
RUTAN 
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

VIA E-MAIL AND 
OVERNIGHT MAIL 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
Project Manager 
Energy Division, CEQA Unit 
State of California 
Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298 

December 15, 2015 

Re: Response to October 27, 2015 Information Request; 
CPUC Application No. A.15-04-013 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

David B. Cosgrove 
Direct Dial: (714) 662-4602 

E-mail: dcosgrove@rutan.com 

I am writing in response to your correspondence of October 27, 2015, asking for additional 
information in connection with the California Public Utilities Commission's ("CPUC") Energy 
Division's investigations for the preparation of the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
("SEIR") for Southern California Edison's ("SCE") Riverside Transmission and Reliability 
Project ("RTRP"). For your convenience, a copy of that letter is attached as Exhibit A. This letter 
concerns the property you have referred to as the "Vernola Park Industrial Park property." 

Our office previously corresponded with you regarding the Vernola Marketplace 
Apartments Community site, and we are pleased to submit additional information to you now with 
respect to the property located immediately north of that site, which the Owners call the "Phase 
B" site. The Phase B property is composed of some 8.3 acres and bears Assessor Parcel No. 152-
640-003. Formal vesting is: Anthony P. Vernola, Successor Trustee of the Pat and Mary Anne 
Vernola Trust - Marital Trust, as to an undivided one half interest; and Anthony P. Vernola, 
Trustee of the Anthony P. Vernola Trust U/D/T dated October 18, 2000, as amended, as to an 
undivided one half interest (collectively "Owners"). 

The Phase B property is located within City of Jurupa Valley's Specific Plan 266 and the 
I-15 Corridor Specific Plan. As characterized in a letter from the City dated August 20, 2015, by 
Thomas G. Merrell, SP 266 is "fully entitled and nearly complete." Applicable excerpts from this 
letter are attached. (See, Exhibit B hereto, "Projects Within Edison's 230KV Transmission Line 
Path Table, project No. 4.) SP 266 has been the subject of a series of "substantial conformance" 
determinations since originally being adopted by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors in 
November 1993. A summary of the progress of development within SP 266 is attached hereto as 
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Exhibit C. Current zoning for the Phase B property is I-P, Industrial Park; land use is L-I, Light 
Industrial ; and the Phase B property is located within Planning Area 5 of SB 266. 

It is important to note, however, that in Jurupa Valley Specific Plan Amendment 1401, 
approved March 2015, a portion of the SP 266 industrial area was removed, and added to the 
Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community. The Owners call this site "Phase B" because it was 
originally .planned to be a portion of the Vernola Marketplace Apartments Community. An 
original concept plan submitted to the City included it as part of that development proposal. 
Excerpts from that integrated concept plan, including grading, are attached as Exhibit D. This 
integrated project was favorably reviewed by the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Commission at a 
workshop held November 26, 2013. The City of Jurupa Valley was receptive to the larger scaled 
project, for all of the reasons that caused it to approve the VMAC entitlements in March, 2015. 

The ultimate rezoning reduced the portions of the SP 266 converted from industrial to 
residential uses. Some two hundred units of high density residential product originally proposed 
for Phase B, with drainage, access, and recreational facilities integrated between it and the current 
VMAC property to the south, have been forestalled. The residential units planned for the Phase B 
property were not included in the VMAC development entitlements, because the original plan was 
to secure the phased development entitlements for Phase B once the construction of Phase A was 
underway. Such sequencing was in part intended to allow reasonable market absorption of the 
Phase A units, and in part to phase the timing of obligations like development impact fees, 
dedications, subdivision bonding and improvement costs, construction financing, and planning and 
processing fees, to bring Phase B on line at a time when revenues were being realized from Phase 
A. This was to allow cash flow from Phase A to support Phase B. Under this sequencing, the 
initial management and marketing expenses from bringing Phase A on line could also be 
capitalized upon by Phase B, increasing the Phase B profitability. Of course, for all of the reasons 
already described to you in our prior letter regarding the VMAC Phase A, its construction still has 
not happened, and because of RTRP, is unlikely to occur anytime soon. 

From this history, the Owners believe that a change in zoning to high density residential 
for the Phase B piece is highly likely, if it were pursued. The same policy and market reasons that 
underpinned the City of Jurupa Valley's decision on Jurupa Valley Specific Plan Amendment 1401 
apply equally to the Phase B property, and the demographic and market influences on both the 
City generally and the SP 266 environs specifically have not changed materially (except for the 
intervening progress of the RTRP and the controversies it has spawned) since then. 

In terms of the Phase B property' s physical layout, it is in semi-finished condition. Water 
and sewer to the property are already provided by way of facilities placed pursuant to an easement 
to Pats' Ranch Road. This easement was recorded March 11 , 2005 , attached as Exhibit E. The 
Phase B property also enjoys a secondary access easement over adjacent property, also by way of 
an easement recorded March 11 , 2005, attached as Exhibit F. 
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With this access and location, the Phase B property is ideally situated as a transitional piece 
between the commercially developed uses to the north (the Vernola Marketplace) and the Vernola 
Marketplace Apartment Community currently under development to the south. Therefore, the 
Phase B site takes both commercial and residential influences, providing the maximum flexibility 
for capitalizing on positive market influences from either segment. 

With this background in mind, we provide the following responses to your October 27, 
2015 , request: 

1. A description and conceptual site development layout, if available, depicting how 
the Vernola Trust property is intended to be developed. 

There are no active development proposals now being pursued with respect to the Phase B 
property. The Owners have fielded inquiries from representatives of a number of different 
potential users, including medical office, grocery and village shops, and specialty retail, as might 
be expected for a site immediately adjacent to the Vernola Marketplace commercial development. 
However, the pendency of the RTRP, and the prospect that any development approvals that might 
be secured for this site would likely be subject to litigation by SCE and the Riverside Public 
Utilities (in the same manner as both such entities sued to challenge the approvals on the Vernola 
Marketplace Apartment Community), have chilled any reasonable opportunity to take advantage 
of current favorable market conditions. Thus, while the Owners have secured access to Pats' 
Ranch Road through previously-identified easements, and brought water, sewer, and other utiiities 
to the site to make it "development-ready," at this point, development of the site sits in limbo 
pending resolution of the RTRP alignment and the many issues it raises. 

