”) 535.   

Senate Bill 535 provides that disadvantaged communities in California that should be 

targeted for investment of proceeds from the state’s cap-and-trade program (the Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction Fund).  Attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is a true and correct copy of Senate Bill 535.  

Senate Bill 535 identifies disadvantaged communities based on, among other factors, 

socioeconomic, public health, and environmental hazard criteria, including areas that are (1) 

disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative 

public health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation; and (2) areas with concentrations of 

people that are of low income, high unemployment, low levels of homeownership, high rent 

                                                 
2 This testimony is relevant to the following issues in the CPUC’s scoping memo: issue 5 (consideration of 
community values) because social justice and economic and fiscal health are components of the City’s 
community values; issue 6 (whether the Project merits Commission approval notwithstanding the Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts) because the Commission should consider whether the Project merits 
approval notwithstanding the Project’s significant social justice impacts; and issue 7 (whether the Project 
serves a present or future public convenience and necessity) because evaluating the Project’s social justice 
impacts is relevant to determining whether the Project serves a present or future public convenience. 
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burden, sensitive populations, or low levels of educational attainment. 

The maps of Senate Bill 535 Disadvantaged Communities confirm that the overhead 

alignment of the RTRP will be placed entirely within an area of the City that is a designated SB 

535 Disadvantaged Community.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of a 

screenshot depicting a relevant portion of the SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities and Low-

Income Communities map for Riverside County.3  Significantly, the entire proposed overhead 

alignment of the RTRP in the City (proceeding west on Limonite Avenue, north along the I-15, east 

on Landon, and north on Wineville) is in a designated SB 535 Disadvantaged Community.  

Moreover, the SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities and Low-Income Communities map 

demonstrates that the census tract for the area where SCE is proposing to install the Hybrid 

Alignment’s overhead transmission facilities already has a pollution burden in the 99th percentile.  

The SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities and Low-Income Communities map for Riverside 

County (Exhibit B) also confirms that the vast majority of the City consists of designated 

Disadvantaged Communities (with the exception of two small pockets in Mira Loma and near the 

Pedley Hills).   

Tellingly, Riverside’s December 19, 2018 presentation to the CPUC admits that the 

proposed Hybrid Alignment for the RTRP will impact SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities in the 

City by placing a portion of its overhead transmission facilities entirely within a SB 535 designated 

Disadvantaged Community.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of the 

Riverside Public Utilities’ December 19, 2018 PowerPoint presentation to the CPUC in A. 15-04-

013.   

Specifically, RPU concedes that “[d]isadvantaged communities are the top 25% most 

impacted census tracts in CalEnviroScreen (CES) 3.0 -- communities disproportionally 

burdened by multiple sources of pollution and with population characteristics that make 

them more sensitive to pollution.”  (Emphasis added).   

                                                 
3 The SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities and Low-Income Communities map can be accessed at 
http://oehha.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=c3e4e4e1d115468390cf61d9db83efc4 
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Q:  How will the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP impact designated SB 535 

Disadvantaged Communities in the City? 

A: The Hybrid Alignment will negatively impact designated SB 535 Disadvantaged 

Communities in the City because it will take away jobs, residential and commercial developments, 

and recreational opportunities from the City’s residents -- a large proportion of whom consist of 

low-income, minority communities.   

The City’s residents already earn less, have higher rates of unemployment, and face poverty 

at higher rates than the state and national averages.  These low-income communities and residents 

can ill-afford the further loss of jobs and economic opportunities.  The Hybrid Alignment of the 

RTRP, however, will delay, diminish, and impair several, significant development projects along 

with I-15 freeway that would have created thousands of jobs and economic opportunities for the 

City and its residents.  The Hybrid Alignment’s negative impacts on these developments removes 

jobs, spending, and tax revenues that the City and its low income, minority communities 

desperately need.  In addition, the overwhelming and unsightly nature of locating the RTRP’s 

overhead transmission facilities through the heart of the City’s development corridor will deter 

people from living, working, and developing businesses in the City.  This will create a vicious 

cycle that not only cripples the currently proposed and essential developments in the City but also 

will deter future development in the City.  Thus, in the short and long-term, the Hybrid Alignment 

of the RTRP will remove essential jobs, economic opportunities, and revenues from the City, 

further handicapping the ability for the City and its residents to improve the local economy and 

combat the high rates of unemployment, poverty, and low income that City residents already face.  

