
CPUC - CEQA dEIR for RTRP
Jessica Mauck <JMauck@sanmanuel-nsn.gov> Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 4:31 PM
To: "riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com" <riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com>

Hello,

Thank you for contacting the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) regarding the above referenced project.
SMBMI appreciates the opportunity to review the project documentation, which was received by our Cultural Resources
Management Department on 29 March 2018. The proposed project area is located outside of Serrano ancestral territory
and, as such, SMBMI will not be requesting consulting party status with the lead agency or requesting to participate in the
scoping, development, and/or review of documents created pursuant to these legal and regulatory mandates.

Regards,

Jessica Mauck
CULTURAL RESOURCES ANALYST 
O: (909) 864-8933 x3249 
M: (909) 725-9054 
26569 Community Center Drive, Highland California 92346 

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED
AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE
UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent responsible for delivering
the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please delete it from your system without
copying it and notify the sender by reply e-mail so that the email address record can be corrected. Thank You

tel:(909)%20864-8933
tel:(909)%20725-9054
https://maps.google.com/?q=26569+Community+Center+Drive,+Highland+California+92346&entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.sanmanuel-nsn.gov/


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=6595581ff2&jsver=A8g5Xln1WA8.en.&view=pt&msg=162795154a7de0e4&cat=RTRP%20Comment&search=cat&siml=162

Broken Link to Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Draft EIR
Ian Achimore <IAchimore@sawpa.org> Fri, Mar 30, 2018 at 4:49 PM
To: "riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com" <riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com>

Hello,

It looks like the link to the EIR for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project is broken on this page:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/panoramaenv/RTRP/#EnvReview

My agency is trying to view the EIR. Just wondering how many truck trips you think you’ll have in the fall of 2018 near and
on the Van Buren Blvd bridge over the Santa Ana River. We have a project in the area so it would be good to coordinate if
you are expecting a lot. I see there is a yard off of Clay Street in the area that may be used so figure there may be some
truck trips in the area of the Van Buren Blvd.

Thanks for your letter in the mail,

Ian

Ian Achimore

Senior Watershed Manager - Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority           

11615 Sterling Avenue, Riverside, CA 92503-4979  |  951.354.4233 work  | 951.202.5277 cell

 www.sawpa.org

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/panoramaenv/RTRP/#EnvReview
https://maps.google.com/?q=11615+Sterling+Avenue,+Riverside,+CA+92503&entry=gmail&source=g
tel:(951)%20354-4233
tel:(951)%20202-5277
http://www.sawpa.org/


4/3/2018 Panorama Environmental Mail - DEIR RTRP notice

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=6595581ff2&jsver=A8g5Xln1WA8.en.&view=pt&msg=16286e20629aa9f4&cat=RTRP%20Comment&search=cat&siml=1628

DEIR RTRP notice
Rull, Paul <PRull@rivco.org> Mon, Apr 2, 2018 at 8:02 AM
To: "riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com" <riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com>

Good Morning,

Thank you for transmitting the project to ALUC for review and has no comments at this time.
Please note that the Airport Land Use Commission found the original project consistent
(ZAP1052R11).

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Paul Rull

ALUC Urban Regional Planner IV

www.rcaluc.org

Con�identiality	Disclaimer
This	email	is	con�idential	and	intended	solely	for	the	use	of	the	individual(s)	to	whom	it	is	addressed.	The	information	contained	in	this	message	may
be	privileged	and	con�idential	and	protected	from	disclosure.		
If	you	are	not	the	author's	intended	recipient,	be	advised	that	you	have	received	this	email	in	error	and	that	any	use,	dissemination,	forwarding,
printing,	or	copying	of	this	email	is	strictly	prohibited.	If	you	have	received	this	email	in	error	please	delete	all	copies,	both	electronic	and	printed,
and	contact	the	author	immediately.

County of Riverside California

http://www.rcaluc.org/
http://www.countyofriverside.us/








JASON E. UHLEY 
General Manager-Chief Engineer 

1995 MARKET STREET 
RIVERSIDE, CA 9250 1 

951.955 .1200 
FAX 951.788 .9965 

www. rcflood .org 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

May 3, 2018 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
717 Market Street, Suite 650 
San Francisco, CA 941 03 

To Whom It May Concern: Re: Comments on the Subsequent Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the 
Riverside Transmission Reliability 
Project 

This letter is written in response to the Subsequent Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR) for 
the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. The proposed project involves the construction of 
transmission line structures, electrical substations, and upgrades to existing substations and 
telecommunication facilities. The proposed project is located in Riverside County within the cities of 
Jurupa Valley, Norco, and Riverside. 

The District has the following comment/concern that should be considered in the Subsequent EIR: 

The proposed project appears to be located within the District's Day Creek Master Drainage 
Plan (MDP) boundaries. When fully implemented, these MOP facilities will provide flood 
protection to relieve those areas within the MDP boundary. The SDEIR should consider any 
potential impacts to proposed and existing facilities in the Day Creek MOP. To obtain more 
information on the MOP, please see the District's website at 
http://rcflood.org/PianningDivision.aspx and/or contact Mike Wong of the District's Project 
Platming Section at 951.955.1345. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the SDEIR. Please forward any environmental documents 
regarding the project to my attention at this office and/or via email to jvalle@rivco.org. Any further 
questions concerning this letter may be referred to Drew Marshall at 951.955.4643 or me at 
951.955.8856. 

ARM:mcv 
P8\220726 

Very truly yours,() fi ( ~ / .-
/if/V"~ 

iij ., 
JOAN VALLE 
Senior Flood C trol Planner 



 

 

 

 

 

 

3985 University Avenue, Riverside, CA 92501 • Phone: (951) 683-7100 • Fax: (951) 683-2670 

www.riverside-chamber.com 

GREATER RIVERSIDE 
CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 
__________________________________________________ 

 

The Chamber…building a stronger local economy 

 

May 4, 2018 

 

 

 

Jensen Uchida 

California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA  94102 

 

RE: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) Hybrid Proposal - Support 

 

Dear Mr. Uchida, 

 

On behalf of the Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce, representing over 1,300 members and 107,000 jobs 

in the Inland Southern California region, I am writing to express our support for the Riverside Transmission 

Reliability Project (RTRP) Hybrid Proposal, which will bolster Riverside’s energy reliability and infrastructure 

for thousands of businesses and residents. Based upon the findings in the Draft Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report, it is clear that this proposal represents the most cost-effective and least-intrusive option 

that serves the needs of a growing population. 
 

The RTRP Hybrid Proposal would serve as an important tool in attracting and retaining businesses in the area. 

With recent business expansion in Riverside, including the $414 million California Air Resources Board 

emissions testing facility, providing long-term transmission capacity via this proposal will play a pivotal role in 

further encouraging businesses to grow and thrive in Riverside. 

 

Currently, Riverside is the most populous city in California that lacks a second connection to the statewide grid. 

The lack of a secondary connection places hundreds of thousands of residents and businesses at risk of being 

without power in the event of a natural disaster. Unfortunately, any blackout would have adverse effects on 

Riverside’s businesses, schools, hospitals, fire and police stations, shelters, jails, and infrastructure. 

 

In 2006, the California Independent System Operator ordered Southern California Edison to establish a secondary 

connection to match the reliability neighboring cities currently enjoy. If approvals are received, the new 

connection would be built and energized in 2023. Bringing the second connection on-line by this date is a critical 

step in ensuring public safety and continuing Riverside’s economic growth. 