2. Description and conceptual site development layout, if available, depicting how 
the Vernola Trust property would be configured if the RTRP project was built as 
shown in Figure 1, including the types and square footage of development uses 
that would be lost as a result of the proposed ROW, if applic~ble. 

At this juncture, it is neither feasible nor realistic for the Phase B Owners to proceed with 
any type of conceptual development layout. The spectre of the R TRP casts too many 
complications over the site. 

First, the acquisition of the proposed right-of-way as depicted in your drawing will pose 
significant site depth constraints to the Phase B property. The existing depth is approximately 360 
feet. The proposed RTRP acquisition contemplates a direct loss of a minimum 100 feet, likely 
more. The Owners' engineers estimate up to 30 feet of additional width could be lost to slopes 
along the western alignment of the R TRP easement. 
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The proposed RTRP Project wreaks havoc with the prior residential planning concepts so 
enthusiastically received by the City of Jurupa Valley. The proposed SCE access road will cut 
through the very heart of the property' s developable area, serving as both a grading and on-site 
circulation "control point" that is dictated by SCE' s needs, not those of the developer or the 
residents who ultimately will live there. On-site circulation demands, both for fire safety 
equipment and for the higher density residential uses contemplated (let alone for the heavy 
equipment SCE will undoubtedly bring on the site to service the transµiission facilities) , will be 
severely constrained, especially by the need for turnaround areas. Of course, should the property 
develop with residential uses, the market impact from immediately adjacent overhead electrical 
wires, both on aesthetics and perceptions of potential electromagnetic field complications, will 
further cripple the market appeal of the site. In short, the RTRP project essentially robs the Phase 
B site of any economically viable residential use, and perhaps any use. 

Even ignoring the strong likelihood of a favorable zone change to higher density 
residential, and assuming the Phase B property proceeded under uses presently allowed as a matter 
ofright, the remaining 230-foot (or less) site depth leaves significant challenges for development 
of the type of village shop or specialty retail commercial uses, which would be synergistic with 
the transitional area between more intensive commercial uses to the north and residential to the 
south. This is particularly true for the vast majority of commercial uses that require front parking 
fields. 

Further, any commercial or light industrial development likely to occur will orient to the 
vehicular access point this property enjoys on Pats' Ranch Road. The areas of the right-of-way 
are therefore most likely to be devoted to "back of house" delivery and service functions, as is the 
case with the adjacent Lowe' s on the Vernola Marketplace commercial development. By taking 
the area most suitable for these utilitarian uses, the overall square footage yield on the site is 
dramatically diminished. These constraints will pose significant challenges for parking, internal 
site circulation, and compliance with applicable setbacks. 

Fwthermore, to the extent the RTRP right-of-way does not align exactly along the westerly 
property line, the right-of-way corridor will cut-off "remnant" areas between the right-of-way and 
the freeway, rendering portions of the site stranded, and unusable. This would impair the site 
regardless of whether residential or commercial development is pursued. 

The location of the proposed right-of-way is just the beginning of the challenges, however. 
SCE has a set of published policies for how it deals with the interface between the right of way 
rights it acquires with its transmission easements, and the residual rights of the owners from whose 
properties .such easements are taken. These policies, denominated "Transmission Line Right of 
Way Constraints and Guidelines," are attached hereto as Exhibit G. Under this document, SCE 
reserves the right to review and approve any use of any of its right of way area, and many of the 
uses of adjoining property, on an individual "case by case basis." (See, Exhibit G, No. 1.) SCE 
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requires 24/7 access to its transmission facilities (apparently including access rights over areas of 
the servient tenement needed to reach the right of way), prohibits any permanent, non-moveable 
structures or pipelines, and reserves the right to impose safety requirements or mitigation measures 
over third party users of both the right of way and the remaining property. (Id. at Nos. 2 ,3,5 ,11,13.) 
These policies pose cumbersome additional burdens, both procedural and substantive, on users of 
the remaining property, regardless of the type of development. 

The requirement of a 50 foot minimum centerline radius on all access road curves also 
betrays the insufficiency of SCE' s proposed 100 foot right of way. SCE dictates that roadways 
must be no less than 14 feet wide, with an additional two feet of swale or berm on either side. (Id. 
at No. 17.). The effect of these requirements taken together means that on curves in access roads 
(such as the one shown on the yellow line traversing the Phase B property on the diagram attached 
to your October 27, 2015 request), the minimum required distance will be 114 feet, or 118 feet 
with berms/swales. (See, Exhibit H hereto.) SCE is therefore understating its right of way needs. 

The overall result is an increase in risks associated with the development hurdles to bring 
market-appropriate uses to bear on the site, and the costs associated with engineering, financing, 
permitting, and construction required to make them a reality. 

In addition, the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District ("County 
Flood"). has a regional drainage facility that serves and traverses this area, known as the Day Creek 
MDP Line J ("Line J"). Line J crosses the Phase B property as depicted in Exhibit I. The RTRP 
proponents have yet to explain how their proposed 230 KV support structures, one of which is 
proposed to go directly within the previously existing easement held by County Flood and literally 
on top of Line J, will harmonize with this prior regional utility use. Furthermore, since the natural 
drainage pattern of the Phase B property is to the south and the property will drain to Line J, the 
"Constraints and Guidelines" pose a substantial grading and design burden on the property, to 
drain the portions of the property located within the approximately 2.3 acres of proposed right-of
way take. Because neither pipelines nor parallel/longitudinal encroachments are permitted by 
SCE, the natural drainage will all have to be redirected to the west, outside of the proposed right
of-way easement taking, if the site can be drained at all. Such drainage rerouting will require extra 
facilities, additional grading, and perhaps even a lift station to alter the site's natural drainage 
pattern to avoid SCE's contemplated easement. 

Through prior environmental reporting on RTRP, the project proponents have failed to 
reconcile the constraints provided by Line J with their proposed uses, or to explain how the RTRP 
can be compatibly integrated with the existing easement and practical physical constraints created 
by the present reality of the Line J drainage facility. The Phase B Owners would hope and expect 
this utility conflict to be fully discussed in the Subsequent Environmental Impact report now being 
required of SCE and RPU. 