The Hybrid Alignment also will negatively impact designated SB 535 Disadvantaged 

Communities in the City because it will severely decrease the property values in the City.  This 

stems from the dual effect of the Hybrid Alignment’s overhead facilities eliminating large portions 

of properties along the overhead route and the unsightly and unwelcome nature of these massive, 

overhead transmission lines and structures.  Developers and property owners will not be able to 

make full use of their properties along the route of the RTRP’s Hybrid Alignment because these 

facilities will cut into property owners’ land and create large, no-build zones.  In addition, the 
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location of these unsightly and intimidating transmission structures in the heart of the City will 

diminish property values throughout the area because people will be deterred from living, working, 

and developing in places that have massive transmission facilities in their backyard.   

Finally, the social justice impacts of the Project shock the conscience because the City’s 

disadvantaged, low-income, and minority communities will bear the burdens of the Project for the 

benefit of others -- Riverside’s residents.  The foregoing, permanent, and negative impacts of the 

RTRP’s Hybrid Alignment will be forced upon low-income minorities in the City -- but these are 

precisely the residents and people that should be protected from the Hybrid Alignment’s 

disproportionate and negative impacts.  That these burdens are being placed on low-income 

minorities for the benefit of Riverside’s residents is the height of social injustice.  Riverside’s 

residents get the benefit of the Project, while unfairly shifting all of the permanent, negative 

burdens onto the City’s disadvantaged residents.  Moreover, the injustice here is fully exposed by 

the Project and SCE’s development of it: SCE is willing to underground the RTRP through a golf 

course, yet SCE has refused to underground in all of the residential areas in the City’s 

Disadvantaged Communities where particularly vulnerable residents live and work.   

The City’s attempt to rectify the inequities and conditions that already exist in our 

Disadvantaged Communities, through mechanisms like our Environmental Justice Element and 

investment in these vulnerable neighborhoods, will be curtailed by the Hybrid Alignment’s 

removal of much-needed funding and revenues for the City.  From commitments and actions of the 

City’s officials, we have every expectation that these revenues will be used to correct the inequities 

that have resulted in these disadvantaged areas.  Indeed, discussions have been underway to 

establish an Environmental Justice Committee tasked with developing an Environmental Justice 

Fund to implement mitigations and improvements in our most vulnerable neighborhoods.  For 

example, the City has committed to establishing a restricted truck route to eliminate high diesel 

exhaust emissions but has been stymied by lack of funds to implement.  The revenue from 

commercial development along the I-15 freeway could assist in funding this critical measure.  The 

primary driving force for incorporating into a City by many residents was a rebellion against the 

County of Riverside’s neglect and targeting of our area for unwanted and damaging projects, and 
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the desire to chart our own future away from outside intrusion.  Approval of the RTRP’s Hybrid 

Alignment will continue this unjust victimization of our community.  

Proceeding with the implementation of the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP plan is 

unnecessary, inequitable, and unjust, especially since there is a reasonable alternative – 

undergrounding the lines.  It is a win-win solution – the City of Riverside gets its backup power; 

the City of Jurupa Valley preserves the commercial viability of the I-15 corridor; and the City’s 

residents benefit from the additional revenue, jobs, and quality of life by not undertaking the 

permanent, negative impacts the Hybrid Alignment would otherwise impose.  

B. Environmental Justice Impacts4 

Q: What are the environmental justice impacts of the proposed hybrid alignment of the 

RTRP? 

A:  The proposed overhead transmission facilities of the RTRP present significant, 

negative environmental justice impacts because the Project places the most significant, permanent, 

and negative environmental impacts on the City’s residents.   

The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP will permanently and negatively alter the landscape of 

the City, eliminating some of the City’s most scenic views of mountain backdrops and adversely 

impacting the recreational, residential, and commercial views throughout the City. 

Q:  How would the Hybrid Alignment negatively impact the City’s scenic views? 

A: The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP would add massive, visually-jarring overhead 

transmission facilities that would literally tower over everything else in the area and be visible 

throughout the City, marring the City’s scenic views and the views from residential, commercial, 

and recreational areas in the City.   