 

For these reasons, we respectfully request your full support and approval of the RTRP Hybrid Proposal. Thank 

you for your consideration.  

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

 

Cindy Roth 

President/CEO 

 

 

CR/as 





Joint Project Review 12-07-16-01 Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Pert, Heather@Wildlife <Heather.Pert@wildlife.ca.gov> Tue, May 15, 2018 at 11:56 AM
To: "GRHanson@riversideca.gov" <GRHanson@riversideca.gov>, "riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com"
<riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com>, "ddarnell@riversideca.gov" <ddarnell@riversideca.gov>
Cc: Karin Cleary-Rose <karin_cleary-rose@fws.gov>, Laurie Correa <LDCORREA@wrcrca.org>, "Kelleher, Sean"
<SKelleher@riversideca.gov>

Hello All, 

The Riverside Transmission Reliability Project line was reviewed under JPR 12-07-16-01 as a City of Riverside Public
Utility project.  The Subsequent DEIR for this project identifies some changes to the alignment that are within Criteria
Cells for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and so we request that the City of
Riverside submit an addendum to the JPR, including a DBESP for riparian\riverine impacts.  Original Wildlife Agency
comments on the JPR 12-07-16-01 are in the email below.  I may not have the appropriate contacts so please feel free to
forward this to staff working on this project. 

Sincerely, 
Heather Pert 

Heather A. Pert, PhD 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Inland Deserts Region 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd 
Ontario, CA 91764-4918 
858-395-9692 

>>> <Noelle_Ronan@fws.gov> 11/21/2012 12:58:56 PM >>> 

Mr. Hanson, 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game (Department), hereafter
collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the Joint Project Review (JPR) 12-07-16-01, received on
November 2, 2012.  On November 11, 2012, the Wildlife Agencies contacted George Hanson, Riverside Public Utilities
(RPU), to request an extension for review of the JPR.  An extension to November 21, 2012 was granted via electronic
correspondence on November 15, 2012.  In accordance with the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP), the Wildlife Agencies are providing these comments in response to the consistency
determination for the above referenced project.  

* Section 6.1.2 Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pool

Power Engineers on behalf of RPU identified all riparian and riverine areas as being avoided by the project through the
placement of transmission lines, access roads, and other structures outside of riparian/riverine areas.  The Wildlife
Agencies appreciate all efforts to avoid impacts to riparian/riverine resources.  However, on Figure 3, page 
20 of the MSHCP Consistency Analysis, a proposed new access road appears to cross through mapped southern
cottonwood/willow riparian habitat.  
Please clarify if this area qualifies as MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat.  
If the proposed new access road is crossing MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent
or Superior Preservation (DBESP) would be required.  

The MSHCP Consistency Analysis states that no transmission support structures, telecommunications conduits, access
roads, or laydown areas would impact riparian/riverine habitat.  However, Table 2 indicates that the project will result in
permanent and temporary impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub which is defined as a riparian habitat in the
MSHCP.  Please note that a riparian/riverine DBESP for riparian/riverine impacts would be required if there are impacts to
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.  

* 6.1.6 (Mitigation Responsibilities), 7.2.4 (Future Facilities with

mailto:Noelle_Ronan@fws.gov


Public/Quasi-Public Lands) and 7.3.9 (Future Facilities) 

RPU states in the JPR and MSHCP Consistency Analysis that the utility construction is an identified activity but not a
"Covered" activity of the MSHCP.  However, future facilities (such as this project) that are carried out by a Permittee (such
as the City of Riverside) are considered Covered Activities (Section 7.3.9).  A portion of the project crosses through the
Hidden Valley Wildlife Area (a Department-owned property) but the project applicant has not coordinated with the
Department to discuss the project and potential effects on the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area.  The final project alignment
and placement of the proposed access roads and spur roads should be discussed with the Department.  

RPU proposes to submit a Certificate of Inclusion per MSHCP Section 7.2.4 which should include an equivalency
analysis providing specific mitigation and compensation for lost conservation values, with conditions prior to facility
implementation.  In addition, RPU proposes to use the Conversion Process under the Land and Water Conservation
Funds (LWCF) in coordination with California State Parks and the National Parks Service to address portions of the
project that span the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area and Santa Ana River.  The Department should be included in the LWCF
coordination effort for the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area.  RPU should follow the process for mitigation and/or contribution to
Reserve Assembly for future facilities as described in MSHCP Section 6.1.6.  

* Section 6.1.3. Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area

The Wildlife Agencies concur with the RCA that the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must include Mitigation
Measures to ensure focused surveys are conducted for Narrow Endemic Plant Species within the project footprint once
the final alignments for the project are determined.  If Narrow Endemic Plant species are found they should be avoided or,
if unavoidable, then a DBESP should be submitted.  

* Section 6.3.2 Additional Survey Area - Burrowing Owls

The Wildlife Agencies concur with the RCA that the Final EIR must include Mitigation Measures requiring focused
breeding season surveys, pre-construction surveys, 100 percent avoidance, and a DBESP, if necessary, for burrowing
owls.  

* Nesting Birds

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 et 
seq.) protects migratory birds and their nests, eggs, young, and parts from possession, sale, purchase, barter, transport,
import, and export, and take.  Furthermore, Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code
(FGC) prohibit the take of all birds and their nests, including raptors.  We recommend avoiding construction activities
during the nesting season (February 1 through September 15) along the entire project alignment.  However, construction
outside the breeding season may not be feasible.  There are measures that can be taken to avoid impacts to nesting
birds that include, but are not limited to, relocation of the access roads, construction of noise barriers, minimizing heavy
equipment and general construction traffic on the access road, limiting helicopter use around nesting birds, implementing
nest buffers to include 300 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raptors, and biological monitoring.  We recommend that a
biological monitor be present to monitor the effects of construction on any active nests and to ensure that there is no
encroachment into the buffer zone.  The project proponents indicated that project biologist may visit a site once a week or
periodically, however this interval may not be adequate.  The Wildlife Agencies recommend daily site visits to avoid and
minimize impacts to nesting birds.  

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the JPR.  If you have any question please contact Heather Pert, with the
Department, or Noelle Ronan, with the Service. 

Sincerely, 

Noelle Ronan and Heather Pert 

Noelle Ronan 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office 
777 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 208 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
760-322-2070 ext. 215 

Heather A. Pert, PhD 
Inland Desert Region, R6 
Staff Environmental Scientist 
Calif. Department of Fish and Game 



858-395-9692 



 
 

SENT VIA E-MAIL AND USPS:  May 15, 2018 

riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com 

Jensen Uchida 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

717 Market Street, Suite 650 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for the Proposed 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project Building (SCH No.: 2007011113) 

 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to 

comment on the above-mentioned document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the 

Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final SEIR.  

 

SCAQMD Staff’s Summary of Project Description 

The Lead Agency proposes to construct (1) approximately 0.4 miles of new overhead 230-kV double-

circuit transmission line, (2) approximately two miles of new underground 230-kV double-circuit 

transmission line, (3) relocation of existing overhead distribution lines or a different overhead location to 

accommodate the new 230-kV transmission line, and (4) temporary uses of two marshalling yards to store 

construction materials (Proposed Project).  Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to take 

approximately 26 months1.  Based on a review of aerial photographs of Project location, SCAQMD staff 

found that construction of portions of the Proposed Project would be in proximity to existing residential 

uses.  