159/023520-00 15 
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Your letter also makes reference to "lattice towers" for the RTRP development as it passes 
the Phase B site. We would appreciate identification of the source of your conclusion that the 
transmission line support structures as they cross this property will be lattice towers, as opposed 
to tubular steel poles. The Phase B Owners had been given to believe a tubular steel pole 
configuration was planned. Assuming lattice towers will be the case, however, they will require 
broader footprints and more temporary construction easement area encumbrances, as well as 
presenting broader "lay down" safety area profiles and increased turning radii for access roadways. 
The lattice towers also impose greater visual and aesthetic impact to the site, decreasing any ability 
of any potential commercial or industrial developments to take advantage of signage and other 
benefits from freeway frontage and visibility. 

3. An overall timeline for construction and buildout of the Vernola Trust property. 

Given all of the foregoing, the Phase B Owners simply cannot commit to a timeframe for 
development of the site, until the many questions, issues, and encumbrances RTRP presents are 
resolved. In the absence of the RTRP project, however, we estimate that this property would 
develop likely by 2018-19. 

The Phase B Owners have had the property analyzed by Albert A. Webb Associates, 
engineers for a description of the development constraints the RTRP visits upon the site. Attached 
herPto as Exhibit J is a summary of the impacts they have found, many of which are discussed 
above. 

In sum, the advanced planning for development of the Phase B property has been stopped 
in its tracks with the RTRP. The site does not have sufficient depth dimension to absorb the 
constraints of the loss of approximately one-third of its developable area, particularly given pre
existing shape, access, and Line J drainage facility profiles. The pending RTRP project renders 
any realistic formulation of a development plan for the site presently futile, since prospective users 
are loathe to buy into a looming eminent domain action. This is compounded by the broad nature 
ofrights SCE reserves to itself as a matter of policy, over both the direct right-of-way acquisition 
and the remaining property that supports it, given the permanent impacts SCE's "Constraints and 
Guidelines" impose on the property for any user. The Owners' work to date in securing access, 
water, and sewer to the site have essentially been stranded under the pall of uncertainty the RTRP 
creates for any viable future use of the site. 
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9139036.4 a 12/15/ 15 



RUTAN 
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
State of California 
December 15, 2015 
Page 7 

We appreciate the opportunity to explain to you the impacts of the RTRP on this property, 
and we would be happy to follow-up with you on any additional information you might require on 
any of the points discussed above, or any related matter. 

Very truly yours, 

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

~t;~ 
DBC:mrs 

Enclosures: Exhibit A - October 27, 2015 Request for Information 

159/023520-00 15 
9 139036.4 a 12/J 5/15 

Exhibit B -Thomas G. Merrell Letter of August 20, 2015 (Excerpts) 
Exhibit C - Summary of Development under SP 266 
Exhibit D -- Phase BNMAC Integrated Development and Grading Concept 
Exhibit E - Road and Utility Easement 
Exhibit F - Secondary Access Easement 
Exhibit G - SCE "Constraints and Guidelines" 
Exhibit H - On-Site Access Constraint diagram 
Exhibit I - Line J on Phase B Property Diagram 
Exhibit J - Engineering Constraint Summary Memo 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3298 

 
October 27, 2015 
 
Rick Bondar    
McCune & Associates, Inc. 
PO Box 1295 
Corona, CA 92878 

Re: Information Request for the Southern California Edison’s Application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission and Reliability Project, CPUC Application 
No. A.15-04-013 

Dear Mr. Bondar:  

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Energy Division is preparing a Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for Southern California Edison’s (SCE) Riverside Transmission and 
Reliability Project (RTRP) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This SEIR will build on 
the environmental analysis and findings contained in the Final EIR for this Project that was prepared by 
the City of Riverside and certified in October 2013, with a Notice of Determination (NOD) filed on 
February 6, 2013. This SEIR will also consider the administrative record documents and data since the 
NOD was filed, including the Protest filed by Rutan & Tucker, LLP on behalf of Vernola Trust to Southern 
California Edison’s (SCE) Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the RTRP 
(June 1, 2015).  

As part of the CPUC’s CEQA review, we require additional information in order to better understand the 
current baseline condition and to more accurately portray the potential effects on the Vernola Trust 
industrial park property located along the eastern side of Interstate 15, south of Limonite Avenue, in the 
City of Jurupa Valley. Specifically, the proposed ROW would traverse the western boundary of the site, 
as shown in Figure 1 below. We need to know if any of the proposed site components of this industrial 
park property would be in conflict with the proposed 100-foot RTRP right-of-way (ROW). The proposed 
SCE ROW shown in the EIR Preliminary 230 kV Project Layout would contain a lattice steel structure 
(number JD 4, as shown in Figure 1) and associated access roads. To better understand potential land 
use impacts, the CPUC requests the following additional information: 

1. A description and conceptual site development layout, if available, depicting how the Vernola 
Trust property is intended to be developed. 

2. A description and conceptual site development layout, if available, depicting how the Vernola 
Trust property would be configured if the RTRP Project was built as shown in Figure 1 including 
the types and square footage of development uses that would be lost as a result of the 
proposed ROW, if applicable.  

3. An overall timeline for the construction and build-out of the Vernola Trust property.  



Riverside Transmission and Reliability Project 
DATA REQUEST TO DATA REQUEST TO RICK BONDAR, MCCUNE & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Page 2 

We would appreciate your voluntary responses to this request for information. Please direct questions 
related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or Jensen.Uchida@cpuc.ca.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jensen Uchida 
Project Manager 
Energy Division, CEQA Unit  
 
 
 
cc:  Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor  

Jack Mulligan, CPUC Attorney 
Jeff Thomas and Christine Schneider, Panorama Environmental, Inc. 

 
 
Attachments:  
Figure 1 -  RTRP Layout, Vernola Trust Industrial Park Property Vicinity 
 
  

mailto:Jensen.Uchida@cpuc.ca.gov
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Figure 1 
RTRP Layout, Vernola Trust Industrial Park Property Vicinity 
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8930 Limonite Ave., Jurupa Valley, CA 92509-5183, (951) 332-6464 
www.jurupavalley.org 

August 20, 2015 

Mr. Jensen Uchida 
California Public Utilities Commission 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Southern California Edison's Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 
Riverside Transmission & Reliability Project- A.15-04-013 

Mr, Uchida, 

In your letter of July 23, 2015, you requested information regarding the status of any projects that have been 
approved or are currently under review by the City in or adjacent to the proposed path of the proposed RTRP 
transmission line in order to assist the CPUC in its analysis of the SCE application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity. 

