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PURPOSE OF REPORT tc " Purpose of Report " \l 2
On March 23, 2001, San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) submitted Application (A.) 01‑03-036 seeking authorization by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the proposed Valley to Rainbow 500 kilovolt (kV) Interconnect Project (proposed Project).  This document describes the alternatives screening analysis that has been conducted for the proposed Project since March 2001.  This document has been prepared in response to the CPUC Administrative Law Judge Cooke’s (ALJ) ruling dated October 21, 2002, directing the Energy Division to prepare and file a document that provides a preliminary alternatives feasibility analysis based on the environmental information developed to date
Numerous alternatives to the proposed Project have been raised by the general public, elected officials and federal, state and local agencies since SDG&E filed its Application for a CPCN.  An alternatives screening analysis has been on-going to serve as a basis for determining the range of alternatives that would be carried forward in the joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) prepared by the CPUC and U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  As such, this interim preliminary report on the alternatives screening analysis has been prepared as part of the on-going environmental program being conducted by the CPUC and BLM for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

This report summarizes the work completed to date on alternatives and provides a record of the screening criteria and preliminary results that have been reached.  The scope of this report specifically is intended to document:  (1) the range of alternatives that have been suggested and evaluated over this time period; (2) the approach and methods used by the CPUC Energy Division and BLM in screening the feasibility of these alternatives according to guidelines established under CEQA and NEPA; and (3) the preliminary results of the alternatives screening, including the status of the analyses and constraints identified to date. 

Concurrent with the CEQA/NEPA process, the ALJ has been considering SDG&E’s need for the Project separately, as part of the CPCN proceedings.  In response to the ALJ’s direction, this Interim Preliminary Report on Alternatives Screening has been prepared and provides supplemental information to the CPUC, presenting the environmental and screening analysis-related work completed to date. This report is intended to be an informational source and is not, in and of itself, a CEQA/NEPA document nor does it substitute for a full EIR/EIS. The CPUC and BLM review and screening of alternatives has been ongoing, and as such, this document serves to capture the analysis process and status of the alternatives as of November 2002.  A final version of this report would likely contain additional or updated data, and the preliminary conclusions reached in this report may differ from the conclusions of such final alternatives screening analysis.
The scope of the alternatives screening analysis study has been directed towards evaluating alternatives that have been suggested during the CEQA/NEPA scoping process.  When finalized, the screening analysis report would be incorporated as an appendix to the EIR/EIS, and would provide the basis and rationale for whether an alternative has been carried forward to full evaluation in the EIR/EIS, or eliminated from further consideration.  Since full consideration of the No Project/No Action Alternative is required by CEQA and NEPA, and must automatically be considered fully in the EIR/EIS, the screening analysis report does not address this alternative.  However, non-wires alternatives are addressed in this report.
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 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The proposed Project would provide an interconnection between SDG&E’s existing 230 kV transmission system at the proposed Rainbow substation on Rainbow Heights Road near the unincorporated community of Rainbow in San Diego County, and Southern California Edison’s (SCE) existing 500 kV transmission system at the Valley substation on Menifee Road in the unincorporated community of Romoland in Riverside County.  Major elements proposed by SDG&E include: 

1.
A new single-circuit 500 kV transmission line between the existing Valley substation and the proposed Rainbow substation. 

2. A new SDG&E 500/230/69 kV substation at the Rainbow site.

3.
Modifications to SCE’s existing Valley substation. 

4. 
Modification to SDG&E’s existing Talega-Escondido system.  Modification includes installation of a second 230 kV circuit on the existing Talega-Escondido 230 kV transmission structures originally licensed by the CPUC and constructed using double-circuit structures.  Modification of the existing substations at Talega and Escondido, and rebuild of a 7.7-mile section of the existing 69 kV transmission circuit on new 69 kV wood and steel pole structures adjacent to the existing 230 kV line within the existing Talega-Escondido right-of-way is also proposed.  

5.
System voltage support, including the addition of a 230 kV Static Synchronous Compensator (STATCOM) at the existing SDG&E Mission substation and shunt capacitors to SDG&E’s existing Miguel and Sycamore Canyon substations.  

The proposed new single circuit 500 kV transmission line between the existing SCE Valley substation and the proposed Rainbow substation crosses through the counties of Riverside and San Diego.  Private land under county jurisdiction dominates the study area with the exception of a few parcels of public land administered by the BLM, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).  Incorporated areas in the vicinity of the study corridors include the City of Temecula located in Riverside County.  Unincorporated communities include Romoland, Winchester and Rainbow.  