 

SCAQMD Staff’s Summary of Air Quality Analysis 

The Lead Agency quantified the Proposed Project’s construction and operational emissions and compared 

them to SCAQMD air quality CEQA regional significance thresholds and found that the Proposed Project 

would be less than significant after incorporating Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-01 through AQ-032.  

MM AQ-01 requires the preparation and implementation of a Fugitive Dust Control Plan.  MM AQ-02 

specifies exhaust emissions controls for worker vehicles and construction equipment.  For example, 

construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower must meet Tier 4 emission standards, where 

available3.  MM AQ-03 restricts overlapping construction to further reduce emissions from NOx, PM10, 

and PM2.5.   

 

SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan 

On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan 

(2016 AQMP)4, which was later approved by the California Air Resources Board on March 23, 2017.  

Built upon the progress in implementing the 2007 and 2012 AQMPs, the 2016 AQMP provides a regional 

perspective on air quality and the challenges facing the South Coast Air Basin.  The most significant air 

quality challenge in the Basin is to achieve an additional 45 percent reduction in nitrogen oxide (NOx) 

emissions in 2023 and an additional 55 percent NOx reduction beyond 2031 levels for ozone attainment. 

 

                                                           
1      Draft SEIR. Page 2-23. 
2      Draft SEIR. Page ES-24. 
3      Draft SEIR. Page 4.3-46. 
4   South Coast Air Quality Management District. March 3, 2017. 2016 Air Quality Management Plan.  Accessed at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan. 

mailto:riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
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General Comments 

SCAQMD staff reviewed and has comments on the Air Quality Analysis in the Draft SEIR.  Please see 

the attachment for more information.  Additionally, as described in the 2016 AQMP, to achieve NOx 

emissions reductions in a timely manner is critical to attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

(NAAQS) for ozone before the 2023 and 2031 deadlines.  SCAQMD is committed to attain the ozone 

NAAQS as expeditiously as practicable.  The mitigation measures for the Proposed Project play an 

important role in contributing to NOx emissions reductions, as well as in reducing PM10 and PM2.5 

emissions.  Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends changes to existing MM AQ-2 and additional 

mitigation measures to further reduce NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.   

Conclusion 

Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(b), SCAQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency provide SCAQMD staff with written responses 

to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final SEIR.  In addition, issues raised in 

the comments should be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions are 

not accepted.  There should be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.  Conclusory statements 

unsupported by factual information will not suffice (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c)).  Conclusory 

statements do not facilitate the purpose and goal of CEQA on public disclosure and are not meaningful or 

useful to decision makers and to the public who are interested in the Proposed Project.   

SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions 

that may arise.  Please contact me at lsun@aqmd.gov if you have any questions regarding the enclosed 

comments. 

Sincerely, 

Lijin Sun 
Lijin Sun, J.D. 

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

Attachment 

LS 

RVC180330-04 

Control Number 

mailto:lsun@aqmd.gov
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 ATTACHMENT 

Localized Air Quality Impact Analysis during Construction 

1. Air quality impacts from both construction (including demolition, if any) and operation activities

should be calculated.  Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to,

emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving,

architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road

mobile sources (e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips).

Sensitive receptors are people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental

contaminants.  They include schools, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, elderly

care facilities, hospitals, and residential dwelling units.  Based a review of aerial photographs,

SCAQMD staff found that existing residential uses are located in proximity to the Proposed Project

(e.g., west of the underground 230-kV double-circuit transmission line).  However, the Lead Agency

did not quantify the Proposed Project’s localized construction emissions in the Draft SEIR.

Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency quantify the Proposed Project’s

localized construction emissions and disclose the localized air quality impacts in the Final SEIR to

ensure that any nearby sensitive receptors are not adversely affected by the construction activities that

are occurring in close proximity.  SCAQMD guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis

is available on SCAQMD website5.

Recommended Changes to Existing Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-02 
2. As stated above, MM AQ-2 requires, among others, that “all off-road diesel-powered construction

equipment greater than 50 horsepower (hp) meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available

[…]6.”  This means that only Tier 4 engines can be used during construction.  However, the Lead

Agency’s specified performance standards and timing for this requirement of MM AQ-02 is not

consistent since it says that “construction equipment and vehicles are required to meet USEPA-

certified Tier 3 emissions standards or higher”7.   Based on this performance standard, Tier 3 engines

may be used during construction.  Additionally, according to Appendix G, Air Quality and

Greenhouse Gas Supporting Information, Tier 4 emission standards were used to calculate mitigated

construction emissions.  Therefore, to be consistent with the modeling assumption and the Lead

Agency’s commitment to using Tier 4 engines, and to further reduce NOx emissions during

construction, SCAQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency incorporate the following changes to

MM AQ-02 in the Final SEIR.

MM AQ-02: Exhaust Emissions Control 

[…] 

 During Project construction, all off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than

50 horsepower (hp) shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. […]

[…] 

Performance Standards and Timing: 

5 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Localized Significance Thresholds. Accessed at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. 
6    Draft SEIR. Page 4.3-46. 
7    Ibid. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
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[…] 

 During Construction: (1) […], (2) Provide copies of document that construction equipment

and vehicles meet USEPA-Certified Tier 3 4 emissions standards or higher to the CPUC as

equipment is mobilized.

Additional Recommended Mitigation Measure 
3. CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures go beyond what is required by law to minimize

any significant impacts.  To further reduce the impacts of NOx emissions during construction, the

Lead Agency should require the use of diesel haul trucks that conform to 2010 USEPA truck

standards or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil import/export) during

construction.  If the Lead Agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel haul trucks are not

feasible supported by substantial evidence in the record, the Lead Agency shall use trucks that meet

EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements, at a minimum.  Include this requirement as a bid

or contract specification with contractors.  Require periodic reporting and provision of written

documents by contractors to prove and ensure compliance

Permits 
4. In the event that the Proposed Project requires a permit from SCAQMD, SCAQMD should be

identified as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project in the Final SEIR.  For more information

on permits, please visit the SCAQMD webpage at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits.  Questions

on permits can be directed to the SCAQMD’s Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385.

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits






Map No. Size Type As-builts Location 
18" VCP Sewer Constructed Wineville from Landon Drive to Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 

30" CML/CMC Water Constructed Wineville from Landon Drive to Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 
18" CML/CMC Water Constructed Wineville from Landon Drive to Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 

8" VCP Sewer Constructed Landon Drive
16" CML/CMC Water Constructed Landon Drive

C Lessor Mall Development Lessor Pre-planning East of I-15 between Bellegrave Avenue and Landon Drive

D
Future Commercial and High 

Density Residential
- Undeveloped East of I-15 between Limonite Avenue and Bellegrave Avenue

Harvest I & II Lennar Constructed Pat Ranch Road between Limonite Avenue and Bellegrave Avenue

Harvest III Lennar 90% construction completed Pat Ranch Road between Limonite Avenue and Bellegrave Avenue

Vernola Park JARPD Constructed Pat Ranch Road south of Bellegrave Avenue
Vernola Park Phase 2 JARPD Planning Pat Ranch Road south of Bellegrave Avenue

18" VCP Sewer Constructed Pats Ranch Road from 68th Street to 64th Street 
10" VCP Sewer Constructed Pats Ranch Road from 64th Street to Limonite Avenue