As shown on the attached table and attachments, there are eight projects that have been entitled within the path 
of the RTRP line, and of those, three have been built and occupied.  One of the remaining five (Riverbend) is 
well under construction and the other four are expected to begin construction soon.   In addition, there are also 
seven existing, occupied projects that will be directly affected by the proposed line due to their close 
proximity.  We used the safety area definition for the Chino Hills project and our recently adopted 
Environmental Justice Element (see definition, page 5 and land use policies beginning on page 16) as a guide 
in determining areas affected by the line, which includes a public park and an elementary school. 

You should also be aware that all of the information contained in the attached project data sheets was offered 
to SCE in response to their data request, including copies of entitlement documents.  We were surprised to see 
their submittal of July 21, 2015 did not include many of the projects on our list.  We are pleased to have the 
opportunity to clarify the full scope of the potential impacts of this project on our community.   

The attached project listing includes a summary table, an overall project site aerial with the general location of 
all projects shown by number or by letter and a set of project detail sheets.  We are also prepared to provide 
detailed plans or entitlement documents upon your request.   

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you need anything further.  In the meantime, we look forward to meeting 
you and providing any further assistance when you make the trip for a site visit and scoping meeting.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Thomas G. Merrell, AICP 
Planning Director 

cc:     Gary Thompson, City Manager 
 George Wentz, Assistant City Manager 
 Jack M. Mulligan, CPUC Counsel 
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Attachments: 
1. Summary Table – Projects Within Edison’s 230KV Transmission Line Path 
2. Aerial Map – Projects Within or Affected by RTRP Path 
3. Project Detail Sheets including site plans and tract maps 
4. Environmental Justice Element of the City General Plan 



PROJECTS	  WITHIN	  EDISON’S	  230	  KV	  TRANSMISSION	  LINE	  PATH	  
PROJECT	  
LISTING	  

PROJECT	   PROJECT	  DESCRIPTION	   ENTITLEMENT(S)	  
INFORMATION	  

STATUS	  

1	   Stratham	  Homes	  /	  
Harmony	  Trails	  	  
Location:	  
Southeast	  corner	  
of	  Cantu-‐Galleano	  
and	  Wineville	  
	  
	  

176	  single-‐family	  lot	  
subdivision	  

Case	  Nos.:	  MA1407	  
(CZ1401	  &	  
TTM36692)	  
Approval	  date:	  
12/4/14	  
Approving	  body:	  
City	  Council	  
	  
	  

• Submitted	  
final	  map,	  
recordation	  
pending	  

• Submitted	  a	  
grading	  
permit	  
application,	  
permit	  
issuance	  
pending.	  

	  
2	   Turnleaf	  (William	  

Lyon	  Homes)	  
Location:	  	  
East	  side	  of	  
Wineville	  between	  
Bellegrave	  and	  300	  
feet	  north	  of	  
Landon	  
	  

111	  single-‐family	  lots	  
on	  31.57	  acres	  

Case	  Nos.:	  CZ06933	  
&	  TR31778	  
(TR31778-‐1)	  
Approval	  date:	  
04/11/06	  
Approving	  body:	  
County	  Board	  of	  
Supervisors	  
	  
	  

• Recorded	  
final	  map	  

• All	  improve-‐
ments	  and	  
infrastructure	  
are	  complete.	  

• Currently	  in	  
Phase	  3	  
development	  

• Total	  of	  54	  
building	  
permits	  have	  
been	  issued.	  

• Total	  of	  39	  of	  
54	  building	  
permits	  have	  
been	  finaled.	  

• Total	  of	  27	  
homes	  are	  
occupied,	  
including	  
those	  within	  
the	  RTRP	  path	  

3	   Thoroughbred	  
Farms	  Specific	  
Plan	  No.	  376	  and	  
Parcel	  Map	  	  
Location:	  
Northwest	  corner	  
of	  Bellegrave	  and	  
Wineville	  (frontage	  
on	  I-‐15	  between	  

Master	  Planned	  
Business	  Park	  on	  108	  
gross	  acres	  	  

Case	  Nos.:	  CZ7619,	  
SP376,	  &	  
TPM36081	  
Approval	  date:	  
11/15/12	  
Approving	  body:	  
City	  Council	  

Entitled;	  preliminary	  
development	  plan	  
submitted	  for	  
determination	  of	  
Substantial	  
Conformance	  under	  
Zoning	  Ordinance	  348	  



Bellegrave	  and	  
Landon	  

4	   I-‐15	  Corridor	  
Specific	  Plan	  No.	  
266	  
Location:	  South	  of	  
Bellegrave	  Ave.;	  
east	  of	  Hamner	  
Ave.;	  west	  of	  
Wineville	  Ave.;	  and	  
north	  of	  68th	  
Street	  
	  

Total	  Area	  of	  Specific	  
Plan:	  747.5	  	  acres	  

• Single-‐Family	  
dwelling	  units:	  
1,348	  

• Multi-‐family	  
dwelling	  units:	  
1,352	  

• Commercial	  
Area:	  211.2	  
acres	  

• Industrial	  Area:	  
32.5	  acres	  

	  

Case	  No.:	  SP266	  
Approval	  dates	  
original:	  11/2/93	  
SC1:	  2/3/98	  
SC2:	  3/11/08	  
SC3:	  	  03/3/09	  
SC4:	  07/15/08	  
Approving	  body:	  
County	  Board	  of	  
Supervisors	  

Fully	  entitled	  and	  
nearly	  complete;	  final	  
phases	  include	  
Vernola	  Marketplace	  
Apartments	  approved	  
March	  2015	  and	  
Harvest	  Villages	  Phase	  
3;	  Studies	  in	  progress	  
for	  design	  of	  I-‐15	  
frontage	  site	  north	  of	  
Limonite	  

5	   Vernola	  
Marketplace	  
Shopping	  Center	  
(within	  I-‐15	  
Corridor	  Specific	  
Plan)	  	  
Location:	  
Southwest	  corner	  
of	  Limonite	  and	  
Pat’s	  Ranch	  
	  

A	  397,797	  square	  foot	  
commercial	  shopping	  
center	  on	  44.97	  gross	  
acres.	  	  