The general landscape in the northern part of the study area in Riverside County consists of rural residential land uses characterized by 1-10 acre ranchettes involved in animal husbandry or crop production.  The Temecula Valley, in the central portion of the study area, is characterized by the Temecula Wine Country that has developed into a popular recreation spot for visitors.  The southern portion of the study area within Riverside County and the City of Temecula has been more heavily urbanized in recent years due to its proximity to San Diego County (a regional job center). Riverside County, and the Project area as a whole, is one of the fastest growing areas in the United States and is rapidly changing from a largely rural/agricultural area to that of a suburban and urban landscape.  Currently, more than 100 specific plans and tract developments are in some stage of approval or development in the vicinity of the Project.

1.3

SDG&E STATED OBJECTIVES

SDG&E has set forth a number of Project objectives in its March 2001 PEA and through subsequent proceedings on the CPCN.  These include:

· Maintain Reliable Power Delivery;

· Increase the Region’s Import Capability;

· Meet Continuing Growth and SDG&E Customer Load;

· Increase the Region’s Export Capability;

· Provide a Link to the California Transmission Grid 500 kV Infrastructure; and

· Utilize Generation Resources in the San Diego Region.

SDG&E has determined that the proposed Valley to Rainbow Project will achieve these Project objectives by:

· Providing a separate power transmission path that meets National Electric Reliability Council (NERC) and Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) reliability criteria.

· Increasing import capacity into the SDG&E service area by approximately 700 megawatts (MW).

· Increasing the region’s capacity to export in-basin generation to the rest of California by approximately 800 MW.

· Providing a link for the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) long-term transmission grid enhancement goals.

1.4
RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
The range of alternatives in this report was identified through the CEQA/NEPA scoping process, and through supplemental studies and consultations that were conducted during the course of this analysis.  The range of alternatives considered in the screening analysis encompasses:  (1) alternatives identified by SDG&E as part of the March 2001 Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) and as subsequent refinements to the proposed route; (2) alternatives identified during the scoping processes completed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA; (3) and alternatives identified by the CPUC Energy Division and BLM as a result of each agency’s independent review of the alternatives and meetings with pertinent agencies and interested parties.  

In total, the alternatives screening process has culminated in the identification and screening of approximately 45 alternatives.  These alternatives range from minor routing adjustments to SDG&E’s proposed 500 kV Project location, to alternative system voltages, system designs and routing options that have been under consideration in other parts of San Diego, Riverside, Orange and Imperial Counties, as well as non-wires alternatives.  Locational routing alternatives were evaluated for the 500 kV transmission line and Rainbow substation portions of the proposed Project.  The proposed 500 kV line would establish a new utility corridor, and has been the subject of substantial controversy and public concern.  The remaining elements of the proposed Project would consist of upgrades to existing SCE and SDG&E substation facilities and 230 kV and 69 kV transmission systems within existing SDG&E rights-of-way.  These Project elements were not raised as issues of public concern or controversy during the NEPA/CEQA scoping, and therefore have not been specifically evaluated for purposes of this screening analysis.  Furthermore, the second 230 kV circuit proposed between the existing Talega and Escondido substations would be installed on existing structures originally licensed by the CPUC and constructed using double-circuit structures with only one circuit installed.

Table 1-1 provides a guide to the alternatives considered, and documents how each alternative has been identified.  Figure ES-2 shows the proposed Project and SDG&E PEA routes and segment refinement alternatives.  Figure ES-3 shows the general location of the 500 kV routing alternatives.  

TABLE 1-1

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE

ALTERNATIVES SCREENING ANALYSIS

	Alternative
	Source of Alternative Identification

	SDG&E Suggested New 500 kV Right-of-Way Alternatives Between the Valley and Rainbow/Pala Substation Sites

	SDG&E Proposed Project – PEA Route B
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Route A
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Route C
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Route D 
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Route E 
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Route F 
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Route G 
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	PEA Alternative Pala Substation Site
	Proponents Environmental Assessment (PEA, March 2001)

	SDG&E Refined Alternative Segment 5 to Route B
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Various property owners.  SDG&E Data Response, dated February 19, 2002

	SDG&E Refined Alternative Segment 4 to Route B
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Various property owners.  SDG&E Data Response, dated February 19, 2002

	SDG&E Refined Alternative Segment 3 to Route B and Reconfigured Refined Alternative Segment 3
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Various property owners.  SDG&E Data Response, dated February 19, 2002, MWD letter, August 9 2001.  SDG&E’s Response to CPUC’s April 23, 2002 Data Request.