18" CML/CMC Water Constructed Pats Ranch Road from 68th Street to Limonite Avenue 
18" VCP Sewer Constructed 68th Street from Pats Ranch Road to Wineville 
18" VCP Sewer Constructed 68th Street and Wineville 

8" CML/CMC Water Constructed 68th Street from Wineville to Carnelian Street
12" CML/CMC Water Constructed 68th Street from Carnelian Street to Pats Ranch Road

8" CML/CMC Water Constructed
Pats Ranch Road and 68th Street / 68th Street (east of Carnelian St.) / 

68th Street from Wineville Ave to Smith Ave

I Tr 31778 William Lyon Constructed Wineville Avenue between Bellegrave Avenue and Landon Drive

J Tr 36692-1 Frontier Under construction
Wineville Avenue between Landon Drive and Cantu-Galleano Ranch 

Road

K
Limonite Avenue / Interstate 

15 Interchange Project 
County of Riverside / 

Caltrans

 Bid Complete - Contract to be 
awarded June 2018 with 

construction to start Sept. 2018

Interstate Bridge Modification - Limonite Avenue From Pats Ranch 
Road to Eastvale Gateway 

L CDA Plume Pipeline Project
Chino Desalter Authority 

Water Pipeline
Design Wineville Avenue from Bellegrave to Harrel Street 

M 30" CML/CMC (CDA) Water Constructed Limonite Avenue from Interstate 15 to Etiwanda Avenue 
Dual 24" HDPE Sewer Constructed Van Buren Bridge
24" PVC SDR 26 Sewer Constructed From south side of Van Buren Bridge to Jurupa Road
18" CML/CMC Water Constructed In Van Buren - RPU Interconnect Project

A
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City of Eastvale 
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite #910 • Eastvale, CA 91752 

(951) 361-0900 • Fax: (951) 361-0888 • www.EastvaleCA.gov 

 

May 17, 2018 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

717 Market Street, Suite 650 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com 

 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR for the Southern California Edison 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) (SCH No. 2007011113) 

 

Dear Mr. Uchida:  

 

The City of Eastvale appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above referenced Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR). The City understands that Southern California Edison is proposing to upgrade the 

region’s existing electrical infrastructure and improve overall electrical reliability in the Northwestern 

Riverside County region, which involves installing a new eight-mile 230-kV line directly east of the City 

of Eastvale, as well as a substation. The City previously provided comments raising a number of 

environmental concerns during the Notice of Preparation comment period in February 2017. The City’s 

previous comment letter dated February 24, 2017 is attached. The City has completed a focused review of 

the EIR, particularly related to topics included in the City’s previous letter.  

 

The City has the following comments for consideration by Southern California Edison (SCE) on the 

proposed Project.  

• Aesthetics: As noted in the City’s NOP comment letter, the City is concerned about the location of 

the proposed Overhead Transmission Lines, as they would be highly visible from the City of 

Eastvale. Based on a review of the information provided in the Draft EIR, the proposed project 

would result in Significant and Unavoidable Aesthetic Impacts (Impact Aesthetics-C). This 

significant impact is illustrated in the photo simulations provided in the Aesthetics Section of the 

EIR.  

 

Although these facilities would not be located with the City of Eastvale, they would be highly 

visible from within the City, and from I-15, an essential gateway into the City. The Initial Study 

and Environmental Impact Report assert that the proposed project would not impact scenic 

viewsheds within the City. We dispute this assertion, and note that the proposed project would 

introduce transmission towers into the views of hillsides and mountains as seen from within the 

City, and from I-15.  This impact is shown in the photo simulation of Key Observation Point 5 

(KOP 5) of the Draft EIR Aesthetics Section. This would adversely impact both public and private 

views.  

 

In addition, we note that I-15 is both a prominent feature in the area, and an essential gateway to 

the City and currently affords expansive views that benefit residents, visitors and users of I-15. The 

City of Eastvale, City of Jurupa Valley, Caltrans, and WRCOG have been actively planning the 

mailto:riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com
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new I-15/Limonite Avenue interchange, with substantial consideration of the aesthetics of the new 

interchange, this location being a prominent entry into both Eastvale and Jurupa Valley. Thus, the 

visual character of this corridor is particularly important to the City and the residents of Eastvale.  

Due to the potential extensive visual impacts that could result from the proposed Project, the City 

of Eastvale in opposed to the proposed project. The City would be in support of either Alternative 

1 or Alternative 2, as these proposed alignments would reduce the visual impact associated with 

the project by installing underground electrical lines.  

• Safety/Hazards: The City appreciates the discussion included in the Hazards and Hazardous

Materials Section of the EIR (Impact Hazards-i) regarding fall hazards. While the analysis does

provide a brief discussion of potential toppling of the electrical line support towers, there is still

potential risk of impacts to nearby homes as well as Interstate-15. For these reasons, the City

supports Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, as they would eliminate potential fall risk to both

Interstate-15, as well as nearby homes.

• Underground Alternative: The City appreciates the inclusion of underground alternatives for the

proposed project (Alternative 1 and Alternative 2).

• Biological Resources: The City appreciates the discussion of migratory birds and potential

mortality impacts due to the location of overhead transmission lines in flyways. While mitigation

was provided, the City is concerned that impacts could still occur to special status bird species.

While Mitigation Measure BIO-1 does require installation of non-conductive caps and UV

deflectors across the Santa Ana River, there is still potential that birds could be injured along the

project site. Due to these impacts, the City once again recommends that SCE undertake either

Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.

The City of Eastvale appreciates the opportunity to comment on the project and looks forward to reviewing 

the EIR.  If you have any questions, please contact the Planning Director, Eric Norris at 

Enorris@eastvaleca.gov or 530-574-4875.   

Sincerely, 

Christine Donoghue, Environmental Planner for 

Eric Norris, Planning Director  

cc:  Michele Nissen, City Manager  

Joe Indrawan, Deputy City Engineer 

mailto:Enorris@eastvaleca.gov
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Attachment: NOP Comment Letter from the City of Eastvale dated February 24, 2017  
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February 24, 2017 

 

Jensen Uchida (CPUC Project Manager)  

California Public Utilities Commission  

c/o Panorama Environmental, Inc.  

One Embarcadero Center, Suite 740  

San Francisco, CA 94111 

riversidetrp@panaoramaenv.com 

 

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Southern California 

Edison Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) (A.15-04-012); 

(No. 1512007) 

 

Dear Ms. Uchida:  

 

The City of Eastvale appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project.  The 

City understands that Southern California Edison is proposing to upgrade the region’s existing 

electrical infrastructure and improve overall electrical reliability in the Northwestern Riverside 

County region, which involves installing a new eight-mile 230-kV line directly east of the City of 

Eastvale, as well as a substation. The City has several environmental concerns that should be 

analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for this project.  

• Aesthetics: A review of the information provided in conjunction with the NOP indicates 

that the project would install new overhead transmission lines along an over 1.5 mile 

segment adjacent to the east side of Interstate 15 (I-15). Although these facilities would not 

be located with the City of Eastvale, they would be highly visible from within the City, and 

from I-15, an essential gateway into the City. The Initial Study asserts that the proposed 

project would not impact scenic viewsheds within the City. We dispute this assertion, and 

note that the proposed project would introduce transmission towers into the views of 

hillsides and mountains as seen from within the City, and from I-15.  This would adversely 

impact both public and private views.  