For example, the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP proposes to install overhead transmission 

                                                 
4 This testimony is relevant to the following issues in the CPUC’s scoping memo:  issue 5 (consideration of 
community values) because environmental justice is a component of the City’s community values; issue 6 
(whether the Project merits Commission approval notwithstanding the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts) because the Commission should consider whether the Project merits approval notwithstanding the 
Project’s significant environmental justice impacts; and issue 7 (whether the Project serves a present or 
future public convenience and necessity) because evaluating the Project’s environmental justice impacts is 
relevant to determining whether the Project serves a present or future public convenience. 
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facilities on Wineville Avenue, which would dwarf the size of anything else in the area and be 

visually obtrusive to residents East of Wineville.  There are currently no overhead transmission 

lines or tall structures along Wineville Avenue between Redbud Lane and Cantu Galleano Ranch 

Road.  The RTRP, however, will fundamentally alter the views and landscape in this area, 

installing massive overhead transmission that would literally tower over everything else and 

dominate the views of residents living East of Wineville.  This would irreparably damage the 

residential and commercial character of the area.  Furthermore, it would be a visually jarring and 

unwelcoming fixture at one of the most important gateways heading South into the City’s 

residential and commercial core. 

The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP at Wineville Avenue between Cantu Galleano Ranch 

Road and Landon Drive would degrade the northern looking views of Mount San Antonio and 

Mount Baldy.  In addition, these facilities will significantly degrade views of the mountains to the 

north and south, impairing views that would otherwise be enjoyed by motorists traveling on 

Wineville, residents living along Wineville, and users of the recreational path on Wineville.   

The Hybrid Alignment’s overhead transmission facilities along the I-15 and north of 

Limonite Avenue also would significantly deteriorate the scenic views that residents, commuters, 

and shoppers enjoy in the area.  That area currently has scenic views of the mountains and open 

space to the north and south and residential and commercial views to the east and west of the I-15 

freeway.  Indeed, the heart of the City’s commercial and residential development corridor is located 

in this area, and the views from this area would be significantly deteriorated by the Hybrid 

Alignment’s overhead transmission facilities. 

Q. Are there any additional environmental justice impacts posed by the hybrid 

alignment of the RTRP? 

Yes. Recent fire devastation from power lines underscore the safety issues of citing 

transmission lines in high risk fire areas.  The south/west portions of the City abut the Santa Ana 

River, which is known as a high fire area.  As stated in a letter dated May 29, 2019, from Dan 

Johnson, Region Chief, Southern Region of the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (“CAL 

FIRE”): “ The proposed project (RTRP) is within, and/or adjacent to, land designated by CAL 
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FIRE Fire Resource and Assessment Program (FRAP) to be in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone.”  (Emphasis added).  Fires from this location have threatened City residents for years and 

placing high voltage transmission lines in a very high fire hazard severity zone heightens that 

threat.  In addition, the safety concerns for state employees such as CAL FIRE/Riverside County 

firefighters is of particular concern to me as the wife, mother and grandmother of these fire 

fighters.  I personally understand the risk placed on our first responders from major fires.  To 

increase that risk unnecessarily is unconscionable.   

C. Community Values Impacts5 

Q:  What are the City’s community values? 

A: According to Jurupa Valley’s 2017 General Plan, the City’s Community Values 

include, among other things: economic and fiscal health; environmental justice; open space and 

visual quality; a small-town feel; an active outdoor life; and being a Community of Communities 

that emphasizes the positive qualities that make the City’s communities unique and enhances the 

City’s “gateways” to welcome residents and visitors.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “D” (Table 1.1) is 

a true and correct copy of the City’s Community Values as identified in the City’s General Plan.   

Q:  How does the proposed Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP impact community values 

for the City? 

A: The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP is completely contradictory to the City’s 

community values.   