	SDG&E Refined Alternative Segment 8 to Route B
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Various property owners.  SDG&E Data Response, dated February 19, 2002

	SDG&E Refined Alternative Segment 6 to Route B
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Various property owners.  SDG&E Data Response, dated February 19, 2002


	TABLE 1-1 (Continued)



	Alternative
	Source of Alternative Identification

	Other New 500 kV Right-of-Way Alternatives Between the Existing Valley and Rainbow/Pala Substation Sites  - Suggested During NEPA/CEQA Scoping or During Alternatives Screening Analysis

	SDG&E Great Oak Avoidance Route – Temecula Creek/I-15
	US Department of Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs letter, January 30, 2002.  SDG&E’s Response to CPUC’s April 23, 2002 Data Request.

	Interstate 15/215 Corridor
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	San Diego Aqueduct Alternative
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	Eastern Riverside County -Route North of Vail Lake – East of Route B Proposed Project
	Riverside County Board of Supervisors, July 2001 Resolution.  SDG&E Data Response dated August 2, 2002, to CPUC’s April 23, 2002 Data Request.  

	Eastern Riverside County – Route South of Vail Lake – East of Route B Proposed Project
	Riverside County Board of Supervisors letter, January 23, 2002.  SDG&E Data Response dated August 2, 2002, to CPUC’s April 23, 2002 Data Request.

	Highway 74 Alternative
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	Cleveland National Forest, Trabuco District Alternative(s)
	Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District and Nevada Hydro Company letter, August 6, 2001.  SDG&E Data Response, “500 kV System Alternative Study – Lake Elsinore Area,” July 2001.  Meeting with USFS, August 27, 2002, Alternatives Screening Analysis.  CEQA/ NEPA Addendum to Public Scoping Report, May 2002.

	Cleveland National Forest, Palomar District Alternatives
	CEQA/NEPA Public Scoping Report, August 2001, Public Comment.  SDG&E Data Response Dated August 2, 2002; PEA March 2001, Meeting with USFS, August 27, 2002, Alternatives Screening Analysis.  CEQA/NEPA Addendum to Public Scoping Report, May 2002.

	New 500 kV Right-of-Way Alternatives Connecting Between Other Substations

	Devers to Pala Alternatives 
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	Devers to Ramona Alternatives
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	Coachella-Ramona-Miguel Alternative
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	Devers to Miguel Alternative – Route 1 via Northern S.D. County
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	500 kV Alternatives Utilizing or Paralleling Existing Utility Rights-of-Way

	Devers to Miguel Alternative – Route 2 via Imperial County
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA scoping.

	Second Southwest Powerlink
	SDG&E Alternative evaluated early on, PEA, March 2001

	Imperial Valley Alternative - Highline to Imperial Substation with no other upgrades
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA scoping.

	Imperial Valley Alternative – Highline to Imperial Substations with other CFE system upgrades (230 kV or 500 kV system)
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA scoping.

	Imperial Valley Alternative – Highline to Imperial with new 500 kV Transmission to Miguel
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA scoping.

	Serrano to Talega Alternative
	SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA scoping.

	Alternative Transmission System Designs, Voltages and Non-Wires Alternatives

	Valley – Rainbow Double Circuit 230 kV with Selective Undergrounding 
	MWD letter, August 9, 2001.  Suggested during CEQA/NEPA scoping, August 2001.

	500 kV Underground System
	MWD letter, August 9, 2001.  City of Temecula Councilmember Mike Naggar letter of July 11, 2001.  Also suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  Public comment.

	Southern System Upgrades
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2001. 

	Northern System Upgrades
	

	Combined Northern and Southern System Upgrades
	

	Other Voltage Enhancements and Capacitor Devices
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001.  CPUC Proceedings on Project need, SERA Report, May 2, 2002.

	Other ORA/SERA Suggested Alternatives
	CPUC Proceedings on Project need, SERA Report, May 2, 2002. 

	Non-Wires Alternative
	Suggested during CEQA/NEPA Scoping, Public Scoping Report, August 2001, various public comments.  SSWRC letter by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, August 7, 2002 and CPUC Proceedings on Project need, SERA Report, May 2, 2002.


The alternatives have been organized in this report according to the following broad categories:

· New 500 kV Transmission Alternatives Between the Existing Valley and Proposed Rainbow Substation Site or Existing Pala Substation, that have been suggested by SDG&E in the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) or subsequent submittals to the CPUC or BLM, or that have been suggested by the public or other agencies.  

· New 500 kV Transmission Alternatives Connecting Between Other SCE substations located in Orange and Riverside County to other SDG&E and IID substations located in Imperial and San Diego Counties.

· 500 kV Transmission Alternatives That Would Utilize or Parallel Existing Utility Rights-of-Way in Orange, Riverside, Imperial and San Diego Counties.

· Alternative Transmission System Designs, Voltages and Non-Wires Alternatives.
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