 

In addition, we note that I-15 is both a prominent feature in the area, and an essential 

gateway to the City and currently affords expansive views that benefit residents, visitors 

and users of I-15. The City of Eastvale, City of Jurupa Valley, Caltrans, and WRCOG have 

been actively planning the new I-15/Limonite Avenue interchange, with substantial 

consideration of the aesthetics of the new interchange, this location being a prominent entry 

into both Eastvale and Jurupa Valley. Thus, the visual character of this corridor is 

particularly important to the City and the residents of Eastvale.  
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The EIR should consider how the project will change viewsheds from within Eastvale, and 

from I-15, and how the visual character of the area would be affected. We note that other 

segments of the alignment would be installed underground, and would encourage the 

segment adjacent to I-15 be similarly installed underground to preserve the important views 

along this corridor.  

 

• Safety/Hazards: The proposed project, due to its proximity to residential developments, 

should be analyzed for potential safety impacts for residences within the tower “fall zone.” 

Due to the large size of the proposed transmission lines, these potential impacts should be 

analyzed in the EIR. The potential for the project to impact I-15 should also be considered.  

 

• Underground Alternative: We note that a portion of the project would be installed 

unground, and thus, this approach must be feasible. Due to the potential for negative 

impacts, the City recommends that an underground alternative is evaluated by the EIR. 

This alternative, which may be environmentally superior, would reduce the potential 

aesthetic/visual and safety impacts associated with the Project. 

 

• Biological Resources: We note that the project would be located near I-15, a flyway for 

migratory birds. Thus, the impacts of these facilities on wildlife movement, and in 

particular migratory birds, should be considered in the EIR.  

 

The City of Eastvale appreciates the opportunity to comment on the project and looks forward to 

reviewing the EIR.  If you have any questions, please contact the Planning Director, Eric Norris at 

Enorris@eastvaleca.gov or 530-574-4875.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
Christine Donoghue, Environmental Planner for  

Eric Norris, Planning Director  

 

cc:   Michele Nissen, City Manager 

 John Cavanuagh, City Attorney  

 Joe Indrawan, Deputy City Engineer 

 Cathy Perring, Assistant Planning Director 
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May 17, 2018 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

c/o Panorama Environmental, Inc.  

717 Market Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Office of Ratepayer Advocates Comments on the Draft Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report (DSEIR), SCH Nos. 200701113, Regarding 230 kiloVolt (kV) Substation 

Options for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. Application (A.) 15-04-013. 

Background 

On April 2, 2018, the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Energy Division 

issued a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for Southern California Edison 

Company’s (SCE) Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP), for which SCE seeks a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) in A.15-04-013.  The Energy Division 

staff requests comments to the DSEIR by May 17, 2018.   Therefore, these comments are timely 

submitted.  The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) offers the following comments on the 

DSEIR for consideration.  

The DSEIR evaluated thirty alternative projects
1
 to SCE’s Proposed Project,

2
 including ORA’s

proposed Alternative 26.
3
  (See Figure 1)  Alternative 26 involves modifying SCE’s proposed

66 kiloVolt (kV) Circle City S u b s t a t i o n  Project and constructing new 115 kV and 230 kV 

transmission lines to replace a number of SCE projects.
4
  This alternative would construct

the  Circle City Substation as a 230/115/66 kV Substation, and interconnect it to the Mira 

Loma Substation in the City of Ontario, with approximately 11 miles of 230 kV lines, using 

existing and some new r i g h t s  o f  w a y  ( ROW). Approximately 27 (17 +10) miles
5
 of

115 kV line along I-15 freeway would be constructed to connect Ivyglen and Fogarty 115 

kV Substations to the n e w  Circle City 230 kV Substation.  The Circle City Substation 

would then supply power to the Corona, Pedley, Data Bank, Chase, Jefferson, Cleargen, 

1
 DSEIR, p. 3-8. 

2
 DSEIR, p. 2-1. 

3
 DSEIR, p. 3-44. 

4
 SCE’s Proposed 230 kV Wildlife Substation in SCE’s service area in the City of Riverside and the Riverside Public 

Utilities’ (RPU) 66 kV Wilderness Substation in RPU’s service area in the City of Riverside.  
5
 See Figure 1: Proposed 115kV transmission lines to connect Circle City to Ivyglen and Circle City to Fogarty 

Substations. 

http://ora.ca.gov/


2 

and Delgen Substations, as well as provide power to some of the R i v e r s i d e  P u b l i c  

U t i l i t i e s ’  ( RPU) load. The new Circle City 230 kV Substation would also supply power to 

the Ivyglen and Fogarty Substations.
6

The DSEIR concludes that Alternative 26 should be rejected because Alternative 26 does not 

meet the basic project objectives, does not meet the regulatory feasibility criteria, and does not 

reduce environmental impacts.
7

On April 4, 2018, Administrative Law Judge Yacknin issued a Proposed Decision (PD) to 

approve SCE’s Petition to Construct Valley-Ivyglen 115 kV Subtransmission Line Project 

(Ivyglen, A. 07-04-028) and to deny SCE’s application for a CPCN to construct the Alberhill 

System Project (Alberhill, A.09-09-022).  If this PD (approving Valley-Ivyglen project) is 

adopted by the Commission, there would not be a need to construct the 27 mile 115 kV 

transmission line to connect ORA’s proposed Circle City 230 kV Substation to Ivyglen and 

Fogarty Substations.  Instead, the Ivyglen Substation, when constructed, would 

sufficiently supply power to the Valley South system.  

Based on this new information, Alternative 26 should be modified ( Modified Alternative 26)
8
 to

eliminate the need to construct the 27 mile 115kV transmission line.  (See Figure 2)  ORA’s 

Modified Alternative 26 would construct the Circle City Substation as a 230/66 kV 

Substation instead of constructing SCE’s  proposed 66 kV Substation.  The Circle City 

Substation would interconnect to the Mira Loma Substation, which is in the City of 

Ontario, with approximately 11 miles of 230 kV transmission lines.  Then the Circle City 

Substation would connect to Riverside with a 66 kV transmission lines to serve the RPU’s load.    

ORA recommends that Modified Alternative 26 be evaluated in the Final Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) to consider the potential approval of Valley-Ivyglen 

Substation.  Modified Alternative 26 meets the basic project objectives, meets the regulatory 

feasibility criteria, and reduces environmental impacts as discussed below.  In addition, ORA 

recommends the Commission evaluate another bulk transmission alternative (Proposed Bulk 

Transmission Alternative, see Figure 3) in the FSEIR as discussed below.   

The Modified Alternative 26 Meets the Basic Project Objectives 

As defined in the DSEIR, the basic project objectives for the RTRP are t o  (i) increase 

capacity to meet existing and future load growth, and (ii) provide an additional point of 

delivery for bulk power into the RPU electrical system.  If an alternative did not meet at 

least one of the basic project objectives, the DSEIR rejected it from further analysis.
9

6
 DSEIR, p. 3-44. 

7
 DSEIR, p. 3-44. 

8  Modified Alternative 26 should be evaluated in the FSEIR regardless of whether the PD is adopted by the 

Commission or not. 
9
 DSEIR, p. 3-4. 
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The DSEIR eliminated twenty-six alternatives from formal review and provided brief 

explanations for their elimination.
10

  The remaining four alternatives that proceeded to the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) formal ranking  process are a variation of SCE’s 

proposed project, which is a ten mile 230 kV line tapped from the Mira Loma – Valley line  that 

routes overhead and underground for approxiamately eight miles to SCE’s Wildlife Substation.
11

 

 

ORA’s proposed Modified Alternative 26 meets all of SCE’s proposed project objectives, and 

also would result in less cost and less enviromental impact by eliminating the construction of two 

substations:  SCE’s Proposed 230 kV Wildlife Substation in the City of Riverside and the RPU’s 

66 kV Wilderness Substation in the RPU service area.  Therfore, the Modified Alternative 26 

should be compared to the DSEIR’s Alternatives 1 – 4 in the FSEIR.  