First, the City values economic and fiscal health, but the Hybrid Alignment would deeply 

harm the City’s economic and fiscal health by eliminating hundreds of much-needed jobs and 

economic opportunities; significantly devaluing properties in the area; significantly damaging 

                                                 
5 This testimony is relevant to the following issues in the CPUC’s scoping memo: issue 5 (consideration of 
community values) because this testimony analyzes the City’s community values and how the Project 
impacts those community values; issue 6 (whether the Project merits Commission approval notwithstanding 
the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts) because the Commission should consider whether the 
Project merits approval notwithstanding the Project’s significant and negative impacts on community 
values; and issue 7 (whether the Project serves a present or future public convenience and necessity) because 
evaluating the Project’s impacts on community values is relevant to determining whether the Project serves 
a present or future public convenience. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
-11- 

12774-0012\2304572v1.doc 

currently proposed and the potential for future development in the area; and eliminating significant 

revenue sources for the City and its residents.  These losses will have long-term, negative impacts 

on the City’s economic and fiscal health, rendering the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP 

incompatible with this core community value of the City.  

The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP also is fundamentally inconsistent with the City’s 

community value of environmental justice.  As demonstrated above, the Hybrid Alignment forces 

the City’s low-income, minority residents who already live in designated Disadvantaged 

Communities to bear the permanent and negative impacts of the Project for the benefit of others -- 

Riverside’s residents.  This is completely contradictory to the core value of environmental justice, 

which seeks to equitably balance the harms and environmental impacts of projects and protect 

vulnerable communities, such as the City’s low-income, minority residents.  

The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP is incompatible with the City’s community values of 

maintaining a small-town feel and developing a Community of Communities.  The City largely 

consists of small-scale residential and commercial uses, creating a small-town feel that the RTRP 

would significantly diminish.  Instead of enjoying residential, commercial, and recreation views 

and uses, the Hybrid Alignment would force an unsightly and undesirable industrial character onto 

the City through the addition of overhead transmission facilities that are significantly taller and 

visually obtrusive to anything else in the area.  This also does not advance the City’s community 

value of being a Community of Communities because the RTRP does not emphasize the most 

important and positive qualities of the City to welcome visitors and residents.  Instead, the Hybrid 

Alignment will install jarring and unwelcoming overhead transmission facilities at the most 

important gateways of the City, significantly deteriorating the City’s small-town feel and character.  

The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP is incompatible with the City’s community value to 

preserve open space and the visual quality of the City.  As demonstrated above, the overhead 

transmission facilities of the RTRP will irreparably damage the City’s scenic views and the 

residential, commercial, and recreational views in the City by installing massive towers and 

facilities that would dominate the landscape and be visually jarring through the most important 

residential and commercial areas of the City.  This is contrary to the City’s value of preserving the 
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visual quality of the City as the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP will permanently degrade the 

City’s visual quality and character.  

Finally, the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP is damaging to the City’s public safety 

community values.  Placing high voltage transmission lines in a “Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone” places Jurupa Valley residents in an elevated and unacceptable risk from fires resulting from 

the power lines.   

D. Impacts on the CPUC’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan6 

Q:  To what degree is the proposed hybrid alignment of the RTRP consistent with the 

CPUC’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan? 

A: The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP is anathema to the CPUC’s Environmental and 

Social Justice Action Plan because the RTRP undermines the fundamental goals and policies of the 

CPUC’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan.  Attached hereto as Exhibit “E” is a true 

and correct copy of the CPUC’s February 21, 2019 Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan.   

Under the CPUC’s Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan, the CPUC pursuit of 

environmental justice seeks to advance and protect the interests of historically underserved 

communities that have been treated unfairly, primarily consisting of low-income, minority 

communities: “to come to terms with, and remedy, a history of unfair treatment of communities, 

predominately communities of people of color and/or low-income residents.  These communities 

have been subjected to disproportionate impacts from one or more environmental hazards, socio-

economic burdens, or both.”  Indeed, the CPUC specifically states that it seeks to protect 

Environmental Justice and Social Justice (“ESJ”) communities, which generally consist of low-

income or minority residents that have been underrepresented in the policy setting or decision-

                                                 
6 This testimony is relevant to the following issues in the CPUC’s scoping memo: issue 5 (consideration of 
community values) because this testimony analyzes environmental justice, which is a component of the 
City’s community values; issue 6 (whether the Project merits Commission approval notwithstanding the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts) because the Commission should consider whether the Project 
merits approval notwithstanding the Project’s significant and negative impacts on the CPUC’s own 
standards for evaluating environmental and social justice; and issue 7 (whether the Project serves a present 
or future public convenience and necessity) because evaluating the Project’s impacts on the CPUC’s 
standards for environmental and social justice is relevant to determining whether the Project serves a present 
or future public convenience. 
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making process and have been subjected to a disproportionate impacts.  ESJ communities also 

include Disadvantaged Communities under SB 535.  Thus, under the Environmental and Social 

Justice Action Plan, the CPUC seeks to fairly distribute the harms and benefits of projects through 

the implementation of legislation and the CPUC’s broad authority and administrative discretion to 

shape programs and direct resources. 