Case	  Nos:	  CZ07018,	  
TPM32545,	  &	  
PP19631	  
Approval	  date:	  
01/10/06	  
Approving	  body:	  
County	  Board	  of	  
Supervisor	  

Existing	  and	  operating	  
Shopping	  Center	  

6	   Vernola	  
Marketplace	  
Apartments	  
(within	  I-‐15	  
Corridor	  Specific	  
Plan)	  
Location:	  
Northwest	  corner	  
of	  68th	  Street	  and	  
Pat’s	  Ranch	  
	  

397-‐unit	  multi-‐family	  
residential	  apartment	  
on	  17.4	  acres;	  	  
	  

Case	  Nos.	  MA1485	  
(GPA1404,	  CZ1405,	  
SP1401,	  &	  
SDP31416)	  
Approval	  date:	  
3/19/15	  
Approving	  body:	  
City	  Council	  

Entitled.	  Final	  design	  
and	  permit	  
applications	  on	  hold	  
due	  to	  litigation	  filed	  
by	  SCE	  and	  RPU	  	  

7	   Lennar	  /	  
Riverbend	  	  
Location:	  south	  of	  
68th;	  between	  I-‐15	  
and	  Dana	  
	  

466	  single-‐family	  
homes	  on	  211	  gross	  
acres	  

Case	  Nos.:	  MA1485	  
(GPA1404,	  CZ1405,	  
SP1401,	  TTM36391,	  
&	  SDP31416)	  
Approval	  date:	  
10/17/13	  
Approving	  body:	  
City	  Council	  
	  

• Final	  map	  in	  
process,	  
recordation	  
pending	  

• Rough	  grading	  
nearly	  
complete	  

• Curbs	  and	  
gutter,	  storm	  



drain,	  water	  
and	  sewer	  
infrastructure	  
constructed	  

• Perimeter	  
sound	  wall	  
approved	  &	  
under	  
construction.	  

8	   Goose	  Creek	  Golf	  
Club	  
Location:	  11418	  
68th	  Street	  
	  

Golf	  course	  on	  153	  
acres.	  	  

Case	  No.:	  PP15352	  
Approval	  date:	  
04/04/09	  
Approving	  body:	  
Planning	  
Commission	  

Existing	  and	  operating	  
golf	  course	  
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE 1-15 CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN 
(SP 266-EIR 340) 

Table 1 - 1992 through September 2015 

1. SP 266 and EIR 340 were approved in December of 1992. Attached Table 1 
summarizes the approval of the Specific Plan and EIR and the subsequent Specific 
Plan Amendments, Substantial Conformances and Addendums to the EIR. SP 266 
included 701.3 acres consisting of 1242 single family residential units, 968 multi
family units, 196.9 acres of commercial , and 34.2 acres of Industrial Park (see 
Appendix 1 for reference). 

2. Substantial Conformance No. 1 to SP 266 was approved in February of 1998. The 
area of Specific Plan 266 was increased to 757.7 acres. The Land Use Plan was 
modified to include 1 ,340 single family residential units, 1,060 multi-family units, 
214.1 acres of commercial, and 88.3 aces of Industrial Park (see Appendix 2 for 
reference). 

3. SP 266, Amendment No. 1 and Addendum to EIR 340 were adopted in December of 
2002. This Amendment allowed for development of 245 multi-family units for senior 
housing purposes in Planning Area 23. Therefore the total allowable multi-family 
units were increased to 1,305 (see Appendix 3 for reference) . 

4. SP 266, Amendment No. 2 and Substantial Conformance No. 4 were adopted in 
2008. This Amendment modified Planning Area 23 and created Planning Areas 23A 
and 238. The total number of multi-family units stayed the same as SP 266 
Amendment No. 1 at 1305. The total number of residential units (single family and 
multi-family) also stayed the same at 2,645 (see Appendix 4 for reference). 

5. Substantial Conformance No. 3 was adopted in March of 2009. This Substantial 
Conformance did not change the total number of residential units (2,645) The 
allowable number of units per Planning were adjusted to match the developed and/or 
approved number of units for each residential Planning Area (see Appendix 5 for 
reference). 

6. City of Eastvale 1-15 Corridor Specific Plan: 
1-15 Corridor Specific Plan included areas west and east of 1-15. Upon incorporation 
of the City of Eastvale, City of Eastvale 1-15 Corridor Specific Plan was prepared to 
modify Planning Areas 238 and 1. The area of Planning Area 238 was reduced from 
15 acres to 10 acres and the total allowable multi-family units was increased from 
245 to 300. Thus, adding 55 units to the overall multi-family units (see Appendix 6 for 
reference). 



7. City of Jurupa Valley 1-15 Corridor Specific Plan Amendment (SPA 1401 ): 
This Specific Plan Amendment was approved in conjunction with Vernola 
Marketplace Apartment project (SDP31416). Vernola Marketplace Apartment project 
was approved in March of 2015. A portion of the project was within Planning Area 5 
of SP 266 and the remainder was outside of the SP 266 boundary. The Specific Plan 
Amendment modified the Specific Plan boundary and reduced the area of Planning 
Area 5 from 22.6 acres to 12.4 acres and the area of the Specific Plan was reduced 
to 747.5 acres. The entire Vernola Marketplace Apartment project is now outside of 
the Specific Plan area (see attached Appendix 7 for reference). 

Table 2 - Current Status of SP266-EIR 340 

Table 2 summarizes the projects built and under construction within the Specific 
Plan. Approximately 477 acres of the Specific Plan area is built or under 
construction and more than 90% of these projects are fully developed. Approximately 
64% of the total Specific Plan area is either developed or under construction. 2013 
dwelling units are built or under construction with more than 80% of dwelling units 
completed. 

Table - 3 Projects to be Completed Within SP266-EIR 340 

Table 3 summarizes the remainder of the Specific Plan area that is not currently 
under construction. The remaining Planning Areas include residential, commercial, 
and industrial developments. Table 3 summarizes the allowable dwelling units for 
each of the residential areas and the acreages for commercial and industrial areas. 
With the exception of Planning Areas 1 and 5, the rest of undeveloped Planning 
Areas are within "Community Center Overlay" per the Riverside County General 
Plan. The footnotes summarize additional dwelling units that are allowed to be 
developed in the remaining Planning Areas. 

The Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) proposes a 10-mile double 
circuit 230 KV transmission line. A portion of this transmission line is proposed along 
1-15 Corridor Specific Plan 266 and it impacts Planning Areas 6, 7, 9, 11 , 12, 20, 1 O, 
13 &5 



TABLE 1 

1-15 CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN (SP 266 and EIR 340) APPROVALS 

DATE SP AREA COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL SINGLE 

APPROVED ACRES ACRES ACRES FAMILY DU'S 

Specific Plan 266, EIR 340 12/1992 701.3 196.9 34.2 1,242 

Substantial Conformance 1 to SP 266 2/1998 757.7 214.1 42.7 1,340 

S.P. Amendment No. 1, Addendum to EIR 340 12/2002 757.7 214.1 42.7 1,340 

S.P. Amendment No. 2 3/2008 757.7 214.1 42.7 1,348 

Substantial Conf. 4(1) 7/2008 757.7 206.2 42.7 1,348 

Substantial Conf. 3(1l 3/2009 757.7 206.2 42.7 1,348 

City of Eastvale 1-15 Corridor Specific Plan(2l 2/2012 757.7 211.2 42.7 1,348 

City of Jurupa Valley SPA 1401 (3l 3/2015 747.5 211.2 32.5 1,348 

(ll Substantial Conformance No. 3 was submitted before Substantial Conformance No. 4; however Substantial Conformance No. 4 

was approved prior to Substantial Conformance No. 3. 

(i) Upon incorporation of City of Eastvale, City of Eastvale 1-15 Corridor Specific Plan was processed through the City of Eastvale. 

MULTI-

FAMILY DU'S 

968 

1,060 

1,305 

1,297 

1,297 

1,297 

1,352 

1,352 

!3l City of Jurupa Valley SPA 1401 removed 10.2 ±acres of Industrial Park {IP) from the Specific Plan and added the area to Vernola Marketplace 

Apartment Community (Vernola Apartments) in March 2015 

TOTAL DU 

2,210 

2,400 

2,645 

2,645 

2,645 

2,645 

2,700 

2,700 



DWELLING 

CASE# APPROVED ACRES UNITS 

TR 29124 10/26/99 75.64 262 

PP16676 1/22/01 82.7 738 

TR30466-1 8/27/02 13.86 49 

TR30466-2 8/27/02 14.04 76 

TR30466-3 8/27/02 12.06 61 

TR30466 8/27/12 9.06 49 

TR31606 7/27/04 21.29 314 

PM30810 12/10/02 78.05 N/A 

PM35933 10/1/08 14.09 N/A 

PM36592 7/17/13 5.0 N/A 

TR36696 10/5/14 10.0 220 

TR33428-1 2/4/09 42.6 138 

TR33428-2 2/4/15 32.14 106 

PP16937 6/10/03 20.98 N/A 

PM32545 1/10/06 45.12 N/A 

TOTAL 476.63 2013 

TABLE 2 

SPECIFIC PLAN 266 and EIR 340 

PROJECTS BUILT AND UNDER CONSTRUCTION 

Residential Industrial 

Planning Commercial Planning Zoning 

Area Planning Area Area Designation COMMENTS 

PA8 -- -- R-1 Construction completed in 2005 

PA4 -- -- R-3 Construction completed in 2005 

PA3 -- -- R-2 Construction completed in 2007 

PA3 -- -- R-2 Construction completed in 2007 

PA3 -- -- R-2 Construction completed in 2007 

PA3 -- -- R-2 Construction completed in 2007 

PA23A -- -- R-3 Construction completed in 2008 

PA2 and 22 -- c Construction completed in 2008 (840,000 SF) 

PAl -- c Construction completed in 2012 (120,000 SF) 

PAl -- c Construction completed in 2015 (43,000 SF) 

PA23B -- -- R-3 Under construction 

PA19 -- -- R-1 Under construction, 90% complete 

PA17 -- -- R-1 Under construction 

-- -- R-5 Construction completed (Park, PA 14) 

PA 6, 7, 9 -- c Construction completed in 2010 (397,000 SF) 



Residential 

DWELLING Planning 

CASE# APPROVED ACRES UNITS Area 

TR 33428-3 2/4/2015* 29.56 93 PA16 

11/92* 10.0 30 PA18** 

11/92* 95.8 364 PA13***** 

11/92* 36.9 142 PAlO***** 

11/92* 32.3 -- PAll 

11/92* 13.4 -- PA12***** 

11/92* 20.1 -- PAZO***** 

11/92* 12.4 -- PAS***** 

11/92* 15.9 -- PAl 

RTRP*** * * - - - -

* Planning Areas that are approved per SP 266 but not built yet. 

TABLE 3 

SPECIFIC PLAN 266 and EIR 340 

PROJECTS TO BE COMPLETED 

Industrial 

Commercial Planning Zoning 

Planning Area Area Designation 

-- -- R-1 

-- -- R-1 

-- -- R-1 

-- -- R-1 

c -- --

c -- --

-- IP --

-- IP --

c -- --

- - -

RTRP 

Linear 

Feet 

-

-

2550 

1200 

-

1250 

650 

1000 

-

**County of Riverside General Plan has designated a "Community Center Overlay" over the area of SP266 north of 

COMMENTS 

Construction scheduled 2016-17 

**508 units & *****RTRP impacted 

**508 units & ***** RTRP impacted 

***500,000 sq. ft. with PA 12 

***500,000 sq. ft. with PA 11 

****100,000 sq. ft. & * * ***RTRP impacted 

****220,000 sq. ft. & *****RTRP impacted 

See Note***** 

Limonite Avenue, east of 1-15, west of Wineville Avenue and south of Bellegrave Avenue. Total additional allowable dwelling units is 1,647. 

Planning Areas 16, 17, and 19 are within the Community Center and are approved and zoned for a total of 337 DU. Planning Areas 13, 10 and 18 

fall within the community center and have total dwelling units of 536. Total approved and zoned dwelling units 

for the residential areas within the community center overlay is 873 DU (377 DU+ 536 DU = 873 DU). 

* ** Planning areas 11and12 are within "Community Center overlay". PA 11 and PA 12 are approved and zoned as commercial and can 

build over 500,000 SF of commercial development. 

* * ** Planning Area 20 is within the "Community Center overlay" and is approved and zoned Industrial Park. Per "Community 

center overlay" this area is more suitable for commercial use and can accommodate an additional 220,000 sq . ft. of commercial development 

*****Proposed RTRP powerline impacts the following Planning Areas within Specific Plan 266: P.A.'s 5, 9, 12, 20, 10, & 13. 
The RTRP also impacts the approved and zoned Vernola Apartment project previously in PA 5. 