 

 

Figure 1 – Alternative 26 

 
 

 

  

                                                           
10

 DSEIR, p. 3-3. 
11

 DSEIR, p. 3-22. 
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Figure 2 – Modified Alternative 26 

The Modified Alternative 26 Meets Regulatory Feasibility Criteria 

As defined in the DSEIR for the RTRP, regulatory feasibility criteria consider factors such as: 

limitations to permitting a high-voltage transmission line and other required electrical 

infrastructure, lands with legal protections, consistency with regulatory standards, whether 

the cost of the alternative would be prohibitive, and the consideration of current 

technology. Alternatives that were not potentially feasible were rejected from further 

analysis.
12

The Modified Alternative 26’s 230 kV high voltage line route should not have any permitting 

limitations. In fact, the line route may have fewer environmental impacts compared to the 

proposed project.  For example, there is no need to build two substations (one for the SCE’s 

230 kV line and one for the RPU’s 66 kV lines).  Also, construction of the Modified 

Alternative 26, may not impact lands with legal protection along the transmission route.  In 

addition, the Modified Alternative 26 is consistent with regulatory standards and uses the 

same technology as the DSEIR’s Alternatives 1-4.  In fact, a major part of the Modified 

Alternative 26’s 230 kV lines follow SCE’s proposed 230 kV Substation siting and routing, 

12
 DSEIR, p. 3-4. 
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which is in SCE’s existing ROW, thus eliminating the acquisition of a major additional 

ROW.  Therefore, the Modified Alternative 26 will improve the feasibility and permitting of 

a high-voltage transmission line, and reduce the overall cost and environmental impact of 

the RTRP.   

The Modified Alternative 26 Avoids or Reduces Significant Environmental Impacts 

As defined in the DSEIR for the RTRP, potentially significant impacts of the Revised 

Project
13

 include aesthetic impacts from the riser poles proposed at Limonite Avenue,

overhead transmission poles along Wineville Avenue, and noise and traffic impacts from 

the construction of the underground transmission line.  Alternatives that would not avoid 

or reduce any significant impacts of the Revised Project, or would create or substantially 

increase significant impacts compared to the Revised Project were rejected from further 

analysis.
14

The Modified Alternative 26 may reduce environmental impacts from noise, traffic, utilities, 

and other hazards identified in comparison to the four alternatives that received full analysis. 

The DSEIR’s four alternatives would use Wineville Avenue and other routes before 

transitioning from overhead to underground.
15

  In contrast, the Modified Alternative 26 will

not use Wineville Avenue for the construction of special riser poles for the required 

transmission lines.  Without the overhead line towers and underground transitions, which 

require special riser poles, the Modified Alternative 26’s aesthetics at Key Observation 

Points (KOP) will lessen the environmental impact for the RTRP.  Also, construction time 

for the Modified Alternative 26 will be less than the Revised Project’s construction time, as 

there will be no trenching and installation of underground ducts.  Traffic impacts along 

Wineville, Limonite, and Pats Ranch Road will not be affected. Given these attributes, ORA 

recommends that the Modified Alternative 26 be considered for a full environmental review 

and compared to the four screened alternatives in the FSEIR.     

Proposed Bulk Transmission Alternative 

ORA also recommends that the FSEIR evaluate the construction of a new 500 kV Substation 

to be located at the Metropolitan Water District Substation at Temescal Canyon (MWD- 

TMSCL).  The new 500 kV Substation at MWD-TMSCL would connect to SCE’s existing 

500 kV Serrano to Valley transmission line and also would connect to RPU’s Harvey Lynn 

66kV Substation. (See Figure 3)  This bulk transmission alternative would: 1) meet all of the 

project objectives of a bulk transmission resource for SCE and RPU; 2) eliminate the 

construction of SCE’s proposed 230 kV Wildlife Substation and the RPU’s 66 kV Wilderness 

Substation; 3) eliminate all 230 kV underground routings that are recommended in the 

DSEIR’s Alternatives 1– 4; 4) cost significantly less than the Proposed Project and 

Alternatives 1-4; and 5) cause fewer environmental impacts than the Proposed Project. 

Additionally, this alternative would further reduce the bulk transmission route to about a mile 

13
 The Revised Project includes transmission line route changes and two miles of underground that were not included 

in RPU’s 2013 certified EIR. 
14

 DSEIR, p. 3-44.   
15

 DSEIR, p. 3-8 – p. 3.9. 
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of 500 kV transmission line to connect with the Serrano/Valley 500 kV transmission line 

(See Figure 3), while the four alternatives analyzed in the DSEIR and Modified Alternative 

26 require 10 – 11 miles of 230 kV transmission lines.  In addition to meeting all of the 

RTRP bulk transmission system objectives, the bulk transmission alternative would cost 

significantly less and have fewer environmental impacts compared to SCE’s Proposed 

Project and Alternatives 1-4.  Therefore, the Commission should conduct a full 

environmental review on this alternative in the FSEIR and compare it to the four screened 

alternatives and Modified Alternative 26.   

Figure 3 – Proposed Bulk Transmission Alternative 

Conclusion 

ORA recommends that the Commission conduct full environmental reviews of ORA’s 

Proposed Modified Alternative 26 and Proposed Bulk Transmission Alternative. 

If you have questions, please contact either Ken Lewis (415-703-1977, 

Kenneth.Lewis@cpuc.ca.gov) or Joseph Abhulimen (415-703-1552, 

Joseph.Abhulimen@cpuc.ca.gov). 

mailto:Kenneth.Lewis@cpuc.ca.gov
mailto:Joseph.Abhulimen@cpuc.ca.gov
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Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Chloe Lukins   

           CHLOE LUKINS 

 

Program Manager for  

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates 

California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA   94102 

 

 

cc:  Jensen Uchida, Project Manager, California Public Utilities Commission  

 

 



Braun Blaising Smith Wynne, P.C.  
Attorneys at Law 

 
 

May 17, 2018 
 
Via E-Mail (riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com) 
 
Jensen Uchida 
California Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Panorama Environmental, Inc. 
717 Market St. Suite 650 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 
Subject: Opening Comments of the City of Corona On The Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Report For The Riverside Transmission Reliability 
Project (Application 15-04-013)  

 
 
Dear Mr. Uchida: 
 
The City of Corona hereby submits the following comments on the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (“Draft SEIR”) for Southern California Edison’s (“SCE”) 
proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (“RTRP”).  The Draft SEIR was released on 
April 2, 2018 as part of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission” or 
“CPUC”) Environmental Impact Review (“EIR”) of the RTRP proposal in Application (“A.”) 
15-04-013.   
 