The CPUC has adopted specific action plan goals to advance environmental and social 

justice.  Goal 1 tasks the CPUC with integrating equity and access considerations through the 

CPUC’s regulatory activities such that the CPUC considers the potential positive and negative 

effects that regulatory activities might have on ESJ Communities.  Goal 2 prioritizes environmental 

and health benefits for ESJ communities and minimizes any further degradation of already 

impacted communities.  Finally, Goal 7 seeks to promote economic and workforce development 

opportunities in ESJ communities.  

The Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP is inconsistent with the foregoing goals in the CPUC’s 

Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan.  In contrast with Goals 1 and 2, which seek to 

promote equity and prioritize environmental and health benefits for ESJ Communities, the Project 

unfairly imposes the greatest, most negative, and permanent impacts of the RTRP on ESJ and 

designated Disadvantaged Communities in the City.  This harms the City’s most vulnerable 

residents, which consist of low-income and minority residents.  Most damning of all, this does not 

align with the CPUC’s equity goals and desire to fairly distribute harms and benefits because the 

RTRP’s overhead alignment imposes its most significant and permanent burdens and impacts on 

the City for the benefit of Riverside’s residents.  This places even further social, economic, and 

environmental burdens on the City’s most sensitive and at-risk residents.  Finally, the Hybrid 

Alignment of the RTRP is incompatible with Goal 7 of the CPUC’s Environmental and Social 

Justice Action Plan because the Project does not promote economic and workforce development 

opportunities in ESJ communities.  Instead, the Hybrid Alignment will deprive the City and its 

residents of essential employment and development opportunities, irreparably harming the City’s 

economy.  

Thus, the Hybrid Alignment of the Project is deeply incompatible with the CPUC’s 
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Environmental and Social Justice Action Plan. 

 

III. THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE FOR THE PROJECT 

AVOIDS THE RTRP’S PERMANENT AND NEGATIVE SOCIAL JUSTICE AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACTS7 

Q: How could the foregoing impacts of the Hybrid Alignment of the RTRP be avoided? 

A: The foregoing impacts of the RTRP could be entirely avoided by following the Final 

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report’s Environmentally Superior Alternative -- Alternative 

No. 1.  Undergrounding the RTRP north of Limonite will be a fairer distribution of the harms and 

benefits of the Project because: it will preserve the desperately-needed economic, employment, and 

development opportunities for the City and its Disadvantaged Communities; prevent the Project 

from imposing intensely negative social and environmental justice impacts on low-income, 

minority communities; and preserve the City’s community values and visual character while 

avoiding what would otherwise be significant and permanent environmental impacts from the 

Project. 

The best decision for this project is obvious -- adopt the Final Subsequent EIR’s 

Environmentally Superior Alternative (Alternative No. 1) -- and Underground the transmission 

lines!  The City of Riverside will still get its needed power, and the City of Jurupa Valley and our 

residents avoid the significant, negative, and permanent impacts to our most vulnerable 

neighborhoods and residents. 

Q: Does this complete your testimony? 

A: Yes, it does. 

3750/001/X209458.v1  

                                                 
7 This testimony is relevant to issue 6 (whether the Project merits Commission approval notwithstanding the 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts); and issue 7 (whether the Project serves a present or future 
public convenience and necessity) in the CPUC’s scoping memo. 
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SHARE THIS:

SB-535 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund. (2011-2012)

Senate Bill No. 535

CHAPTER 830

An act to add Sections 39711, 39713, 39715, 39721, and 39723 to the Health and Safety Code, relating
to climate change.