1-15 CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN/AMENDMENT NO. 2/SC # 4 IV: Specific Plan 

Table IV-1, 1-15 Corridor Specific Plan - Land Use Summary 

PLANNING ACRES D/U 
AREA DESIGNATION (GROSS) UNITS PER ACRE 

3 MH 50.8 244 4.8 
8 M 75.6 273 3.6 
10 M 36.9 140 3.8 
13 M 95.8 364 3.8 
16 M 39.2 118 3.0 
17 M 37.4 112 3.0 
19 M 29.6 89 3.0 

Total Single 
Family: 365.3 1,340 3.7 

4 H 61.5 738 12.0 
233 H 34.73 3223 9.33 

Total Multi-
Family 96.2 1,0603 11.03 

l c 40.0 -- --
2 c 50.4 -- --
6 c 16.5 -- --
7 c 18.6 -- --
9 c 9.1 -- --
11 c 32 .3 -- --
12 c 13.4 -- --
22 c 25 .9 -- --

Total Commercial: 206.2 -- --
5 IP 22 .6 

20 IP 20. l 
Total Industrial 

Park 42.7 

14 p 20 .0 -- --
15 s 10.0 -- --
18 s 10.0 -- --
21 p 5.0 
24 PF 2.3 -- --

Total Public 
Facilities 47.3 

TOTAL: 757.7 2,4003 

3 Development of Planning Area 23 pursuant the senior citizen housing alternative, as described in Section IV.B.23, 
will result in a portion of the planning area being developed with a maximum of 322 multi-family dwelling units at a 
maximum density of20.0 DU/AC and a portion of the planning area developed with 245 multi-family dwelling units 
for senior citizens at a maximum density of 36.0 DU/AC. Additionally, the total number of multi-family dwelling 
units within the I-15 Corridor Specific Plan will increase to 1,305 units at an overall density of 13 .6 DU/AC and 
total residential units within the specific plan will increase to 2,645 units. 

AL B E RT A. WEBB ASSOCIATE$ IV-4 



LEGEND 
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Southern California Edison Company 
Transmission Line Right of Way Constraints and Guidelines 

The primary purpose of SCE's Transmission Rights of Way (ROW) and Substations is to house SCE's electrical 
system and related facilities. SCE is committed to ensuring it operates and maintains a safe and reliable 
electric system, both, now and in the future. 

The use of SCE's ROW is guided by California Public Utilities Commission regulations (General Order No. 69-
C), which define the need to protect utility system operations and provide guidance on overall uses of the 
ROW, the types of agreements allowed, and related approval processes. 

If you are proposing uses within SCE's ROW, please ensure that you contact SCE prior to developing your 
plans. Any proposed uses must be compatible, low-intensity uses (i.e. green belts, bike and hiking trails, etc.) 
that do not impose additional constraints on SCE's ability to maintain and operate its current facilities and 
that do not interfere with any future operating facility needs. 

The following are constraints and guidelines to assist in the development of your plans within SC E's 
transmission ROW. 

All projects are unique and will be reviewed on a case by case basis. 
Bui1dings and other permanent structures, both, above ground and underground, are prohibited 
within SCE's ROW. Examples of permanent structures are pipelines, concrete slabs, foundations, 
vaults, decks, detention basins, pools, and anything else that is not portable and easily movable. 

@ No parallel or longitudinal encroac ments will be permitted. All improvements crossing in the ROW 
must do so perpendicular to the centerline of the ROW. 

4. Any proposed use(s) on SCE's ROW that are specifically prohibited in SCE's easement document will 
be denied. 

© 
© 

7. 

8. 
9. 

SCE's access to its ROW and facilities must.be maintained 2!t/7 and cannot be encumbered in order 
to ensure SCE's access for system operations, maintenance, and emergency response. 
All proposed grading requires a clearance review. Costs for engineered conductor clearance reviews 
required by SCE are to be paid for by the requester. 
All users of SCE's land shall be responsible for compliance with all applicable federal, state, county, 
and local laws affecting use of SCE's land. The user must obtain all permits and other governmental 
approvals required for the proposed use. 
No plant species protected by federal or state law shall be planted within SCE's ROW. 
All new trees and shrubs proposed on SCE's ROW shall be slow growing and not exceed 15 feet in 
height. 

10. No wetlands, other sensitive natural habitat, vegetation related natural plant areas, or environmental 
mitigation on SCE's ROW will be permitted as it creates interference with SCE's ability to access its 
facilities and to add future facilities. 

Qj) Groundwater or storm water infiltration or recharge will not be allowed. 
12. Flammable or combustible materials are not allowed to be used or stored on SCE's ROW. 

@ SCE may require a third-party user to implement certain safety measures or mitigations as a 
condition to approval of the third-party use. Users of SC E's ROW must adhere to minimum 
grounding standards dictated by SCE. 

2/2/2012 Page 1of2 



14. Uses on SC E's ROW will not be approved if deemed unsafe. An example of an unsafe condition 
includes (but is not limited to) instances where the proposed use may create levels of induced 
voltage that are unsafe to SCE employees or the public that cannot be mitigated to safe levels. 

lS . Horizontal Clearances 

o Towers, Engineered Steel Poles & H-Frames 
Lattice/ Aesthetic & H-Frames (dead-end) 
Engineered Steel Poles (dead-end) 

0 

Suspension Towers & H-Frames 
• Suspension Steel Poles 

Wood or Light-Weight Steel Poles & ff-Frames 
• Engineered Steel Poles w/ Found. (TSP) (dead-end) 
• H-Frame 

Wood Poles 

Light-Weight Steel Poles 
Anchor Rods 

Guy Wires 
Guy Poles 

Lattice Anchor Towers (dead-end) 
Lattice Suspension Towers 

16. Vertical Clearances 
o Structure 

500kV 
220kV 
66kV 
<66kV (distribution facilities) 
Telecom 

o Vehicle Access 
SOOkV 

220kV 

66kV 
<66kV (distribution facilities) 
Telecom 

o Pedestrian Access 
SOOkV 
220kV 
66kV 

161kVto SOOkV 
100 ft. 
100 ft. 
so ft. 

so ft. 
66kVto 115kV 
2S ft 

25 ft. 
25 ft. 
2S ft. 
10 ft. 
10 ft. 
10 ft. 
100 ft. 
so ft. 