As set forth below, Corona is generally supportive of the Draft SEIR, including the Draft SEIR’s 
identification of Alternative 1 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and the Draft SEIR’s 
rejection of Alternative 29 and Alternatives 24-26.  However, Corona is concerned that the Draft 
SEIR’s rejection of Alternatives 24-26, while valid, is based in part on misstatements of law that 
should be clarified or corrected, and errs in failing to acknowledge the soundness of the logic 
underlying these Alternatives.    

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Corona is a municipality of approximately 160,000 residents located in Riverside County, 
California.  Corona has its own municipal electric utility, the Corona Department of Water and 
Power, which provides electric service to portions of the city.  The remainder of the city receives 
electric service from SCE.  SCE owns and operates a number of transmission facilities located 
within Corona’s city limits, and has an application currently before the Commission – SCE’s 
Circle City Project (“CCP”) proposed in A.15-12-007 – that would involve the construction of 
significant new transmission facilities inside Corona.  The proposed RTRP and CCP projects are 
functionally and geographically linked, and several of the RTRP project alternatives that are 
addressed in the Draft SEIR would involve significantly expanding the proposed CCP, which 
would result in significantly greater environmental and social impacts in Corona.  In addition, 

cgilleran
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Corona is located in the Northwest Riverside County area – the same region where RTRP would 
be constructed.  As such, Corona believes that it is essential that the Commission ensure that the 
RTRP project, if approved, is constructed in a manner that respects the region’s unique visual 
character and preserves its aesthetic resources.  With these interests in mind, Corona offers the 
following comments on the Draft SEIR.   

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR 

1. Corona Supports The Draft SEIR’s Selection Of Alternative 1 As The
Environmentally Superior Alternative

The Draft SEIR correctly identifies Alternative 1 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative 
that meets all project objectives.  The baseline revised RTRP proposal (“Revised Project”) would 
include the construction of an overhead 230 kV transmission line segment running north-south 
on Wineville Avenue and along Interstate-15.  This overhead line would include three lattice 
steel towers ranging from 115 to 120 feet in height, one 90 foot tall tubular steel pole, and one 
170 foot tall tubular steel pole, all of which would significantly reduce the aesthetic character of, 
and views from, Interstate-15 as well as neighboring roadways, parks, recreational areas, and 
residential neighborhoods.  Under Alternative 1, the Wineville Avenue / Interstate-15 line 
segment would be slightly rerouted to a parallel route, primarily running north-south along Pats 
Ranch Road, and, more importantly, would be placed entirely underground.  The remainder of 
Alternative 1 would be identical to the Revised Project.1   

The line segment that would be undergrounded under Alternative 1 would be located in Jurupa 
Valley, California, less than four miles from Corona.  Both Jurupa Valley and Corona are located 
in the Northwest Riverside County area – a region with unique visual resources and aesthetic 
character.  The area includes Lake Matthews, the Santa Ana River Valley, and, most importantly, 
Santa Ana Mountains, which rise thousands of feet from the valley floor and are the dominant 
visual feature in much of the area.  The Santa Ana Mountains include forested slopes and, in 
winter, snow-capped peaks that contrast with the grassland vegetation in the valley below.  The 
area is also home to a wide range of scenic roadways, hiking and bicycle trails, parks, historic 
sites, picturesque agricultural and residential areas, thriving commercial developments, and other 
recreational areas that derive a significant share of their value from their aesthetic features. 

Corona supports the Draft SEIR’s recognition that the Revised Project’s proposed poles and 
towers would result in a significant permanent impact on views from local roadways, parks, and 
recreational areas.2  The large poles and risers proposed in the Revised Project would have 
significantly degraded the visual character of part of Interstate-15, one of the area’s main 
economic arteries, and would have significantly degraded the aesthetic character of, and views 
from, a number of roadways and residential neighborhoods.  Preserving its aesthetic character is 
of fundamental importance to the region, and the Draft SEIR assigns appropriate weight to this 
important factor.     

1 Draft SEIR at 6-2, 6-6 – 6-9. 
2 Draft SEIR at 6-8 (Table 6.4-2). 
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Corona also supports the Draft SEIR’s emphasis on the permanent nature of the negative 
aesthetic impact of the Revised Project’s lines and poles.  The Draft SEIR appropriately assigns 
greater weight to this permanent harm than it does to temporary impacts, such as construction-
related traffic and noise impacts.3   

2. Corona Strongly Supports The Draft SEIR’s Rejection Of Alternative 29

As directed by the ALJ, on January 12, 2018 SCE and the City of Riverside submitted a Joint 
RTRP Lower Voltage And Other Design Alternatives Report (“Report”).  The Report analyzed 
three possible lower-voltage alternatives to the Revised Project and rejected all three alternatives 
as infeasible.4  The Draft SEIR considered (and eliminated) all three of the lower voltage 
alternatives identified in the Report, identifying them as Alternatives 28, 29, and 30.5 

Of particular interest to Corona is the Alternative identified as Lower Voltage Alternative B in 
the Report, and Alternative 29 in the Draft SEIR.  Alternative 29 would significantly expand the 
Circle City Substation proposed by SCE in its CCP application – a substation that, if CCP is 
approved, would be located in Corona.  Alternative 28 would also require the construction of a 
new 230 kV transmission line connecting to the Circle City substation.  This line would be in 
addition to the five new 66 kV lines already proposed in the SCE’s CCP application.6 

The Report rejected Alternative 29 on the grounds that it would take significantly longer to 
construct, would be substantially more expensive, and is likely to increase the environmental and 
social impacts of the project.  Regarding Alternative 29’s environmental effects, the Report 
states: 

[Alternative 29] is also likely to significantly increase environmental impacts. With 
respect to environmental factors, [Alternative 29] requires a new 230 kV circuit that is 
longer than the RTRP Hybrid Proposal, plus six 69 kV circuits along three separate 
routes to deliver an equivalent amount of energy as the RTRP Hybrid Proposal.  This 
configuration would create new environmental and landowner impacts.  The three 69 kV 
line routes would result in a total of 30.4 line miles, and the 230 kV line would be at least 
11 miles, versus the 9.7-mile RTRP Hybrid Proposal.  The increased line mileage 
correspondingly increases the environmental impacts. The RTRP Hybrid Proposal 
consists of 63 steel structures, while [Alternative 29] is estimated to include 335 steel 
structures, which would also have a large impact on affected landowners in terms of 
securing easements and mitigating view shed concerns as well as increase vulnerabilities 
to damage from, for example, traffic and other environmental conditions.  While the 
RTRP Hybrid Proposal impacts 71 parcels with its overhead double-circuit 230 kV line, 
Alternative B is estimated to impact 163 parcels with double-circuit 69 kV overhead 

3 Draft SEIR at 6-9. 
4 Report at 15-17. 
5 Draft SEIR at 3-19 – 3-20. 
6 Report at 69; Draft SEIR at 3-20. 
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lines, a significant increase.  Finally, the likely impacts to wildlife are greater under 
Alternative B.7   

Regarding Alternative 29’s social impacts, the Report states: 

Social factors also support a finding of infeasibility. The large number of structures and 
line miles described above in connection with environmental factors will create greater 
impacts on the communities located adjacent to the [Alternative 29] facilities relative to 
the impact that the shorter route and reduced number of structures associated with the 
RTRP Hybrid Proposal will have on communities adjacent to the project. Given that the 
line routes for Alternative B do not follow the same route as the RTRP Hybrid Proposal 
and would entail a longer 230 kV line, SCE and Riverside anticipate that new community 
opposition would arise and that new environmental analyses of the routes may be 
required, with a corresponding delay of the project’s timing… [Alternative 29] is likely to 
have larger environmental justice impacts on disadvantaged communities.8 