[ Approved by Governor  September 30, 2012. Filed with Secretary of State
 September 30, 2012. ]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 535, De León. California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 requires the State Air Resources Board to adopt regulations
to require the reporting and verification of emissions of greenhouse gases and to monitor and enforce
compliance with the reporting and verification program, and requires the state board to adopt a statewide
greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions level in 1990 to be
achieved by 2020. The act requires the state board to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to
achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions. The act
authorizes the state board to include use of market-based compliance mechanisms. Existing law requires all
moneys, except for fines and penalties, collected by the state board from the auction or sale of allowances as
part of a market-based compliance mechanism to be deposited in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund and to be
available upon appropriation by the Legislature.

This bill would require the California Environmental Protection Agency to identify disadvantaged communities for
investment opportunities, as specified. The bill would require the Department of Finance, when developing a
specified 3-year investment plan, to allocate 25% of the available moneys in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Fund to projects that provide benefits to disadvantaged communities, as specified, and to allocate a minimum of
10% of the available moneys in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund to projects located within disadvantaged
communities, as specified. The bill would require the Department of Finance, when developing funding
guidelines, to include guidelines for how administering agencies should maximize benefits for disadvantaged
communities. The bill would require administering agencies to report to the Department of Finance, and the
Department of Finance to include in a specified report to the Legislature, a description of how administering
agencies have fulfilled specified requirements relating to projects providing benefits to, or located in,
disadvantaged communities.

This bill would make its provisions contingent on the enactment of other legislation, as specified.

Vote: majority   Appropriation: no   Fiscal Committee: yes   Local Program: no  

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

Home Bill Information California Law Publications Other Resources My Subscriptions My Favorites
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(a) California embraced the challenge posed by climate change with the passage of the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, enacted as Chapter 488 of the Statutes of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32). Assembly Bill
32 recognizes the disproportionate impacts climate change will have on disadvantaged and low-income
communities in California, which already face disproportionate impacts from substandard air quality in the form
of higher rates of respiratory illness, hospitalizations, and premature death.

(b) Assembly Bill 32 recognizes the potential vulnerability of California’s low-income and disadvantaged
population to efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and requires that activities taken to comply with
Assembly Bill 32 do not disproportionately impact those communities.

(c) Assembly Bill 32 recognizes the public health impacts of climate change and requires that activities taken to
comply with Assembly Bill 32 consider the localized and cumulative impacts in communities that are already
adversely impacted by air pollution.

(d) Assembly Bill 32 requires that public and private investment be directed toward the most disadvantaged
communities in California to provide an opportunity for small businesses, schools, affordable housing
associations, and other community institutions to participate in and benefit from statewide efforts to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

(e) Assembly Bill 32 neither provides a definition, however, for California’s most impacted and disadvantaged
communities, nor direction on how the state will mitigate adverse impacts from climate change in these
communities, nor direction on how the state will ensure these communities can participate in and receive
investments from activities taken pursuant to Assembly Bill 32 and not experience disproportionate impacts.

(f) Since the passage of Assembly Bill 32, the State Air Resources Board and other state agencies have adopted
various regulatory programs to enable California to achieve Assembly Bill 32’s greenhouse gas emissions
reduction target. The people of California voiced their strong support for continued implementation of Assembly
Bill 32 with the defeat of Proposition 23 in November 2010.

(g) It is the intent of the Legislature that this act continue California’s implementation of Assembly Bill 32 by
directing resources to the state’s most impacted and disadvantaged communities to ensure activities taken
pursuant to that authority will provide economic and health benefits to these communities as originally intended.

(h) It is the intent of the Legislature that funds deposited pursuant to this act continue California’s
implementation of Assembly Bill 32 by achieving additional emission reductions and mitigating direct health
impacts on California’s most impacted and disadvantaged communities.

SEC. 2. Section 39711 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read:

39711. The California Environmental Protection Agency shall identify disadvantaged communities for investment
opportunities related to this chapter. These communities shall be identified based on geographic, socioeconomic,
public health, and environmental hazard criteria, and may include, but are not limited to, either of the following:

(a) Areas disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative
public health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation.

(b) Areas with concentrations of people that are of low income, high unemployment, low levels of
homeownership, high rent burden, sensitive populations, or low levels of educational attainment.

SEC. 3. Section 39713 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read:

39713.  (a) The investment plan developed and submitted to the Legislature, pursuant to Section 39716, shall
allocate a minimum of 25 percent of the available moneys in the fund to projects that provide benefits to
communities described in Section 39711.