30 ft. 
18 ft. 
18 ft. 
12 ft. 

8 ft. 

36 ft. 
30 ft. 

30 ft. 
2S ft. 

18 ft. 

31 ft. 
2S ft. 
25 ft. 

<66kV (distribution facilities) 17 ft. 
• Telecom 10 ft. 

@ Roads constructed on SCE ROW or where a third party's access road coincides with SCE's access to 

SCE ROW or facilities must comply with SCE's engineering standards. 
o The drivable road surface shall be constructed to provide a dense, smooth and uniform 

riding surface. The minimum drivable road surface shall be 14 feet wide with an additional 

2 feet of swale/berm on each side as required. 
o The minimum centerline radius on all road curves shall be 50 feet measured at the 

centerline of the drivable road surface. The minimum drivable width of all roads shall be 
increased on curves by a distance equal to 400/Radius of curvature. 

o The road shall be sloped in a manner to prevent standing water or damage from undirected 
water flow. Maximum cross slope shall not exceed 2%, maximum grade notto exceed 12%. 

2/2/2012 Page 2 of 2 
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Memorandum 

To:  Rick Bondar 

From:  Mo Faghihi 

Date:  December 7, 2015 

Re:  RTRP Conflict Areas with Anthony P. Vernola Property, Portion of PA 5, SP 266  

 

Rick, 

Anthony P. Vernola owns approximately 8.3 acres of Planning Area 5 of SP 266, depicted in the attached 

exhibit. Based on the alignment of the RTRP project, there will be significant impact to this site: 

1. The proposed alignment, will exclude approximately 2.3± acres of the site from development. Additional 

area of up to 0.7 acres east of the proposed RTRP easement may be lost to slopes that need to be 

located outside of the easement area after construction of the RTRP facilities.  

2. Although there are no approved projects on this site, the area is currently zoned for Light Industrial use. 

However, the site is also suitable as an Apartment Complex and extension of the approved Vernola 

Market Place Apartment Community (VMAC) located to the south of the property, as the original 

planning for the VMAC project included this property.  If the site is developed as an extension of VMAC, 

the site will have two access points to Pats Ranch Road, one through VMAC and a second one through 

the existing Vernola Market Place Shopping Center (different property owner).   

3. Currently the width of site is approximately 360± feet.  The proposed RTRP easement will reduce the 

width of the site to approximately 260 feet, and up to 30 feet of the width could be lost to slopes along 

the western alignment of RTRP easement. The remaining area of 6.7 acres with approximately 230 feet 

width is heavily constrained for any type of reasonable development and internal circulation. 

4. Based on the proposed RTRP alignment, a portion of the easement will overlap the existing storm drain 

easement and facilities for the Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2 Storm Drain a 12’ wide 

by 6’ high Reinforced concrete Box (RCB) owned and operated by Riverside County Flood Control and 

Water Conservation District (County Flood). The easement deeded to County Flood does not allow any 

structures within the easement area. Additionally, the alignment may interfere with operations and 

maintenance of the storm drain facilities.  The proposed alignment also indicates that a structure may 

be in conflict with the existing storm drain.  Final plans for the RTRP project showing the location of the 

proposed structures would be needed to verify if there is a conflict with the existing storm drain 

facilities. 

5. This site will be draining south toward Day Creek Master Drainage Plan Line J, Stage 2 Storm Drain 

Line. Since it is very likely that the site will be developed after RTRP facilities are constructed, it is 

difficult to determine the severity of the impact on the development of the site and to address the impact 

on drainage and grading of the site. 
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6. Based on the alignment provided, encroachment into the easement area would likely be needed for a 

water line to provide fire protection to the buildings.  This may likely be both a perpendicular and 

parallel encroachment into the RTRP easement area.  It is not clear if these encroachments are 

allowed or have been taken into consideration in the RTRP alignment. 

Without construction drawings for the RTRP alignment, the severity of the impact to the development of this 

site cannot fully be determined, however, the preliminary alignment of RTRP eliminates a practical Land Use of 

the remainder of the site.   



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) 
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project 

A.15-04-013 
(Filed April 15, 2015) 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, the undersigned, state that I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in the 
City of Costa Mesa, County of Orange; that I am over the age of eighteen years; am not a party 
to the within cause; and that my business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400, Costa 
Mesa, CA 92626. 

I am readily familiar with Rutan & Tucker, LLP's practice for collection and processing 
of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service. In the ordinary course of 
business, correspondence is deposited with the United States Postal Service the same day it is 
submitted for mailing. 

I hereby certify that on December 15, 2015, I served a copy of Letter to CPUC Re Phase 
B Response dated December 15, 2015, by the means identified below: 

0 By Electronic Mail and Overnight Delivery: Serving the enclosed 
document(s), via electronic mail and by overnight delivery, to each of the parties listed below: 

Jensen Uchida 
Project Manager 
Energy Division, CEQA Unit 
State of California 
Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298 

Telephone: ( 415) 703-5484 
Email: Jensen.Uchida@cpuc.ca.gov 

Jack M. Mulligan, CPUC Legal Counsel 
State of California 
Public Utilities Commission 
Legal Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298 

Telephone: (916) 327-3660 
Email: jack.mulligan@cpuc.ca.gov 

Mary Jo Borak 
Project and Program Supervisor 
Energy Division, CEQA Unit 
State of California 
Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298 

Telephone: (415) 703-1333 
Email: bor@cpuc.ca.gov 
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0 By Electronic Mail: By serving the enclosed document(s), via electronic mail, to 
each of the parties listed below: 

B. Tilden Kim, Esq. 
Richards Watson & Gershon 
355 S Grand Ave 40FL 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-3101 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Attorney for CITY OF JURUPA 
Telephone: (213) 626-8484 
Email: tkim@rwglaw.com 

Martin A. Mattes, Esq. 
N ossaman LLP 
50 California Street, 34th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Ian Forrest, Esq. 
Southern California Edison Company 
2244 Walnut Grove A venue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Attorney for SCE 
Telephone: (626) 302-6980 
Email: ian.forrest@sce.com 

Attorney for LENNAR HOMES OF 
CALIFORNIA, INC. 
Telephone: (415) 398-3600 
Email: mmattes@nossaman.com 

I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 15th day of December, 2015, at Costa Mesa, California. 
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Mia R. Slobodien 
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