The Draft SEIR eliminated Alternative 29 on the grounds that: 

Alternative 29 does not meet technical or regulatory feasibility criteria and would be 
financially infeasible. The alternative would result in greater impacts than the Revised 
Project and would not meet the environmental screening criteria due to the installation of 
a longer 230 kV transmission line and approximately 30 miles of new power lines, which 
would result in greater environmental impacts than the Revised Project.9 

Corona strongly supports the Draft SEIR’s elimination of Alternative 29.  However, Corona 
believes that the Draft SEIR’s discussion of Alternative 29 should be expanded to address all of 
the negative impacts specifically identified in the Report, including the likely impacts related to 
securing easements, landowner view concerns, environmental justice impacts on disadvantaged 
communities, and wildlife impacts.  In addition, Corona has a number of concerns regarding the 
environmental, traffic, noise, and aesthetic impacts of the much smaller Circle City substation 
and related lines proposed in the CCP proceeding.  The expanded Circle City Substation required 
by Alternative 29 would result in even greater impacts, including significant additional impacts 
on traffic, construction noise, and aesthetics.  The Draft SEIR’s discussion of its justifications for 
rejecting Alternative 29 should explicitly address these impacts.  

3. Corona Generally Supports The Draft SEIR’s Rejection Of Alternatives 24-
26, But The Draft SEIR Should Be Modified To Correct Errors Of Law And
Acknowledge The Legitimacy Of ORA’s Underlying Logic

In its February 24, 2017, Comments On The Notice Of Preparation Of An Environmental Impact 
Report and Scoping Meeting Regarding Riverside Transmission Reliability Project, the Office of 

7 Report at 92-93. 
8 Report at 93. 
9 Draft SEIR at 3-47. 
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Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”) argued that four SCE-proposed transmission projects located in 
the Lake Mathews area – the Valley-Ivyglen Project (“VIG”) the Alberhill System Project 
(“ASP”), CCP, and RTRP, appear to be so closely linked in terms of geography, capacity 
provided, and purpose served that they should be viewed and assessed as a single project.  
Regarding RTRP and CCP, ORA argued that: 

Although the RTRP and the CCP serve different communities, the two communities are 
contiguous and are both served by the 66 kV sub-transmission facilities.  Both the RTRP 
and the CCP would be constructed and operated by SCE, so the two projects can be 
consolidated.10 

Regarding all four projects, ORA argued that: “because the projects are all geographically next 
to each other, the CPUC should consider all four projects together so that the best transmission 
project alternatives can be considered.”11  ORA further stated that, considered together, “there 
may not be a need for all four projects.”12  ORA then outlined three “Options,” each of which, 
ORA asserted, would leverage (and in some instances expand) the CCP, ASP, and VIG projects 
reduce or eliminate the need for RTRP.13 

The Draft SEIR considers the three “Options” proposed by ORA as Alternatives 24-26, 
eliminating all three alternatives on three grounds: 1) none of the alternatives satisfies the basic 
project objective of providing a second power connection to Riverside; 2) none of the 
alternatives meets feasibility criteria, as the Commission is required to respond to the 
Application presented by the Utilities and does not have a mechanism to require the 
consolidation of multiple projects that have been recommended by CAISO; and 3) the 
alternatives would result in substantially greater environmental impacts than the Revised Project, 
due to the need for much longer transmission lines.14   

Corona agrees with the Draft SEIR’s elimination of Alternatives 24-26 on the first and third 
grounds.  None of the three Alternatives provides a second connection to Riverside, which both 
SCE and Riverside have identified as an essential project element.  Further, all three Alternatives 
would reduce the size and impacts of the RTRP project by shifting additional construction and 
impacts to ASP, VIG, and, especially, CCP, resulting in a greater total systemwide impact.   

However, the Draft SEIR’s rejection of Alternatives 24-26 on feasibility grounds appears to be 
based on two serious errors of law.  First, it is unclear what the Draft SEIR means when it states 
that Alternatives 24-26 are infeasible because “The CPUC is required to respond to the utilities 
applications for each project.”15  Although the CPUC is required to review utility applications, it 
is also true that the CPUC has the authority to consolidate applications and EIR processes, and to 

10 ORA Comments at 7-8. 
11 Id. at 8. 
12 Id. at 1. 
13 Id. at 8-11. 
14 Draft SEIR at 3-18 – 3-19. 
15 Id. 
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order the consideration of alternative configurations.  Such consolidation is a normal and regular 
occurrence at the CPUC, with the Commission’s consolidated review of the ASP and VIG 
projects providing a clear and procedurally relevant example.  Further, even if the Commission 
has not consolidated the EIR processes for the projects in question, the fact that an Alternative 
would reduce a proposed project’s size (and environmental impacts) by leveraging other existing 
or proposed projects in the same region is not a valid basis for eliminating an alternative as 
infeasible.  To the contrary, Alternatives that leverage other existing or proposed projects to 
reduce or eliminate the need for the project under consideration should be one of the 
Commission’s top priorities.  Such alternatives can both significantly reduce a project’s 
environmental impacts, and save ratepayer money by identifying more efficient system 
configurations that reduce unnecessary or duplicative infrastructure.  

Second, the Draft SEIR’s statement that the Commission “does not have a mechanism to require 
the consolidation of multiple projects that have been recommended by the CAISO” is both 
misleading and irrelevant to the question of the alternatives’ feasibility.  Even if the Commission 
does not currently have a specific mechanism in place for consolidating CAISO-recommended 
projects, it is clear that the Commission has the authority to do so.  Corona is unaware of any 
authority that would prevent the ALJ from issuing a ruling requiring a consolidated EIR process 
for one or more projects, regardless of whether those projects have or have not been 
recommended by CAISO. 

Corona is also concerned that the Draft SEIR’s elimination of the particular “Options” proposed 
by ORA (Alternatives 24-26), while justified on some grounds, ignores the sound logic 
underlying ORA’s position.  The Draft SEIR should acknowledge that, given the geographic and 
functional proximity and overlapping purposes served by RTRP, CCP, ASP, and VIG, any 
Environmentally Superior Alternative selected in this proceeding should satisfy the RTRP’s 
proposed purposes (including providing a second connection to Riverside) while also minimizing 
the environmental impacts of the RTRP and related projects.  In other words, the Draft SEIR 
should give the RTRP Environmentally Superior Alternative the full credit that it is due – not 
only for the ways that the Alternative reduces environmental impacts specific to the RTRP 
proposal, but also for the ways that a full build-out of Alternative 1 can be leveraged to reduce 
the need for – and environmental impacts of – the CCP and possibly other related projects.   

/ / / 
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CONCLUSION 

The City of Corona thanks the Commission for its consideration of the matters raised in these 
comments, and respectfully requests that the corrections and modifications to the Draft SEIR’s 
discussion of Alternatives 24-26 and Alternative 29 discussed above be included in the 
Commission’s Final SEIR.   

Dated: May 17, 2018 
Respectfully submitted, 

_______/S/_______ 

David Peffer 
Braun Blaising Smith Wynne, P.C. 
915 L Street, Suite 1480 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 326-5813
peffer@braunlegal.com

Attorney for:  
City of Corona 
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