(b) The investment plan shall allocate a minimum of 10 percent of the available moneys in the fund to projects
located within communities described in Section 39711.

(c) The allocation pursuant to subdivision (b) may be, but need not be, for projects included, in whole or in part,
in the set of projects supported by the allocation described in subdivision (a).

SEC. 4. Section 39715 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read:
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39715. Any funding guidelines developed for administering agencies, pursuant to Section 39714, shall include
guidelines for how administering agencies should maximize benefits for disadvantaged communities, as
described in Section 39711.

SEC. 5. Section 39721 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read:

39721. For the report prepared pursuant to Section 39720, administering agencies shall report to the Department
of Finance, and the Department of Finance shall include in the report, a description of how the administering
agencies have fulfilled the requirements of Section 39713.

SEC. 6. Section 39723 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read:

39723. Nothing in this chapter shall be construed as resulting in any taxpayer paying a higher tax within the
meaning of Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution.

SEC. 7. This act shall not become operative unless Assembly Bill 1532 of the 2011–12 Regular Session is
enacted.
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C. VISION STATEMENT 

Jurupa Valley’s Vision Statement is an aspirational statement of 
what the City wants to become through the implementation of the 
2017 General Plan. The Vision Statement provides a sense of the 
purpose and mission of the General Plan and sets the tone for the 
Plan’s goals, policies, and programs. The Vision Statement functions 
as a beacon to guide the City and ensure that growth and develop-
ment occur in a manner consistent with the City’s vision. Jurupa 
Valley’s Vision Statement is: 

 
The Vision Statement is further defined by detailed Community 
Values, as outlined below. 

D. COMMUNITY VALUES 

Jurupa Valley’s 2017 General Plan is guided by values that reinforce 
the Vision Statement and describe what is most important to City 
residents. These values are at the core of what people enjoy most 
about living, working, and recreating in Jurupa Valley—the scenic 
views, the Santa Ana River, the small-town feel, the equestrian 
lifestyle, the natural environment, a vibrant economy, friendly 
residents, healthy and safe neighborhoods, and respect for our 
history and diverse cultures. These values will enhance and sustain 
this young City’s health and prosperity for generations to come. 
Proclaiming our values is essential if we are to create a new General 
Plan that truly reflects the needs, aspirations, and values of Jurupa 
Valley residents. 

The City Council, in adopting this General Plan for Jurupa Valley, 
hereby affirms that these Community Values (Table 1.1) are the 
foundation and heart of the 2017 General Plan. 

Jurupa Valley is a special city characterized by its 
small-town feeling, exceptional natural beauty, and 

distinctive communities; whose citizens enjoy healthy 
active lifestyles and a prosperous economy. 



 Introduction 
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Table 1.1: Community Values Statement 

City of Jurupa Valley Community Values Statement 

Small-Town Feel. Maintain Jurupa Valley’s small-town feel, where neighbors know neighbors and merchants, 
the built environment reflects and is compatible with the area’s character, and residents can grow gardens, 
raise and keep livestock, and choose from diverse lifestyles in a semi-rural town setting. 

Community of Communities. Jurupa Valley consists of nine distinct communities in a valley surrounded by 
stunning natural scenery and views. These are Belltown, Crestmore Heights, Glen Avon, Indian Hills, Jurupa 
Hills, Pedley, Rubidoux, Sunnyslope, and Mira Loma, as shown in Figure 1-1. As a “community of communities,” 
we will preserve and enhance those positive qualities that make our communities unique, enhance our 
“gateways” to welcome residents and visitors, and embrace a unifying community theme and spirit. Our ability 
to offer the choice of a semi-rural, equestrian lifestyle is an essential part of who we are as a community and 
of our quality of life. 

Open Space and Visual Quality. We value and protect the Santa Ana River and river plain, and the ridgelines 
and slopes of the Jurupa Mountains and Pedley Hills for their exceptional value for recreation, watershed, 
wildlife habitat, environmental health, and as scenic backdrops for the City. As part of our values, we support 
prevention and removal of visual blight, protection of public vistas, and community awareness and 
beautification activities. Jurupa Valley’s special places will be protected, maintained, and promoted to preserve 
our unique character, instill local pride, and encourage tourism. 

Active Outdoor Life. Many Jurupa Valley residents were drawn here because of the City’s unique outdoor 
setting and the recreation opportunities it offers. Our parks and recreation facilities are essential to maintain 
and improve our health and quality of life. We place a high value on our public parks, sports fields, and 
pedestrian and equestrian trails, and support facilities, golf courses, outdoor use areas, historic sites and nature 
centers, campgrounds, and airport and joint use school facilities. 

Public Safety. Support for public safety, law enforcement, and emergency medical services is a value that is 
widely held by Jurupa Valley residents. We honor and respect the safety professionals who faithfully serve 
Jurupa Valley. We support strong, collaborative efforts to prevent crime and homelessness, enforce planning 
and building codes, and improve the safety of neighborhoods, homes, public facilities, streets, trails, and other 
transportation facilities. We take proactive measures to cope with and recover from emergencies and natural 
and manmade disasters. 

Education, Culture and Technology. We place a high priority on maintaining and improving our educational, 
cultural, and technical opportunities, including programs and events at schools, libraries, museums, performing 
arts facilities, and other community venues. We support the establishment of new community centers as well 
as college-level, life-enrichment, and career training opportunities in Jurupa Valley. 

Mobility. We support the creation and maintenance of transportation networks (e.g., multi-use equestrian, 
pedestrian and bicycle trails, complete streets, sidewalks, airport, rail, and public transit) that are safe, 
attractive, and efficient and provide connectivity to meet the diverse needs for the movement of people and 
goods. 

Diversity. We value Jurupa Valley’s cultural and social diversity and celebrate our cultural richness through arts 
and culture, community festivals, educational programs and exhibits, seasonal and equestrian-themed events, 
preservation of historic landmarks, and youth and adult sports. 

Environmental Justice. We value the health, well-being, safety, and livability of all our communities and strive 
to distribute public benefits and resources equitably. We endeavor to enhance underserved communities so 
that all residents can thrive and share in a high quality of life. 
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City of Jurupa Valley Community Values Statement 

Healthy Communities. We have a comprehensive view of health. We enhance existing opportunities for healthy 
living and create new opportunities by encouraging residents to make the healthy choice the easy choice. The 
health and well-being of all individuals, families, neighborhoods, and businesses is our shared value and 
concern. We take positive steps to maintain a clean, visually attractive City, to improve Jurupa Valley’s physical, 
social, and environmental health, and to share and teach these values to achieve and sustain a healthy, clean, 
and safe environment for current and future generations. 

Economic and Fiscal Health. We support high quality economic growth and development that are 
environmentally sustainable and that foster housing, living wage jobs, retail goods and services, public facilities 
and services, environmental benefits, destination tourism, and medical and educational facilities. We seek ways 
to be good stewards of our local assets, to make wise land use and fiscal decisions, to conduct open and 
accessible government, and to preserve and enhance the City’s prosperity and quality of life. 

 

A Community of Communities 
One of the most unique and delightful aspects of Jurupa Valley is the 
variety and number of distinct communities located here. The City’s 
motto, “A Community of Communities,” is an apt description, 
because residents strongly identify with their own community 
among the nine communities shown in Figure 1-1. These 
communities offer a range of housing, recreational, and retail 
opportunities and are further described in Appendix 18.0, Jurupa 
Valley’s Distinct Communities. Each community varies in size, visual 
character, and focus. While each community differs, residents in 
each community are united in their commitment to preserve their 
community’s quality of life and to work together to create a 
prosperous and healthy future for the City as a whole. 

E. GENERAL PLAN ELEMENTS 

General Plan adoption is a major accomplishment. It reflects 
consensus and compromise among citizens, businesses, and 
property owners. All cities and counties in California must prepare 
and adopt general plans and, per state law, they must include seven 
sections, or “elements:” Land Use, Housing, Circulation (Mobility), 
Noise, Safety, Open Space, and Conservation. The organization of 
these seven elements, and any optional elements, is determined by 
the local jurisdiction. Jurupa Valley’s 2017 General Plan includes 
these elements, plus additional “optional” elements: 1) Community 
Safety, Services, and Facilities; 2) Air Quality; 3) Environmental 
Justice; 4) Healthy Communities; and 5) Economic Sustainability. 
Due to consolidation of some topics, the 2017 General Plan includes 
ten elements. 
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